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1. Introduction  

1.1 This Statement is submitted on behalf of Taylor Wimpey in relation to the following land 

interests, both of which form part of wider proposed allocations within the emerging 

Local Plan: 

 Land to the south of Skimmers Lane, Holmer Green –Proposed Allocation SP BP3; 

and 

 Land to the south of Winker’s Farm, Chalfont St Peter- Proposed Allocation SP 

BP8  

1.2 These sites are proposed to be released from the Green Belt and allocated for new 

housing.    

1.3 This Statement provides a response to relevant Issues contained within Matter 4: 

Revision of Green Belt Boundaries and Development in the Green Belt. Taylor Wimpey 

reserves the opportunity to comment further on other issues during the relevant 

Examination sessions insofar as they are relevant to their previous representations. 

1.4 Our Client provided detailed representations to the Regulation 19 Consultation on the 

Proposed Submission Local Plan. We do not seek to extensively repeat those 

representations, but provide commentary in relation to the ‘Inspectors Initial 

Questions’. Previous representations have included a range of technical documentation 

to demonstrate the suitability, availability and deliverability of the two sites for 

residential development as part of the emerging Local Plan in line with paragraph 67 of 

the National Planning Policy Framework.  

1.5 Taylor Wimpey expect that submissions will be required to subsequent sessions of the 

Local Plan Examination regarding site specific matters of each allocation alongside any 

relevant Development Management policies.   

1.6 The comments provided within this Statement are made on the basis that the Local Plan 

will be examined against the requirements of the National Planning Policy Framework 

(February 2019) (herein referred to as the Framework).  
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2. Matter 4: Revision of Green Belt Boundaries 
and Development in the Green Belt  

Issue 1 – Principle of Green Belt Release  

2.1 In light of our Client’s land interests within the Local Plan area at Holmer Green and 

Chalfont St Peter, where required, the responses are set out in relation to each site to 

assist the Inspector at the Hearing Sessions.  

Reasons for proposes boundary changes and capacity of existing urban areas  

Q1. Paragraph 11 of the Framework states that plans should apply a presumption in favour of 

sustainable development. Amongst other things, for plan-making this means that strategic 

policies should provide for objectively assessed needs for housing and other uses unless the 

applications of policies in the Framework that protect areas or assets of particular importance 

provides a strong reason for restricting the overall scale, type or distribution of development 

in the plan area. In response to the Inspectors’ Initial Questions the Councils refer to 

constraints such as the Burnham Beeches SAC, the Chilterns AONB and areas of the Green Belt 

as reasons for not meeting the objectively assessed needs of the area in full in Chiltern and 

South Bucks.  

However, the Plan does include new development within the Green Belt and the Chilterns 

AONB. How, therefore, did the Councils determine the amount of housing and employment 

development which is proposed to be released from the Green Belt? 

Before concluding that exceptional circumstances exist to justify changes to Green Belt 

boundaries, paragraph 137 of the Framework states that the strategic policy-making authority 

should be able to demonstrate that is has examined full all other reasonable options for 

meeting its identified need for development. This includes whether the strategy: 

a) Makes as much use as possible of brownfield sites and underutilised land; 

2.2 The Local Plan area is extremely constrained, with Green Belt designations covering 

87.6% of the area and AONB restrictions covering 42.5% of the area. Moreover, there 

are other constraints in South Bucks owing to Burnham Beeches1. There are numerous 

other protected areas such as Scheduled Ancient Monuments, Ancient Woodland, 

historic gardens, conservation areas and Colne Valley Regional Park. The Councils have 

very limited unconstrained land available to meet their needs.  

2.3 Against this backdrop, the Councils have a Local Housing Need (LHN) of 15,2602 dwellings 

throughout the Plan Period (2016-2036) which amounts to 763 homes per year.  

2.4 The Authorities have fully explored development options on underutilised land and 

Brownfield land, through both the HELAA and the Brownfield Register. The Brownfield 

                                                           
1 A Site of Special Scientific Interest and Special Area of Conservation  
2 The Standard Methodology indicates 337 dwellings per annum for Chiltern and 431 dwellings 
for South Bucks.   
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Register has been prepared since December 2017 and shows a small supply of available 

brownfield sites across the Plan Area, amounting to 55 sites across the Plan Area with a 

dwelling capacity of 1,573 – 1,9223.In order to fully understand the potential supply from 

previously development land, the Councils have undertaken ‘Call for Sites’ exercises and 

have prepared HELAA documents.   

2.5 The Green Belt Exception Circumstances Report (May 2019) (CSBLP15.1) reflected the 

HELAA identified capacity for 1,458 dwellings across the Local Plan area over the plan 

period – without considering Green Belt options. There is some overlap with the 

Brownfield Register – however, this figure was also informed by a call for sites and estate 

renewal study.  

2.6 The HELAA 2020 (CSBLP19.01) demonstrates a capacity (excluding strategic allocations) 

of 2,051 dwellings throughout the Plan Period which we infer as sites within settlements 

or previously developed land across the districts.  

2.7 Clearly the Councils’ supply of suitable, available and deliverable housing solely on 

previously developed and underutilised land would be substantially lower than the LHN. 

2.8 The Councils have satisfied paragraph 137(a) of the Framework insofar as the Local Plan 

plans to make as much use as possible of suitable brownfield sites and underutilised 

land.  

b) Optimises the density of development, including whether policies promote a significant 

uplift in minimum density standards in town and city centres and other locations will served 

by public transport; and 

2.9 As mentioned previously, the Local Plan area is subject to a number of constraints. The 

HELAA 2020 sets out that where the capacity of the site has not been defined through a 

planning application or detailed pre-planning work, they were assigned a capacity range 

based on their setting, including:  

 100 dwellings per hectare for town centre sites  

 50 dwellings per hectare for urban area centre sites  

 30 dwellings per hectare for greenfield sites  

2.10 The Councils have satisfied paragraph 137(b) in this regard insofar as development is 

planned to be optimised as far as reasonably possible and due regard has been paid to 

the character of each site.  

c) Has been informed by discussions with neighbouring authorities about whether they can 

accommodate some of the identified need for development. 

2.11 The HELAA 2020 demonstrates the Councils’ supply for the plan period is 11,015 

dwellings; clearly this falls short of the Local Housing Need of 15,260 dwellings.  

                                                           
3 Source: Brownfield Land Register (Review 2018) 
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2.12 The Council’s Duty to Cooperate Statement (September 2019) sets out their dialogue 

and cooperation with Aylesbury Vale District Council, a relatively less constrained 

authority located to the north of Chiltern and South Bucks. This dialogue and 

cooperation has been ongoing throughout the process of the Local Plan preparation 

through the forum of direct discussions, joint evidence commissions and through the 

Bucks Planning Forums.  

2.13 This ongoing engagement culminated in a Duty to Cooperate Memorandum of 

Understanding agreed between Chiltern, South Bucks and Aylesbury Vale District Council 

in January 2018, in which Aylesbury Vale agreed that their Local Plan would 

accommodate 5,750 dwellings to 2033 of Chiltern and South Bucks’ objectively assessed 

housing need.  

2.14 The Councils have satisfied paragraph 137(c) of the Framework insofar as they have 

worked cooperatively with Aylesbury Vale District Council in order to agree for a level of 

the Councils’ unmet need to be met within this less constrained neighbouring authority.  

Q2. How have the Councils made as much use as possible of brownfield sites and underutilised 

land and buildings in existing urban areas? How has the capacity of the existing urban areas 

to accommodate new development been established? Is the evidence in this regard accurate 

and up-to-date? 

2.15 The Councils have identified previously developed land and underutilised land/ buildings 

through the Brownfield Register and the HELAA. The preparation of both has been 

informed by Call for Sites, as well as estates renewal in the case of the HELAA, it is 

considered that appropriate approach to ascertain those sites which are suitable, 

available and achievable on brownfield sites has been taken. Whilst an update to the 

HELAA was published in 2020, the Brownfield Register has not yet been updated to take 

account of those permissions in the monitoring period 1st April 2018 - 31st March 2019. 

However, we consider that the up-to-date evidence is captured in the HELAA Update.  

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? 

2.16 The Issues and Options (Regulation 18) consultation was undertaken in early 2016 and 

set out a number of Strategy Options and areas of search for meeting the identified 

objectively assessed housing needs.  

2.17 The Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act (2004) expects LPAs to prepare local 

development documents with the objective of ‘contributing to the achievement of 

sustainable development4’.  The Councils assessed the aforementioned strategy options 

through the preparation of a Sustainability Appraisal (Ref: CSBLP6.3), prepared by Lepus. 

                                                           
4 Section 39 of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 
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The SA assesses these options against the three dimensions of sustainable development5 

through a number of SA objectives6.  

2.18 The Strategy Options included: 

 Option A: making more efficient and effective use of land  

 Option B: testing the scope to increase development opportunities by reviewing 

areas of special control i.e. Established Residential Areas of Special Character.  

 Option C: Built area extension(s) to the principal settlements of Chesham, 

Amersham, Little Chalfont, Beaconsfield, Chalfont St Peter, Gerrards Cross and 

Burnham.  

 Option D: Built area extension(s) within Chiltern/ South Bucks administrative 

area on the edge of principal settlements outside the Plan area – Wycombe, 

Uxbridge, Slough and Maidenhead.  

 Option E: built area extensions to a wider range of settlements including Great 

Missenden, Prestwood, Chalfont St Giles, Denham Green, Iver Heath, Farnham 

Royal, Stoke Poges and Iver Village.  

 Option F: a review of settlements within the Green Belt with a view to removing 

larger settlements currently within the Green Belt. 

 Option G: a detailed review of the inner Green Belt boundaries to address any 

existing anomalies, areas of significant development such as the Epilepsy Centre, 

Chalfont St Peter and/ or small scale releases.  

 Option H: review the scope for allowing limited infilling within villages.  

 Option I: extension(s) to other settlements such as the larger villages.  

 Option J: in addition to options above, additional sustainable growth options in 

built up areas and/ or in the Green Belt close to train stations.  

2.19 The areas of search included a range of housing sites (including both our client’s sites) in 

various settlements including Amersham, Beaconsfield, Chalfont St Giles, Chalfont St 

Peter and Gerrards Cross, Chesham, Farnham, Holmer Green, Iver Heath, Iver Village, 

Little Chalfont, Middle Green, Prestwood, Richings Park, Stoke Poges and Taplow.  

2.20 This Sustainability Appraisal did not identify the best performing options as there was 

insufficient detail at this stage. This demonstrates the Councils’ consideration of all other 

reasonable options, with the findings of this underpinning the strategy moving forward.  

                                                           
5 As defined by Paragraph 8 of the NPPF: social, economic and environmental 
6 The SA objectives include: Cultural Heritage, Landscape, Biodiversity, Climate Change 
Mitigation, Climate Change Adaption, Natural Resources, Pollution, Waste, Transport, Housing 
and Health Economy.  
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2.21 In 2019, following the collation of further evidence, the spatial options were 

amalgamated and revisited within the Regulation 19 SA Report (June 2019) (CSBLP7). 

They are as follows: 

 Option A – Do nothing 

 Option B – Export all unmet housing need to Aylesbury and develop all suitable 

commitments 

 Option C – Meet partial housing need set out in the Standard Methodology over 

the plan period (2016-2036) including using commitments and all suitable HELAA 

sites and exporting remaining unmet housing need to the Vale of Aylesbury.  

 Option D – meet the housing need set out in the Standard Methodology over 

the plan period including using all sources and include additional Green Belt 

Strategic Options releases as necessary, and all suitable HELAA sites, and 

exporting remaining unmet housing need to the Vale of Aylesbury.  

2.22 A further update in September 2019 (CSBLP9) included a final Option E (as requested by 

the Inspector) set out below:  

• Option E – Housing need set out in the Standard Methodology over the plan period 

(2016-2036) to be met within the Chiltern and South Bucks Plan area.  

2.23 These reports concluded that Option D provides the greatest opportunities for housing 

and economic benefits in the Plan area. The Councils subsequently progressed this 

spatial strategy to deliver the Local Plan; this approach reflects a positive approach to 

plan-making that is aspirational but deliverable (as required by paragraph 16(b) of the 

Framework) within the context of the many constraints within the Local Plan area.  

2.24 The Councils’ approach has been underpinned by the requirements of Section 39 of the 

TCPA 2004 and are satisfied that the Council have examined the suitability of all other 

reasonable options for meeting its identified needs before progressing an appropriate 

strategy based on proportionate evidence. 

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? 

2.25 The four Buckinghamshire authorities7 commissioned Arup to undertake a Green Belt 

Assessment Report which was published in March 2016. (CSBLP15.7). The purpose of 

this initial report was to assess the performance of general areas against the Green Belt 

purposes set out in the Framework. This is referred to as the Green Belt Part 1 

Assessment.  

                                                           
7 Aylesbury Vale District Council, Chiltern District Council, South Bucks District Council and 
Wycombe District Council  
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2.26 This assessment did not focus on certain settlements as such but focused on the strategic 

Metropolitan Green Belt across the entirety of the Local Plan areas of Chiltern and South 

Bucks, as well as Wycombe and Aylesbury Vale. By virtue of the nature of the assessment 

and the purposes against which the parcels were being assessed, therecommended 

General Areas in Chiltern and South Bucks predominantly adjoined the principal 

settlements (identified in the Sustainability Appraisal (Jan 2016) as: Chesham, 

Amersham, Little Chalfont, Beaconsfield, Chalfont St Peter, Gerrards Cross and 

Burnham).  

Q8. How were the results from the Green Belt Assessment Part 2 taken forward and how were 

sites considered further? Were potential sites for development identified in the Part 1 

Assessment? 

The Green Belt Part 1 Assessment was prepared at a strategic level in order to assess 

how General Areas perform against the Green Belt purposes set out in national policy. 

The work from the Part 1 Assessment fed into the Part 2 Assessment (Ref: CSBLP15.3) 

which assessed only sites in Chiltern and South Bucks: The Part 2 Assessment considered, 

through more detailed assessments, the appropriateness of any adjustments to Green 

Belt boundaries recommended in the Part 1 Assessment.  

Q9. How does the Part 2 Green Belt Assessment build on the conclusions of the Part 1 

Assessment used to determine which sites to assess in more detail?  

2.27 The Green Belt Part 1 Assessment assessed land to the south-east of Chalfont St Peter 

as part of General Area 44A:  this area consisted of an area of 229ha located to the east 

of Gerrards Cross and Chalfont St Peter. 

2.28 The Green Belt Part 1 Assessment concludes that this General Area attains a medium 

score against the NPPF purposes. The report concludes that a small sub-area in the 

north-east of the parcel – referred to as RSA-15 and pertaining to the allocation 

boundary of policy SP BP8 – is identified as potentially scoring weakly.  

2.29 These recommendations were then fed into the Green Belt Part 2 Assessment whereby 

the Site and wider Allocation was assessed under site reference 1.11 (Area SE of Chalfont 

St Peter). The Green Belt Part 2 Assessment assessed the site against the Green Belt 

purposes, as well as: the role the site plays in terms of the wider Green Belt objectives 

and cumulative impacts; the consistency of the area boundary with the NPPF 

requirements for permanence and defensibility.  

2.30 This concluded that the Green Belt area performed weakly against the NPPF purposes. 

It was also considered that the release of Area 1.11 in isolation is unlikely to adversely 

impact the surrounding Green Belt due to its containment  

2.31 In respect of land to the south of Skimmers Lane, Holmer Green, the site was considered 

within Green Belt Part 1 Assessment as parcel 24a – which sets out that the site should 

be recommended to be considered further for Green Belt release under RSA-9. The Part 

1 Assessment emphasises that the parcel is on the edge of the built up area of High 

Wycombe and is part of a ‘less essential gap between the non-Green Belt settlements of 

High Wycombe (Holmer Green) and Knotty Green”.  
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2.32 Further to the above, the Green Belt Part 2 Assessment identifies the site as 1.02 (Area 

South of Holmer Green – Skimmers Orchard). The site is assessed against the same 

criteria set out above for land to the South East of Chalfont St Peter.  

2.33 This concluded that the suitability of the site’s release from the Green Belt relied on the 

release of land within Wycombe District Council (which has since occurred). In this event, 

it was considered that the site scored weakly in respect of the Green Belt purposes and 

that the boundary would be predominantly permanent and defensible in accordance 

with NPPF requirements.  

2.34 These findings set out above informed the Green Belt Preferred Options, with both our 

client’s sites included within proposed allocations for Green Belt release, under Option 

2 – Land south to the Holmer Green and Option 8 – south-east of Chalfont St Peter.  

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? 

2.35 Lepus have prepared a number of SAs8 for the Councils to support various stages of the 

Plan preparation, including areport from September 2017 in respect of the Green Belt 

Preferred Options (CSBLP6.2).  

2.36 Our client’s sites largely align with the following spatial strategy options identified in the 

SA at Regulation 18 stage:  

 Option C – built area extension(s) to the principal settlements of Chesham, 

Amersham, Little Chalfont, Beaconsfield, Chalfont St Peter, Gerrards Cross and 

Burnham.  

 Option D - Built area extension(s) within Chiltern/South Bucks administrative 

area on the edge of principle settlements outside the Plan area – Wycombe, 

Uxbridge, Slough, and Maidenhead. 

2.37 Whilst there were no best performing options identified at this stage, Options C and D 

performed relatively well against the SA objectives.  

2.38 In respect of Option C and Option D, the SA assesses each of the areas of search (as 

identified in the Green Belt Part 1 Assessment) against the SA objectives. Both sites (land 

to the South-East of Chalfont St Peter and area south of Holmer Green – Skimmers 

Orchard) were assessed in the SA January 2016 Issues and Options, as well as the SA for 

the Green Belt Preferred Options (CSBLP6.2).  

2.39 In respect of promoting sustainable patterns, we note the following conclusions of both 

SAs in respect of the two allocations.  

                                                           
8 In line with Section 39 of the PCPA 2004  
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• Land to the south-east of Chalfont St Peter – the SA notes that the nearest railway 

station is Gerrards Cross, approximately 2km from the option at the farthest point. 

Moreover bus services to Slough, Chalfont Common and Amersham are available 

from Copthall Lane approximately 400m from the option. It found that a range of 

amenities and services can be found in Chalfont St Peter, approximately 1km from 

the option. Furthermore, the PRoW network facilitates walking/ cycle access into 

the surrounding areas. The SA concludes that these factors are likely to contribute 

to relatively low personal car use by prospective residents.  

• Area south of Holmer Green – Skimmers Orchard: the closest bus stop is 200 

metres away which offers access to the surrounding towns and local centres such 

as High Wycombe and Chesham. It is expected that approximately half of the 

residents are anticipated to be within 400m.  

2.40 The SA concludes that, subject to mitigation – which is provided within the policy 

wording of each allocation – each site represents a sustainable development location. 

2.41 Whilst the starting point for identifying development options was not appraising the 

sustainability of settlements per se, owing to the strategic importance of the Green 

Belt,the approach taken (i.e. using the Green Belt assessment as a starting point) is 

entirely suitable within the context of the Local Plan area.  The Councils have had due 

regard to the sustainability of each development option through the various iterations 

of the SA; this has ensured that their approach is underpinned by the objective of 

contributing to the achievement of sustainable development”9.  

Compensatory Improvements to remaining Green Belt land 

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? 

2.42 Policy SP BP3 Holmer Green and Policy SP BP8 Chalfont St Peter – South East of the draft 

Local Plan (CSBLP1) are adequately worded to ensure that the environmental quality and 

accessibility of the remaining Green Belt land is improved.   

2.43 Planning applications for land to the south-east of Chalfont St Peter and land to the south 

of Holmer Green will be capable of achieving improvements to the environmental quality 

and accessibility of these parcels of land.  

Exceptional Circumstances 

                                                           
9 As required by Section 30 of the PCPA 2004 



Examination Representor Number: 1222566 

 

11 

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? 

2.44 The Exceptional Circumstances Report (May 2019) explains that the Councils consider 

that there are exceptional circumstances to justify Green Belt release on account of the 

various considerations. 

2.45 These criteria reflect the Judgment in the case of Calverton Parish Council v Greater 

Nottingham Councils 2015 EWHC 1078 (Admin) which established a number of matters 

that could inform whether ‘exceptional circumstances’ exist to justify releasing land 

from the Green Belt. 

2.46 The Councils have assessed the sites proposed for Green Belt release against the three 

dimensions for sustainable development10 through the SA.  

2.47 The Councils have satisfied the requirements of paragraph 136 of the NPPF in that the 

exceptional circumstances have been fully evidenced and justified and they have 

demonstrated the Local Plan has been prepared with the objective of ‘contributing to 

the achievement of sustainable development11’.  

2.48 Appendix 1 of this Statement sets out a response on behalf of our Client as to why such 

exceptional circumstances exist. 

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? 

2.49 The revised Green Belt boundaries have been demonstrated through the plans included 

within the draft Local Plan.  

2.50 These revisions will be clear to various stakeholders on reading the Local Plan.

                                                           
10 10 Paragraph 8 of the NPPF: social, economic and environmental.   
 
11 Section 39 of the PCPA 2004 



 

 

Appendix 1: Turley Assessment of the 
Exceptional Circumstances  

Exceptional Circumstances Turley Comment  

The acuteness / intensity of the need for 

new homes, employment and retail 

provision 

 

The Councils’ LHN for housing is 15,260 over 

the Plan Period. The evidence based work 

undertaken by the Councils demonstrates 

that there is limited unconstrained land 

available to meet their needs as the 

settlements within the Local Plan area are 

either located within the Green Belt or are 

built right up to edge of the Green Belt.  

The heavily constrained nature of the 

Borough (87.6% of the Plan area is located in 

the Green Belt and 42.5% is located within 

the Chilterns AONB) 

 

Due to the aforementioned constraints, 

there has historically been very little 

available land within the Local Plan area 

outside of previously developed land/ 

underutilised land.  

Making as much use of suitable brownfield 

sites and underutilised sites 

As mentioned previously, the Councils have 

undertaken a HELAA Assessment and 

Brownfield Land Register which captures 

effectively any supply of brownfield sites/ 

underutilised sites within the Borough.  

Consideration of consequent difficulties in 

achieving sustainable development without 

impinging on the Green Belt 

 

Throughout the preparation of the Local 

Plan, various iterations of the Sustainability 

Appraisal have been published. This 

demonstrates that the Council have 

considered various strategy options for 

meeting the needs within the context of the 

constraints mentioned above.  

This demonstrates that the most sustainable 

strategy option for meeting the Councils LHN 

is through: Meeting the housing need set out 

in the Standard Methodology over the plan 

period (2016-2036) including using all 

sources and include additional Green Belt 

Strategic Options releases as necessary, and 

all suitable HELAA sites, and exporting 

remaining unmet housing need to the Vale of 

Aylesbury (identified as Option D in the SA 

accompanying Regulation 19 CSBLP7).  



 

 

The nature and extent of harm to this Green 

Belt (or those parts of it which would be lost 

if boundaries were reviewed) 

 

Local Planning Authorities should when 

exercising their duties in relation to local 

development documents, do so with the 

objective of ‘contributing to the 

achievement of sustainable development’12. 

We consider that the Council have done this 

by considering development sites through 

both the Green Belt Assessments and the 

various iterations of the Sustainability 

Appraisals. As such, the development 

options have been assessed against the 

three dimensions of sustainable 

development defined by paragraph 8 of the 

NPPF. 

Moreover, the Green Belt assessments have 

robustly tested the development options 

against the tests set out in Chapter 13 of the 

NPPF including the five purposes (paragraph 

134), their permanence (paragraph 136), as 

well as the tests set out in paragraph 139 

(including an evaluation of the sensitivity of 

land to any development).  

The extent to which the consequent impacts 

on the purposes of the Green Belt may be 

ameliorated or reduced to the lowest 

reasonably practicable extent 

 

As mentioned above, the Green Belt 

assessments have demonstrated that the 

release of Green Belt sites will not 

undermine the purposes of the Green Belt.  

Moreover, policies have been worded in 

order to provide mitigation to assist further 

in providing durable and defensible 

boundaries.  

 

 

                                                           
12 Section 39 of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004  
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