
 

 

 

 
 
 
Chiltern & South Bucks Local Plan 
Examination 
 
Matter 4: Revision of Green Belt Boundaries & 
Development in the Green Belt 
 
 
 

Submission on behalf of: 
Stephen Keen 

 
 

 

February 2020 
 
 

Prepared by: Stephen Pickles, BA, MSc, Dip TP, MRTPI, Dipl Env Cons 
 
 
 
© West Waddy ADP LLP 
 
This document has been prepared in accordance with West Waddy ADP LLP’s quality control 
procedures and should be treated as a draft unless it has been signed and approved. The 
document should not be used for any other purpose than that for which it has been prepared 
without the written authority of West Waddy ADP LLP. If the document is used for another 
purpose without consent, then no responsibility or liability for the consequences arising for such 
action will be accepted by West Waddy ADP LLP. 
  



 
 
 

__________________________________________________________________________ 
Matter 4: Revision of Green Belt Boundaries                                                                 
Written Statement: February 2020                                                                                  807_SP 
  
 

2 

Issue 1: Principle of Green Belt Release 
 
 
 
Question 6: 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? 
 
1.1 There is strong evidence of a need for a Green Belt review in Chiltern and 

South Bucks.  As the Council states in paragraph 15.1 and 15.2 of its 
response to the Inspector’s questions (EXAM2), Chiltern and South Bucks 
are 88% and 87% Green Belt respectively, and 72% of Chiltern District 
falls within the Chilterns AONB.  Many of the towns were developed in the 
early part of the twentieth century and do not have large areas of industry 
or brownfield land available for development. The Council confirms that 
its Housing and Economic Land Availability Assessment (HELAA) 
(CSBLP19) and the brownfield register have been used to ensure that all 
possible forms of previously developed land have been identified and 
assessed (para 15.10). 
 

1.2 As a result, it is accepted that there are exceptional circumstances 
justifying a Green Belt review as set out in the Council’s ‘Green Belt 
Exceptional Circumstances Report,’ (CSBLP15.1). A particular 
consideration in this respect is the lack of affordable housing.  This has 
significantly affected my client, Stephen Keen’s two sons, who are unable 
to afford housing in the local area, as average small house prices in the 
area and outside of the Green Belt are approximately £400,000/dwelling 
for which they would not be able to obtain a mortgage. Further details are 
provided in the Regulation 19 representations, which we have attached 
for your ease of reference. 

 
1.3 It is accepted therefore that there is a need for the boundary of the Green 

Belt to be reviewed, but for the reasons outlined below it is considered 
that it has not been carried out acceptably as the review has ignored small 
sites such as my client’s land at Bendrose House East, White  Lion Road, 
Little Chalfont, as identified on the attached site plan at Appendix 1 of this 
statement, with the further justification for the exclusion of this site from 
the Green Belt set out in Stephen Keen’s Regulation 19 representations.  
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Question 7: 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 The Council undertook consultation on potential options for the Green Belt 

Review in its Issues & Options Consultation, which identified nine potential 
options.  One of these was Option G, which as described in paragraph 2.2 
of the ‘Inner Green Belt Boundary Review: Methodology’ (CSBLP15.6a) 
was to consist of:  
 
‘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 which would 
meet the test of exceptional circumstance to undertake a change, not 
undermine a purpose of the Green Belt and be capable of 
establishing a durable and defensible new boundary.’ 

 
1.2 The Council claim in paragraph 2.2 of their ‘Inner Green Belt Boundary 

Review: Methodology Paper,’ (July 20217) (CSBLP15.6a) that the Inner 
Green Belt Boundary Review they have undertaken is consistent with this 
option.  However, the review undertaken only relates to the first part of 
Option G, which is to identify anomalies.  No consideration has been given 
to the second part which would identify small scale releases which would 
meet the test of exceptional circumstances and enable small scale 
developments in areas currently identified as Green Belt to take place.  

 
1.3 This is of significance as the ‘Summary of Responses to Local Plan Initial 

(Regulation 18) Including Issues & Options Consultation,’1 indicates in 
Figure 4 that the two options to which there was the greatest opposition 
were Option C for ‘Built Area Extensions to the Principal Settlements,’ 
(2,624 objection responses) and Option E for ‘Built Area Extensions to a 
Wider Range of Settlements,’  (1,139 objection responses).  By contrast 
to Option G there were only 96 negative responses, while table 3 indicates 
that there were 172 representations in support of this option, so there were 
more representations of support than opposition.   

 
1.4 The Council’s response to the Inspector (EXAM 2) regarding these 

options is seriously misleading, as it states in paragraphs 8.9 and 8.10 
that: 

 
1 No examination library reference has been provided by the Council for this 
document 



 
 
 

__________________________________________________________________________ 
Matter 4: Revision of Green Belt Boundaries                                                                 
Written Statement: February 2020                                                                                  807_SP 
  
 

4 

 
‘The public response showed that the most popular spatial development 
options were:  
 
A - More Efficient Use of Land  
C - Built Area Extensions - Principal Settlements  
J - Green Belt - Close to Train Stations’ 
 
Given the above findings, the Councils ultimately focussed their 
development options on these three key areas.’  
 

1.5 This takes no account of the fact that option C had vastly more objections 
than any other option and to imply that it was one of the most popular is 
not accurate. In fact, as Figures 3 and 4 indicate there were 2,624 
representations against this option and only 194 in favour, so 93% of 
responses on this option were opposed to it, making it the least popular 
option.   

 
1.6 Option G therefore had significant potential as it could be accommodated 

through small scale developments that would have very little impact on 
the openness of the Green Belt and also a degree of public support, 
doubtless for this very reason as there is strong public support for the 
protection of the Green Belt.  The NPPF also acknowledges that small 
and medium sized sites can make an important contribution to meeting 
the housing requirement of an area and are often built-out relatively 
quickly (para 68) and so this approach would likely be effective in boosting 
housing supply and addressing the Council’s current shortfall in its 
housing land supply. In this respect the Council state in paragraph 3.5 of 
its ‘Green Belt Exceptional Circumstances Report,’ (CSBLP15.1) that ‘our 
five year housing supply position equates to just 1,904 new homes,’ when 
the housing need amounts to 763 homes each year (Local Plan para 
5.1.5).  In an Email dated 17th September 2019 John Cheston, the 
Planning Policy & economic Development Manager, acknowledged that: 
‘the current land supply position in Chiltern and South Bucks Districts 
stands at approximately 2.5 years.’ 

 
1.7 However, it is clear from paragraph 4.4 of CSBLP15.6a, that the scope of 

the Inner Green Belt Boundary Review did not include an assessment of 
the scope for small scale boundary amendments to the principal 
settlements in order to enable small scale developments that could come 
forward quickly without a substantial impact on the Green Belt. This is 
further confirmed by the Inner Green Belt Boundary Review Report (April 
2019) (CSBLP15.6b), which reviews 142 different parcels on the edge of 
settlements and in the vast majority of cases determines that no 
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amendment to the Green Belt is required. In the minority of cases where 
any adjustment is deemed appropriate this is to correct an anomaly, which 
will not normally create an additional development plot as the adjustment 
is very minor. 

 
1.8 Indeed Paragraph 5.1.8 of the Green Belt Part Two Assessment 

(CSBLP15.2)  concluded that “While it is important to consider the Green 
Belt within Chiltern and South Bucks at the strategic scale, it should be 
recognised that smaller parcels of land could be released from the Green 
Belt should exceptional circumstances be demonstrated without 
compromising the ability of the Strategic Zones to meet the purposes of 
the Green Belt as identified in national policy”.  This implies that there is 
scope for individual small scale planning application proposals to be 
approved where exceptional circumstances can be demonstrated.  
However, when my client, Mr Keen, applied for permission for two starter 
homes for his sons on an infill site within the curtilage of Bendrose House 
East adjoining the G E Healthcare key employment site (see p38 of 
Proposed Changes to the Adopted Policies Maps (CSBLP5)), permission 
was refused although the two young sons cannot afford market housing 
and the housing was to be kept affordable in perpetuity so that both 
exceptional circumstances could be demonstrated and the development 
would not have a significant impact on the openness of the Green Belt.  
As a result an appeal has been lodged against this decision 
(APP/X0415/W/20/3244474), with the start date of this written 
representations appeal being the 5th February 2020. 

 
1.9 One of the Council’s other options for Green Belt review was Option J, 

which was for ‘Sustainable Growth Options in built up areas and /or the 
Green Belt close to train stations – Chesham, Great Missenden, 
Amersham, Little Chalfont, Seer Green, Iver and Taplow.’  As with Option 
G this had a substantial amount of support as there were only 89 negative 
responses and 310 representations in support of this option.  It also 
accords with the Government’s advice in paragraph 138 of the NPPF that 
‘when drawing up Green Belt boundaries, the need to promote sustainable 
patterns of development should be taken into account,’ and that ‘where it 
has been concluded that it is necessary to release Green Belt land for 
development, plans should give first consideration to land which has been 
previously developed and/or is well-served by public transport.’ 

 
1.10 This further supports the case for a limited Green Belt review at Bendrose 

House, which is only 1.5 km from Chalfont and Latimer Station and 2.5 
km from Amersham station, both of which are served by regular trains and 
the Metropolitan line into London.  Little Chalfont also contains primary  
schools; a secondary school and Little Chalfont Local Centre. In its 
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‘Settlement Capacity Study,’ (Jan. 2020) (CSBLP58), the Council 
acknowledge that ‘Little Chalfont is one of the more accessible locations 
in the plan area, enjoying a rail service and decent provision of facilities.  
These factors suggest that it should accommodate a reasonable part of 
the housing demand of the plan area,’ (p 58).  

 
1.11 This of significance as it indicates that my client’s  land at Bendrose 

House, Whilte Lion Road, Little Chalfont is in a very sustainable location 
for development and could also be developed for two starter homes while 
having very little impact on the openness of the Green Belt as it is adjoined 
on two sides by the GE Healthcare key employment site and by the access 
road to Bendrose House East on a third side. Both sons need to live in the 
locality due to their employment as a labourer and painter, with their work 
focused on the local area.   There are no footpaths in the vicinity and the 
site is hidden from White Lion Road by the GE Healthcare site. The site 
therefore makes a very limited contribution to Green Belt purposes, 
especially when taking into account the proposed allocation for 
intensification of employment development on the adjoining GE 
Healthcare site under policy DM EP3.  Further analysis of this site and the 
case for excluding it from the Green Belt and that this would not have a 
detrimental impact on the five purposes of including land in the Green Belt 
is set out in Stephen Keen’s Regulation 19 representations. 

 
1.12 The Green Belt review that has been undertaken is not therefore sound 

as the Council have ignored the potential contribution which small sites 
adjoining the principal settlements could make to delivering new housing 
while making very little impact on the openness of the Green Belt, while 
choosing large scale Green Belt exclusions, which inevitably due to their 
scale will significantly impact on the openness of the Green Belt.  The 
Green Belt review is not therefore justified as it is not an appropriate 
strategy taking into account the reasonable alternatives. 

 
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? 
 

1.13 There is no evidence that the Council’s proposed Green Belt revisions 
align with the spatial strategy for the area, because the Local Plan does 
not set out a clear spatial strategy for them to align with.  The Council 
themselves acknowledge in paragraph 7.3 of their response to the 
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Inspector’s questions that: ‘The Local Plan does not contain a settlement 
hierarchy,’ (EXAM 2).  Without a settlement hierarchy there can be no 
clear spatial strategy. 
 

1.14 This is further confirmed in paragraph 7.4 which acknowledges that: ‘It is 
important to understand that the Green Belt Part 1 review was not 
influenced by settlements, but the outcome was that the review identified 
the areas that least met the Green Belt functions were attached to existing 
settlements. Part 2 of the Green Belt review considered these potential 
large parcels for growth and narrowed the size of the parcels down in 
accordance with a number of considerations including defensible 
boundaries and impacts on the Chilterns. These considerations in turn 
also narrowed down the shape of the parcels of release and by 
coincidence contribute to a tighter distribution of growth to the 
settlements.’  [Emphasis added] 

 
1.15 It is evident therefore that the requirement of paragraph 138 of the NPPF 

that: ‘When drawing up or reviewing Green Belt boundaries, the need to 
promote sustainable patterns of development should be taken into 
account,’ was not given careful consideration and that any degree of 
conformity to this principle was by ‘coincidence’, which is not an effective 
way of addressing this issue. 

 
1.16 The Council also acknowledge in paragraph 14.5 of EXAM 2 that: ‘In the 

event the decision was taken to focus on those areas identified through 
the Green Belt Assessment Part One Work and not to individually assess 
all small individual Green Belt Sites.’  Small sites such as my client’s land 
at Bendrose House East were not therefore assessed.  This means that 
the Council did not assess small sites and then reject them because they 
were unsuitable, but never gave them any consideration at all.  This is 
unsound as it means that the decision was not ‘based on proportionate 
evidence,’ (NPPF para 35 b). 

 
1.17 This is a significant omission given the support for Options G and J as 

outlined in the response to question 7 above and the potential to deliver 
housing in sustainable locations close to train stations without impacting 
significantly on the openness of the Green Belt or the five purposes of the 
Green Belt.  

 
1.18 In order to make the plan justified it is therefore essential that a proper 

assessment of small sites is undertaken. This is all the more important 
given the advice in paragraph 136 of the NPPF that when reviewing Green 
Belt boundaries regard should be given ‘to their intended permanence in 
the long term, so they can endure beyond the plan period.’  
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1.19 Recommendations 

 
1.20 In order to make the plan sound it is therefore important that a rigorous 

assessment of small Green Belt sites adjoining existing settlement 
boundaries is undertaken.  This should include Mr Keen’s land at 
Bendrose House East, White Lion Road, Little Chalfont, as identified on 
the plan included in Appendix 1, which is currently the subject of a 
planning appeal for two starter homes (Appeal reference: 
APP/X0415/W/20/3244474) and subject to a signed unilateral undertaking 
to ensure that when Mr Keen’s sons vacate the dwellings they are made 
available to a registered provider to be used as affordable housing in 
perpetuity.  A copy of this unilateral undertaking can be made available 
on request.  
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Appendix 2: Regulation 19 Representations 
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Part B - Legal Compliance, Soundness and Duty to Co-operate 

Plan-Level: Legally Compliant  
A Local Plan is considered legal when it is compliant with section 20(5) (a) of the Planning 

and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004, including:  

•  Has regard to the National Policy and guidance issued by the Secretary of State.  

•  Has been prepared in line with Local Development Scheme  

Complies with the Town and Country Planning Act (Local Planning) (England) Regs 
2012.  

•  Whether appropriate notifications have been made.  

•  Whether a Sustainability Appraisal has been done and made public.  

•  Whether the Plan meets the requirements of the Habitats Directive and the 

Conservation of  
Habitats and Species Regulations 2010  

Question 1: Do you consider the Local Plan to be legally compliant? Yes   
Plan-Level: Soundness  

Is the Local Plan:  

•  Positively prepared? Providing a strategy which, as a minimum, seeks to meet the 

area's objectively assessed needs; and is informed by agreements with other 

authorities, so that unmet need from neighbouring areas is accommodated where it 
is practical to do so and is consistent with achieving sustainable development;  

•  Justified? An appropriate strategy, taking into account the reasonable alternatives, 

and based on proportionate evidence;  

•  Effective? Deliverable over the plan period, and based on effective joint working on 

cross- boundary strategic matters that have been dealt with rather than deferred, as 
evidenced by the statement of common ground; and  

• Consistent with national policy? Enabling the delivery of sustainable development in 

accordance with the policies in the National Policy Framework.  
 

Question 2: Do you believe this plan meets the tests of Soundness? No  
 

B: Tests of Soundness at Policy Level 
 

Policy Number: SP PP1 – Green Belt 
 

 Please fill in the forms below if you believe this policy does not meet the four tests of 
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Soundness; positively prepared, justified, effective and compliant with the National 

Planning Policy Framework Feb 2019 
 

Response: It is considered that the Local Plan is not sound in respect of its review of the 
Green Belt boundary under policy SP PP!, in that the Council has acknowledged that there 

are exceptional circumstances justifying a Green Belt review and is therefore proposing: 
- to remove a number of large sites from the Green Belt in order to accommodate 

residential development; 
- to remove other small settlements from the Green Belt; 

- is proposing to make a number of minor adjustments where there are existing 
anomalies, but is not proposing to remove a small area of land at Bendrose House, 

White Lion Road which makes little contribution to Green Belt purposes and is 

comparable to other areas proposed for removal.  The land at Bendrose house, White 
Lion Road is identified on the attached site location plan.  

 
In our view a minor adjustment should be made to the Green Belt boundary at Bendrose 

House, White Lion Road for two reasons: 
 

Firstly, the proposed exclusion would represent a very small area of 0.17 ha, which is 
insignificant in terms of the whole Green Belt and is characterised by an existing shed and 

associated hardstanding; low quality trees predominantly consisting of Cypress Leylandii and 
a small area of lawn.  The land is adjoined on two sides by the GE Healthcare key employment 

site and by the access road to Bendrose House East on a third side.  This site, therefore, 

makes a very limited contribution to Green Belt purposes, especially when taking into account 
the proposed allocation for intensification of employment development on the adjoining GE 

Healthcare site under policy DM EP3.  The GE Healthcare site is identified as a Key 
Employment site on the Proposed Changes to the Adopted Policies Maps where it is identified 

as site KE11 on page 38.   
 

Secondly, there is a pressing need for this land to be used for the provision of two self-build 
starter homes for the sons of the owner of Bendrose House East. 

 

Each of these issues is addressed in turn. 
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Why an adjustment is required to the Green Belt at Bendrose House, White Lion Road 

to make the plan justified 
Chiltern and South Buckinghamshire Councils have established that there is a need for a 

review of the Green Belt due to the level of housing need.  This review is supported in these 
representations, but it is objected that the review has not been consistent in that it has not 

included the exclusion of land at Bendrose House.  This site is comparable to other minor 
adjustments that the Council is making.  For example, the adjustment at High Bois Lane, 

Chesham Bois, where it is proposed to remove four residential properties; their long gardens 
and an adjoining area of open space from the Green Belt.  Similarly, it is proposed to remove 

a significant green area between Dodds Lane and Stratton Chase Drive in Chalfont St Giles.  
These changes are indicated on Proposed Changes to the Adopted Policies Maps page nos 

p78 & 79.   

 
The land at Bendrose House, White Lion Road, Little Chalfont constitutes a small infill site, 

which is already adjoined on 2 sides by the GE Healthcare site, which the Council has 
designated as a key employment site on the Proposed Changes to the Adopted Policies Maps 

page no 38.  Paragraph 6.8.3 states that: ‘Key Economic Sites1 are those of importance to the 
local economy. This could be for reasons of the type of floorspace provided or the presence 

of an important employer. In some cases, they represent the only significant example of a 
particular type of floorspace in an area. The sites have been assessed as having the ability to 

perform well and have long-term potential for economic uses’. Proposed policy DM EP3 states 
that: ‘Within Key Economic Sites the Council will permit development proposals for B Use 

Class and other economic uses. Planning permission will not be granted for development that 

would result in the net loss of economic floorspace on Key Economic Sites.’  There is also 
support for intensification of use as paragraph 6.8.4 states that it is important to protect key 

employment sites ‘both for the current roles and for the potential for intensification. This would 
help to meet the demand for new economic floorspace and respond to future development 

requirements and technological change.’  Accordingly, policy DM EP3 also states that: 
 

‘Planning permission will be granted for the intensification, modernisation or regeneration of 
any economic site provided that it can be demonstrated that the proposed development: 

1. is for economic uses; 

 
1 Page 38 of the Proposed Changes to the Policies Maps, refers to the GE Healthcare site as being a 
‘Key Employment Site.’  Para 6.8.3 and Policy DM EP3 refer to ‘Key Economic Sites’.   Despite the 
different terminology, it is assumed that this refers to the same designation. 
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2. provides an equal or higher-density development than the current provision (with more 
economic floorspace or jobs per hectare) and seeks to make the best and most efficient use 

of land; and 
 

3. does not cause unacceptable environmental impacts.’ 
 

It is clear therefore that the Local Plan envisages more intense use of the GE Healthcare site, 
which given its intensive past use is likely to involve building taller buildings.  Much of the land 

has currently been cleared for redevelopment and no application has yet been submitted for 
the replacement buildings, but given that the site is not in the Green Belt and the Council’s 

policy supports intensification of use, it is to be expected that substantial replacement 

buildings will be erected. The effect would therefore be to accentuate the existing situation 
whereby the land at Bendrose House is adjoined by development on two sides, an  access 

drive on the third boundary and is not far from existing domestic buildings and the GE 
Healthcare site on the fourth side, thus making it a small infill site that does not make a 

significant contribution to any of the five purposes of including land in the Green Belt for the 
reasons set out below: 

 
Purpose 1 is to check the unrestricted sprawl of large built up areas.  In this case the 

area which it is suggested should be removed from the Green Belt adjoins the settlement of 
Little Chalfont, which the Council define as a ‘village’, and is a small area of land.  It would not 

therefore contribute to the sprawl of large built-up areas. 

 
Purpose 2 is to prevent neighbouring towns merging into one another.  While it is 

acknowledged that Amersham and Little Chalfont have only limited separation, the proposed 
exclusion would not diminish that separation as it would take place within the curtilage of an 

existing dwelling, on an infill plot adjoined by previously developed land that would not be 
visible from White Lion Road or any public highway or footpath. 

 
Purpose 3 is to assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment.  As the site 

which it is proposed should be excluded is within the curtilage of an existing dwelling and 

adjoined by previously developed land it would not involve encroachment into the countryside. 
 

Purpose 4 is to preserve the setting and special character of historic towns.  In this case 
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the site adjoins previously developed land that comprises an employment site and the 
settlement of Little Chalfont, which the Council’s Core Strategy (adopted 2011) acknowledges 
to be  a modern settlement, which only began to take shape in the 1920s, with further 
expansion in the 1960s and 1970s (para 3.8).  The nearby parts of Amersham are also modern 
and the site is not in proximity to Amersham Old Town or to any Conservation Areas.  The 
proposed exclusion from the Green Belt would therefore have no impact on the setting and 
special character of historic towns.  
 
Purpose 5 is to assist in urban regeneration, by encouraging the recycling of derelict 

and other urban land.  In this case the site immediately adjoins previously developed urban 
land and would not in any way conflict with the regeneration and recycling of this land. 
 
In summary, therefore owing to the small size of the land at Bendrose House and enclosure 
by existing built form, with further intensification of development proposed in the new Local 
Plan on the adjoining GE Healthcare site under policy DM EP3, the release of this site would 
not impact on the wider Green Belt. 
  
A strong and defensible boundary would also be provided to the Green Belt comprising the 
private access road leading to Bendrose House East, which already forms the boundary to 
the Green Belt for the remainder of the access drive from White Lion Road to Bendrose House 
East.  Table 3 of the Chilterns & South Bucks Green Belt Assessment Part 2 Update Draft 
Report (March 2019) states that unclassified private roads form an acceptable boundary to 
the Green Belt.  It is therefore considered that the access track would form a logical new 
boundary.   A new hedgerow would be planted to delineate the southern boundary of the site 
which it is proposed should be excluded from the Green Belt and once it has been developed 
the boundary of the two new dwellings would form a firm boundary.   The small scale of the 
exclusion sought demonstrates that there are no aspirations for development that would 
further intrude into the Green Belt. 
 
It is therefore considered that the land at Bendrose House contributes weakly to Green Belt 
purposes and that to make the plan justified an amendment is needed to rationalise the 
boundary.  There are also exceptional circumstances justifying its removal as it has the 
potential to provide two self -built houses, which would comply with the statutory definition of 
starter homes and accommodate two local workers who have strong local connections. 
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Paragraph 139 of the NPPF is clear that when defining Green Belt boundaries plans should 
‘not include land which it is unnecessary to keep permanently open.’  In this case, the 
proposed area which it is argued should be excluded could be developed without adversely 
affecting the five purposes of including land in the Green Belt and it is therefore not necessary 
for it to be kept permanently open.  Excluding it from the Green Belt would enable a couple of 
starter homes to be provided for which there is a pressing need.   
 
Secondly, there is a pressing need for this land to be used for the provision of two self-
build starter homes for the sons of the owner of Bendrose House East, which constitute 

the exceptional circumstances, justifying a review of the Green Belt in this location. 
 

One of the most pressing planning issues is the need for affordable housing for young people 
to enable them to get on the property ladder.  In his 7th October 2015 address to the 
Conservative Party Conference, the then Prime Minister, David Cameron said: ‘When a 

generation of hardworking men and women in their 20s and 30s are waking up each morning 
in their childhood bedrooms – that should be a wakeup call for us. 

We need a national crusade to get homes built.’ 
 
For those in this age group the situation has not got any better over the past four years.  New 
research by the Institute for Fiscal Studies has shown how owning a home in the UK has more 
than halved in the past two decades.  For 25 to 34 year olds earning between £22,200 and 
£30,600 per year, home ownership fell to just 27% in 2016 from 65% two decades ago. (Article 
by Richard Partington, Guardian Economics Correspondent dated 16 February 2018 
accessed on line at ‘theguardian.com’ on 29.7.19).   
 
That this pressing level of housing need applies within the area administered by Chilterns and 
South Buckinghamshire Councils is demonstrated by the Chiltern and South Bucks Housing 
& Economic Needs Assessment (2019) which provides evidence of a large scale need for 
affordable housing in the two districts, which Table 42 identifies as amounting to 6,078 
dwellings overall in the period 2016 - 2036, which is more than the total supply from housing 
allocations which amounts to 5,200 dwellings.  Bearing in mind the high level of property prices 
in the Little Chalfont area it is known that the level of need for affordable housing in this 
particular locality is significant. This situation applies to the two sons of my client, Stephen 
Keen, who have been unable to obtain housing of their own. 
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At present these two young men (one is 28 and one 33) are struggling to get on the property 

ladder as one is a painter and the other a general labourer who work in the local area, which 
is not surprising as their salary is within the range quoted above. 

 
Average small house prices in this area and outside the Green Belt are approximately 

£400,000 for which they would not be able to obtain a mortgage.  With their salaries and 
savings the maximum mortgage they would be able to obtain is £170 - £180,000. The only 

prospect of them obtaining housing of their own is therefore for their parents to donate the 
land together with both sons doing most of the building works themselves.  The housing would 

therefore comprise self-build.  The two sons are also more than happy for the new homes to 
comprise starter homes that they cannot sell for profitable gain and which would be kept 

affordable in perpetuity.  This could be secured through a personal permission limiting 

occupation to the two sons and also the completion of either a unilateral undertaking or a S106 
Agreement.   

 
The housing would also be for two young persons who have a strong local connection, and 

comply with all of the criteria relating to this matter set out in paragraphs 5.5.3 – 5.5.8 of 

the Local Plan and the accompanying policy DM LP4 relating to Rural Exception Sites, as they 
have been resident in the parish for the whole of their lives; have had their employment base 

in the parish for more than 12 months and can demonstrate a close family connection to the 
Plan area due to their mother and father having lived in the parish for many years.  The 

development would therefore in principle meet the requirements of policy DM LP4 on Rural 

Exception Sites, which would allow development within the Green Belt adjacent to the built up 
area for affordable housing that will remain such in perpetuity and also the similarly worded 

adopted Core Strategy policy CS9 on Affordable Housing in Rural Areas.  
 

Despite this planning permission was recently refused (ref PL/19/0705/FA) for an application 
by my client Stephen Keen, for two starter homes adjacent to the settlement and Green Belt 

boundary on the grounds that the site is located within the Green Belt where there is a general 
presumption against such development and it was also claimed that the existing character of 

the site is semi-rural, which does not take account of the existing development on the adjoining 
GE Healthcare site and the Council’s employment allocation, which supports its intensification.  

Buckinghamshire County Council confirmed in a letter dated 21st May 2019 that it had no 

objection to the application on highway grounds, subject to the imposition of a condition 
requiring the construction of passing places on the access drive, (See letter attached).  The 
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tree officer and biodiversity officer also confirmed that they have no objection subject to 

conditions requiring adequate protection for the retained trees and provision for ecological 
enhancements.  

 
This therefore demonstrates the importance of removing this site from the Green Belt in order 

to enable this urgently needed affordable housing to be provided. 
 

It is considered therefore that removal of the small parcel of land at Bendrose House from the 
Green Belt, as identified on the plan attached on page 12 of these representations, is needed 

in order to make the Local Plan sound in order for: 
 

1. The plan to be positively prepared, it must as a minimum seek to meet the area’s 

objectively assessed needs, including for affordable housing, for which there is an 
established need. The two sons of my client Stephen Keen, have not been able to 

obtain housing in the locality, despite living and working locally and therefore have a 
need for housing in the locality.  This housing need could be satisfied by removing a 

small infill site at Bendrose House from the Green Belt; 
 

2. The plan to be justified as the Council has decided that there is a need to remove 
land from the Green Belt and is accordingly both proposing to remove a series of large 

strategic sites and also remove small areas to rationalise the Green Belt boundary.  As 
the suggested area for removal is very small and is adjoined by the GE Healthcare site 

on 2 sides and is not visible from any public highways or footpaths, its removal would 

have minimal impact on the Green Belt; would be consistent with the other adjustments 
to the Green Belt which the Council is making and would also enable two units of 

affordable housing to be constructed; 
 

3. The plan to be made effective as the removal of the land at Bendrose House would 
enable the delivery of two starter homes for which there is an identified need; 

 
The requested changes would also be consistent with national policy, which permits the 

review of Green Belt boundaries where exceptional circumstances are fully evidenced and 

justified, through the preparation or updating of plans (para 136) and which seeks to satisfy 
identified need, including from those people needing affordable housing and wishing to 

commission or build their own homes, (para 61).  
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Question 3: Please specify as precisely and succinctly as possible how you would 
modify this policy to improve its alignment to this test of soundness. 

Exclude the land as identified on the attached site location plan from the Green Belt as it is an 
infill site that does not contribute significantly to Green Belt purposes and its exclusion from 

the Green Belt would enable it to be used for the provision of two self-build starter homes for 
the two sons of the representor, Mr Keen, who are unable to obtain housing elsewhere in the 

District, as set out in the response above. 
 

This is needed in order to meet the soundness tests as set out in the response to question 2. 

 
Part D - Attendance at the EiP 

If your representation is proposing a modification(s), do you consider is necessary to 
participate at the examination in public?  

 
Yes 

 
Please note attendance at the examination in public is at the discretion of the 

appointed inspector 
 

  If you wish to participate at the examination in public, please outline why you 

consider this to be necessary (please be as precise and succinct as possible 
 

Response: Because of the pressing need for housing provision for the two sons of my 
client, to enable which a minor adjustment to the Green Belt boundary is sought. 

 
Part D Supporting Information 

 
If you wish to attach any formal evidence, maps or PDFs please ensure they are clearly 

marked with the Policy-Level number where required. 

 
Part E – Data Protection and Signature 

In submitting comments to this consultation we are required, under the Town and 
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