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1. We act on behalf of Kebbell Homes who have a controlling interest in part of the 

land proposed for allocation for housing (and associated) development in Policy 

SP BP8 of the submitted plan.  

 
Issue 1 – Principle of Green Belt Release  
Reasons for proposed 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;  
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  
c) Has been informed by discussions with neighbouring authorities about 
whether they can accommodate some of the identified need for 
development. 
 

2. We expand upon our response to this question in our response below.  

 

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? 

 

3. The Green Belt covers 88% of Chiltern and 87% of South Bucks Districts 

respectively. In addition, the Chilterns AONB covers 42.5% of the plan area. 

Further, part of the plan area is covered by the Burnham Beaches Special Area of 

Conservation and the associated mitigation zone. With the exception of limited 

land resource located inside tightly drawn settlement boundaries there are limited 

locations available to meet the Councils housing need. As mentioned in the plan, 
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the Councils rely upon Aylesbury Vale District to deliver a substantial proportion 

of their housing need and identify a substantial amount of development capacity 

inside settlements (as set out in the HELAA).  

 

4. The Council’s housing trajectory refers to the inability of the Councils to meet their 

needs for the ten year and the remaining plan period. NPPF paragraph 22 refers 

to ‘Strategic policies should look ahead over a minimum 15 year period from 

adoption14, to anticipate and respond to long-term requirements and 

opportunities, such as those arising from major improvements in infrastructure’. It 

follows that it is necessary and essential for these Councils to release Green Belt 

land in order to even approach meeting their housing need.  

 

5. The Council reference the 2015 Calverton Parish Council v Greater Nottingham 

Councils judgment in their supporting evidence to the examination. This 

established that a Council needed to identify the objectively assessed need; the 

inherent constraints on supply/availability of land; the consequent difficulties in 

achieving sustainable development without Green Belt release; the nature and 

extent of the harm to the Green Belt if parts were released; and the extent to 

which the consequent impacts on the purposes of the Green Belt may be reduced 

to the lowest reasonably practicable extent.  

 

6. The need for housing is established through the supporting evidence base. The 

inherent constraints on the availability of land are examined through evidence 

including the SA and HELAA and the Exceptional Circumstances report that 

identifies a series of Green Belt revisions that will have minimal impact on the 

Green Belt purposes. Finally, allocation specific policies identify forms of 

mitigation that will strengthen future Green Belt boundaries where appropriate.  

 

7. The submitted plan needs to be robust and capable of meeting unexpected 

contingencies such as delivery failure or delay on a strategic site. Further, the 

identified local housing need requirement is very much to form a minimum figure 

(consistent with NPPF paragraphs 59 & 73) rather than a target or capped figure. 

There is therefore a need for flexibility within the plan’s strategy, in order to 

ensure minimum housing needs are met. The plan also needs to identify sites to 

deliver in the short term and throughout its lifetime.  
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8. The need for affordable housing is also of particular relevance, given the 

Council’s HENA identifies a need for 213 affordable homes per annum. By 

comparison, the Councils delivery over the past five years combined is less than 

a total 213 affordable dwellings (paragraph 32.9 of Ref: EXAM 2). Bearing in mind 

the 20 year plan period starts in April 2016, it is inevitable that the plan period will 

have advanced by at least four years at the time of any future adoption. In 

addition, it is understood that Chiltern and South Bucks are listed as the second 

and third most expensive local authority areas in the UK to buy a property 

(excluding London boroughs). The need for affordable housing is therefore 

substantial and there will be a need for immediate short term delivery of 

affordable housing upon the plan’s adoption. This further evidences and 

strengthens the justification for Green Belt releases being necessary, in order to 

meet the minimum housing requirement figure. 

 

9. The allocation of Green Belt land will ensure that the optimum amount of 

affordable housing can be delivered within the shortest possible period which is 

particularly important given the underlying need outlined above and the Council’s 

reliance upon a neighbouring authority to meet some of its housing need.  

 

10. The above approach and planning context has some similarities with other recent 

Local Plan examples, for example Guildford Borough; a similarly Green Belt 

constrained authority. In the Guildford case, the examining Inspector concluded: 

 

‘Guildford has a pressing housing need, severe and deteriorating 

housing affordability and a very serious shortfall in the provision of 

affordable homes. There is additional unmet housing need from 

Woking. There is no scope to export Guildford’s housing need to 

another district; the neighbouring authorities in the housing market 

area are significantly constrained in terms of Green Belt and other 

designations and both have their own significant development 

needs. The overall level of provision will address serious and 

deteriorating housing affordability and will provide more affordable 

homes. The headroom can also accommodate the likely residual 

level of unmet need from Woking’ (paragraph 79). 
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11. In summary, it follows that the Councils approach towards identifying the need for 

Green Belt releases follows principles established in case law and it is 

appropriate (and necessary) to release Green Belt land for housing delivery 

purposes.  

 

Q12. Are the revised boundaries capable of enduring in the long term, 

beyond the plan period? 

 

12. NPPF paragraph 139 parts (e) and (f) state that when defining Green Belt 

boundaries, plans should ‘be able to demonstrate that Green Belt boundaries will 

not need to be altered at the end of the plan period’ and ‘define boundaries 

clearly, using physical features that are readily recognisable and likely to be 

permanent’.  

 

13. In relation to SP BP8, the allocation site is bounded to the north and west by the 

settlement of Chalfont St Peter (already excluded from the Green Belt). To the 

east, Denham Lane forms a clear and strong physical boundary. To the south, a 

boundary is provided by woodland known as Hogtrough wood that is the subject 

of a TPO. Consistent with the policy wording, additional landscaping can be 

provided along this boundary. In addition, existing housing development to the 

west of the proposed allocation, extends to the same southern extent as the 

proposed release at SP BP8. Part of the land forming its northeastern corner is 

defined by brownfield land in the form of a nightclub that has permission for 

redevelopment. It follows that consistent with the more detailed representations 

provided at the Regulation 19 stage, the proposed release at land to the south 

east of Chalfont St Peter is consistent with NPPF paragraph 139 and forms a new 

boundary capable of performing in the long term.  

 

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? 

 

14. Both Councils last adopted Core Strategy documents in 2011 and neither 

document identified any substantive Green Belt releases at that time. In addition, 

the level of housing need planned for at that time were substantially lower 
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(predicated on the long revoked South East Plan and national planning policy that 

preceded even the 2012 version of the NPPF) than the level of minimum housing 

need that exists today. It follows that the need for Green Belt releases to respond 

to the housing need is not only necessary but this step change towards housing 

need / delivery is very much due (I.e. the existing development plan could have 

been reviewed post the release of the 2012 NPPF). As discussed in response to 

question 6 above, the need for affordable housing in particular is pressing. In 

summary, we refer to our response to question 6 above, in concluding that the 

exceptional circumstances and need for revisions to the Green Belt boundary do 

exist in this plan area, having regard to identified minimum housing (including 

affordable) needs. 

 

********** 


