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1. Introduction
1.1

This statement has been prepared on behalf of our Client, SEGRO Plc, in relation to
Matter 6 of the Wycombe District Council (‘WDC’) Local Plan Examination.

1.2

Our Client has promoted ‘Land at Westhorpe Park, Marlow’ through the emerging
Local Plan and whilst we appreciate that the Inspector does not wish to consider
omission sites at this time, there are a number of issues which are pertinent to
considering whether the Local Plan meets the tests of soundness as required under
paragraph 182 of the Framework. We consider that our client’s site has not been
adequately considered or assessed by the Council, despite its merits.

1.3

We do not repeat the detailed submissions made at Regulation 19 stage. This
statement specifically addresses Issues raised by the Inspector under Matter 6 of the
Hearing Timetable which relate to the Inspector’s questions associated with the Green
Belt.
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2. Matters to be examined
Matter 6 ‐ Green Belt Session
Do the exceptional circumstances exist to justify the proposed revision of the Green
Belt boundaries and can the need for housing and employment development be
accommodated without releasing land from the Green Belt?
2.1

Yes. There are certainly exceptional circumstances on account of the significant
employment need that is required to be accommodated across the District to 2031
that support the need for Green Belt release to meet the employment needs of the
District. Despite our clients site being regarded by the Council’s own evidence base as
the best performing employment site promoted through the Local Plan, other sites
have been chosen instead of it. This is despite there still being significant unmet
employment needs remaining, even with those allocations.

2.2

We contend that if there are exceptional circumstances that exist relating to those
sites, then the same applies to our clients site.

2.3

As such, we consider it appropriate for this Local Plan to consider all site opportunities
within the Green Belt to meet employment requirements across the District through
the review of the Local Plan (para. 83 of the Framework).
Issue 1 ‐ Are the Green Belt Assessments (GB1 and GB2) soundly based, justified and
consistent with national policy?

2.1

The initial Part 2 Assessment was prepared by WDC in 2016 (supporting the Regulation
18 Local Plan) enclosed at Appendix 1. Amendments were undertaken to the
Assessment to support the Regulation 19 Local Plan with limited justification for these
amendments which raises questions over whether the Green Belt Assessment has
informed appropriate site selection.

2.2

Whilst this is partly due to the critique provided by Arup (Appendix GB3 of the Green
Belt Assessment Part 2) where a series of comments were raised to assist in refining
the methodology to accord with the Framework, there continues to be a number of
inconsistencies with the approach being taken in the revised Green Belt Part 2
Assessment.

2.3

It would have been beneficial for Arup to have provided a further critique once the
Council’s Green Belt Assessment Part 2 had been finalised, and prior to publication for
consultation, in order to clearly understand whether all matters were addressed.

2.4

Our concerns regarding the Part 2 Assessment are best explained through highlighting
both the inadequacies of the Part 2 methodology and the unjustified conclusions
within it which has led to the spatial strategy being proposed.

2.5

This is most appropriately demonstrated through the inconsistent assessment of
Wycombe Air Park and our Client’s site at Westhorpe Park, which is a reasonable
alternative or additional employment site which merits full and further consideration.
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We highlighted the failings within our Regulation 19 Representations (paras 6.15 ‐ 6.19)
of our Regulation 19 Representations enclosed at Appendix 2 for ease.
2.6

In summary the assessments highlight:











A lack of evidence to demonstrate that the Air Park and Booker is a sustainable
location growth –it is not adjacent to a settlement recognised within the
Settlement Hierarchy Study (2017) and is physically separated from High
Wycombe by the M40;
Westhorpe Park is adjacent to a Tier 2 settlement with permanent and
recognisable boundaries;
The Council’s proposed allocation at the Air Park would result in ‘illogical holes
in the Green Belt’ (para. 3.30 of GB2) which is contrary to the GB2
methodology at para 2.21/ 2.17 as it does not have rational boundaries nor is it
contiguous to the existing built up area;
Reference is made to potential sites having regard to ‘ local market indicators’
(para 2.26 of GB2) as part of the methodology ‐ this is not reflected within the
proposed allocations given the findings of the Council’s employment evidence
(see response to Matter 4);
WDC is identifying sites for release where entirely new boundaries are required
to be created with no existing physical features on site. However, WDC
discounts sites with existing boundaries that could be further reinforced as
necessary; and
The Council consider that ‘broader exceptional circumstances’ exist on sub‐
parcels within the Part 1 Assessment that outweigh the performance of sites
against the Green Belt purposes. Given the Council’s employment evidence
and the findings of the Green Belt Assessment Part 2, there is no justification
for the Air Park to be allocated for employment on this basis.

2.7

For ease, we set out a review of the Council’s Part 2 Assessment of the Air Park against
Westhorpe Park with regard to Green Belt purposes setting out a summary of the
Council’s conclusions at Appendix 3.

2.8

In light of all our comments in response to Issue 2 and 4, we do not consider the
Council’s approach to the Green Belt methodology is justified and nor is it effective in
leading to sound conclusions on which to underpin the case of ‘exceptional
circumstances’ for each of the proposed allocations.

a) Can the need for housing and employment development be accommodated on deliverable
sites within settlement without releasing land from the Green Belt?
2.9

No. Our response to Matter 4 demonstrates that of the sites that are considered
available for employment development, there are significant questions over whether
they are deliverable and will come forward for commercial uses. In addition, these
locations are not suitable for meeting B2/B8 requirements of occupiers ‐ a point also
made within our response to Matter 4.

b) Has the capacity of areas within settlement to accommodate growth been robustly
assessed and what were the conclusions?
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2.10

The HEELA (2017) identifies a number of employment sites within existing settlements
where the suitability, deliverability and viability of the identified sites to come forward
for employment development is questionable. As such, we consider that the current
employment supply is overstating the capacity of the sites in questions, and in fact
additional sites are required to assist WDC in meeting its employment requirements
over the plan period.

c) How were the removal sites identified and assessed?
2.11

This question is for the Council to answer. As we have set out at our response to Issue
1, the significant failings of the methodology contained within the Green Belt Part 2
demonstrates that the basis upon which the employment sites have been identified for
Green Belt release is unsound.

2.12

It is considered that if the Council were to re‐visit the Green Belt Assessment Part 2 and
the Sustainability Appraisal alongside applying the Council’s own employment
evidence, Westhorpe Park must meet the ‘exceptional circumstances’ case. It is simply
perverse that the Air Park has been considered to demonstrate exceptional
circumstances, when Westhorpe Park (which scores better in the Council’s own
assessment) has been considered to not. Our Regulation 19 representations further
build upon the suitability, deliverability and availability of Westhorpe Park in this
regard.

d) Was an assessment undertaken of the contribution of each of the removal sites to the
Green Belt purposes and what were the conclusions?
2.13

The Green Belt Assessment Part 1 and 2 both undertook this approach. However, what
is more concerning for Part 2 is that there was no consistent application of how sites
were assessed against the five purposes. Such inconsistencies have led to proposed
allocations that are not justified and do not align with paragraph 86 of the Framework.

2.14

Given the Air Park is the principal proposed employment allocation within the Plan, we
make the following comments on WDC’s conclusions below:


Neither site is abutting a settlement and is acknowledged as a ‘hole in the
Green Belt’; thus not demonstrating that the Green Belt release conforms to
delivering ‘a sustainable pattern of development’



There is no justification as to why the Air Park (Intensification) and the Air Park
(Expansion) are appropriate for Green Belt release together but not separately,
as in effect they would cause a larger ‘hole’ within the Green Belt that is poorly
related to any existing settlement and detached from any main built-up area
within the District. A summary of GB2 (2016 and GB (2017) is enclosed at
Appendix 4 which sets out how the assessment changed in relation to the Air
Park and the continued lack of support for its release.



There is insufficient evidence to support WDC’s conclusion that ‘weighing the
contribution the area makes to the Green Belt against the contribution it could
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make to meeting development needs in the plan period, the Council considers
that exceptional circumstances to remove this area from the Green Belt exist’.65

Issue 2 ‐ Is the approach to amending Green Belt boundaries to release sites for
development soundly based and is it consistent with the conclusions of the review in
respect of their contribution to Green Belt purposes?
2.15

No. We have previously criticised the methodology of both the Green Belt Part 2
Assessments, especially with regard to the application of its methodology to the
conclusions that have led to the proposed Green Belt release of a number of
employment sites where we do not consider amendments to the Green Belt
boundaries would be in line with the Framework.

2.16

Whilst we support the process that WDC is undertaking, the application of paragraphs
79‐84 of the Framework has not been robustly demonstrated, with a lack of
justification for the sites that have been identified for Green Belt release when
considered against all reasonable alternatives.
Issue 3 ‐ Do the exceptional circumstances exist to justify the proposed revision of
the Green Belt boundaries?

2.17

No. We do not consider that there are exceptional circumstances for the sites
proposed for Green Belt release, albeit the Council’s evidence base indicates there are
alternative sites that should have been considered further as part of Green Belt Part 2
and are supported through the Sustainability Appraisal.

2.18

WDC has produced an ‘Exceptional Circumstances Report’ within the Part 2
Assessment (2016) which was subject to a number of comments by Arup prior to the
Part 2 Assessment (2017). We do not consider that these comments have been
sufficiently addressed, with our comments enclosed at Appendix 5.
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Arup’s Comment

Turley Comment

One area that the Council should consider
further is the balance between ‘micro’ (site‐
specific) and ‘macro’ (district‐wide or more
strategic) factors in forming the case for
exceptional circumstances. In its current
form, we do not believe that the closing
sections of the Report adequately deal with
this distinction, or delve into sufficient detail
around the factors that will ultimately form
the Council’s case for exceptional
circumstances.

The Assessment makes no distinction
between the two. Without this
assessment, no sound conclusions can
be drawn from the Green Belt
Assessment Part 2.

Our recommendation is that each site
proceeding to Stage 4 is afforded a more
detailed conclusion setting out the key local
considerations justifying why there may be
exceptional circumstances to release that
site. This could be in the main body of the
report, or included as an appendix (and cross
reference in Conclusions and
Recommendations).

No local considerations or detailed
assessment of each proposed allocation
is set out, with no specific conclusions
as why one site is preferred for release
over another (i.e. Westhorpe Park) with
limited capacity evidence for the ability
of the Air Park to deliver the quantity of
development suggested.

Further to our previous comment, we remain
concerned that the language used in relation
to exceptional circumstances is rather
definitive when, ultimately, other high level,
strategic factors may come into play. While
it is helpful and logical to define the factors
that may constitute exceptional
circumstances (para 3.3), there is a risk that
by making all requirements (i‐iv) pre‐
requisites for consideration some more
sustainable sites could be ruled out.
Inversely, by stating that “exceptional
circumstances will exist where all four of the
following requirements are satisfied” this
implies that there will be exceptional
circumstances to release every site which
meets these requirements, whereas we do
not believe this is what is intended – indeed,
by having a separate Stage 4, the implication
that other factors could outweigh these
considerations (e.g. suitability/deliverability
etc.). The firmness of this process would also
seem to strip out the element of planning
judgement referred to in paragraph 3.2.

It is clear that the comments have not
be taken on board and that ‘more
sustainable sites’ have been omitted
alongside sites that are supported by
the Council’s employment/ market
evidence. No details have been
provided on suitability or deliverability
of the employment sites based on
technical evidence (i.e. site capacity,
LVIA considerations, ecology etc). As
discussed in our response to Matter 2,
the Council has not considered the
alignment of its own Local Plan
objectives to the spatial strategy it has
adopted.

No reference is made to the Council’s
employment evidence which we
consider forms a significant part of the
exceptional circumstances case to
justify removal of sites from the Green
Belt.
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While we believe the proposed methodology
is broadly on the right lines, we would
encourage further consideration with regard
to the aforementioned challenges. WDC
could consider whether the four
‘requirements’ should in fact be factors or
considerations which should be weighed up
against each other, and against other
broader considerations.

2.19

WDC needs to provide further and more robust evidence to demonstrate why the
employment allocations but forward address micro and macro factors, as per Arup’s
advice. This will assist in demonstrating that the sites being proposed for allocation are
the most appropriate when considered against ‘all reasonable alternatives’ and will
ultimately deliver sustainable development and the employment needs required by
WDC over the plan period.

2.20

Overall, there are exceptional circumstances to justify Green Belt release to meet
employment needs, but not to justify the release of the Council’s chosen allocations
when considered against the Council’s own local plan evidence.

Issue 4 ‐ What are the exceptional circumstances, as required by the NPPF paragraphs 79 –
86, that justify the Plan’s proposed revision of the boundaries of the Green Belt?
2.21

As stated above, we consider the Council should provide local exceptional
circumstances for each site proposed for release on account of the flawed Green Belt
Assessment supporting the Local Plan. Furthermore, no consideration has been given
to the ‘macro’ factors relating to achieving the strategic objectives of the plan nor the
identified employment needs ‐ all of which are required to support the ‘exceptional
circumstances’ case.

2.22

Overall, we consider the plan unsound on the basis of Green Belt consideration in line
with paragraphs 79‐86 of the Framework as follows:


The Green Belt Assessment Part 2 fails to consistently and robustly apply its
methodology to reviewing sites against the five purposes under paragraph 80
especially with regard to ‘Wider Sense check sites’ or ‘Developer promoted
sites’, of which some conclusions are contrary to Arup’s recommendations;



Little weight has been given to sites with permanent boundaries and
boundaries that can be reinforced, but rather has identified sites where
wholly new boundaries are required;



Failed to identify sites for Green Belt release that will deliver ‘sustainable
patterns of development’ but rather focusses on sites afar from existing
settlement boundaries which are illogical holes within the Green Belt and are
not close to the strategic road network nor support the locational
requirements for the identified employment needs;
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2.23



A lack of evidence to demonstrate ‘exceptional circumstances’ for the sites
proposed for allocation for employment uses when reviewed against the
Council’s employment evidence which supports alternative Green Belt sites
for release;



A lack of localised technical evidence to support that the proposed allocations
can be developed with no informed planning judgment included within the
conclusions; and



Limited evidence that WDC has addressed Arup’s concerns with the Part 2
Assessment.

When assessed against paragraph 85, the Plan is unsound as follows:
‐ The plan’s spatial strategy fails to deliver sustainable development;
‐ The plan failed has overlooked sites where Green Belt release would be
appropriate and are scored the same or better than other sites within the Part
2 Assessment proposed for allocation;
‐ WDC consider that it cannot meet its employment needs over the plan
period (despite evidence to the contrary) and are identifying sites which are
not based on a sound Green Belt methodology and illogical conclusions, and
are not reflective of the Council’s employment evidence;
‐ The approach to employment which is based on Green Belt release is not
sufficiently robust, especially given the reliance on AVDC taking up any unmet
need, that a further Green Belt review will not be required early in the plan
period.
‐ WDC lack consistency in how readily recognisable and likely permanent
boundaries are considered within its Assessments, undermining its conclusions
on site’s for Green Belt release.

2.24

Overall, the Local Plan is not justified on the basis of its own Green Belt Assessments
and Exceptional Circumstances Report. It will not be effective in bringing forward sites
for Green Belt release that reinforce sustainable patterns of development, in locations
where there is a strong market sentiment and which will deliver on the employment
requirements of the District over the plan period.
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WDC Green Belt Assessment Part 2
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Introduction
Purpose of the Green Belt Assessment
The fundamental purpose of the Green Belt assessment is to test whether Green
Belt land is still meeting its purposes as defined by national policy and to identify
whether exceptional circumstances exist to warrant the removal of land from the
Green Belt to assist meeting housing and other development needs in the interest of
sustainable development. Following on from a Part 1 strategic county wide
assessment of the Green Belt across Buckinghamshire undertaken by consultants
Arup, this Part 2 report assesses a number of sites in more detail both in terms of
their performance against Green Belt purposes but also an initial assessment of their
development potential.
This is a draft report to accompany the consultation on the draft Local Plan and we
welcome comments on the report by 8th August 2016. The report will be finalised and
issued to accompany the pre-submission version of the Plan, scheduled to be
published in January 2017.

Context
The Buckinghamshire Housing and Economic Development Needs Assessment
(HEDNA) (January 2016) identifies an objectively assessed housing need for
approximately 50,000 new homes over the next 20 years for the Buckinghamshire
Housing Market Area (Aylesbury Vale, Chiltern, Wycombe and South Bucks
Districts). Need for approximately 20,000 homes have been identified in Aylesbury
Vale, 15,000 houses in Chiltern and South Bucks districts and a further 15,000 in
Wycombe District. Land in the south of the county, mainly within Chiltern, Wycombe
and South Bucks, is constrained by large areas of the London Metropolitan Green
Belt, resulting in these districts being unable to meet their full objectively assessed
housing need. The land within the Green Belt is therefore being considered as an
option to identify whether there are any development opportunities, whilst taking into
account national policy for the protection of these areas. Housing needs should be
met within the Housing Market Area. Therefore this is an important option to assess
for meeting housing needs locally.
Paragraphs 79 - 85 of the NPPF set out the Government’s policy for the Green Belt
and for the review of Green Belt boundaries.
The national Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) reiterates the importance of the
Green Belt acknowledging that Green Belt may affect the ability of an area to meet
housing need. The following paragraphs are central to a Green Belt Assessment:
Paragraph 044 Do housing and economic needs override constraints on the
use of land, such as Green Belt? – ‘The NPPF should be read as a whole:
need alone is not the only factor to be considered when drawing up a Local
Plan. The Framework is clear that local planning authorities should, through
[1]

their Local Plans, meet objectively assessed needs unless any adverse
impacts of doing so would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the
benefits when assessed against the policies in the Framework as a whole, or
specific policies in the Framework indicate that development should be
restricted’ (as it is with land designated as Green Belt). ‘The Framework
makes clear that, once established, Green Belt boundaries should only be
altered in exceptional circumstances, through the preparation or review of the
Local Plan.’
Paragraph 045 Do local planning authorities have to meet in full housing
needs identified in needs assessments? – ‘Assessing need is just the first
stage in developing a Local Plan. Once need has been assessed, the local
planning authority should prepare a Strategic Housing Land Availability
Assessment to establish realistic assumptions about the availability, suitability
and the likely economic viability of land to meet the identified need for housing
over the plan period, and in so doing take account of any constraints such as
Green Belt, which indicate that development should be restricted and which
may limit the ability of an authority to meet its need.’

How the Green Belt Assessment has been carried out
The assessment has been split into two parts:
Part 1 of the assessment has been carried out by planning consultants Arup
who were appointed by South Bucks District Council, on behalf of the four
Buckinghamshire District Councils and Buckinghamshire County Council. The
assessment considered 157 Green Belt General Areas as well as 14 nonGreen Belt General Areas against Green Belt purposes as defined in the
National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF)1, encompassing areas at the
edge of the Metropolitan Green Belt and four former areas of safeguarded
land in Wycombe District. The Methodology and Report for Part 1 is published
as part of a separate document2. It should be noted that this assessment did
not consider the development potential of sites or areas including other
planning and environmental constraints.
This report forms Part 2 of the Green Belt Assessment. Part 2 takes forward
‘general areas’ and ‘sub-parcel areas’ that have been identified in Part 1 of
the assessment as warranting further consideration for potential removal from
the Green Belt, plus smaller land parcels which have been promoted to the
Council for development and a series of ‘wider sense check’ sites identified by
Wycombe District Council. A joint methodology for Part 2 has been agreed
between the 4 districts and this is reproduced at Appendix 1.
1

NPPF, Paragraph 80
https://www.wycombe.gov.uk/pages/Planning-and-building-control/New-local-plan/New-local-plansupporting-evidence.aspx
2

[2]

Each site has been assessed according to the joint Part 2 methodology. The key
points of each site assessment are:
An initial Green Belt assessment comprising:
A score for each site against the following Green Belt purposes:
to check the unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas;
to prevent neighbouring towns merging into one another;
to assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment;
to preserve the setting and special character of historic towns;
This utilises the same assessment approach and scoring system used
by Arup in the Part 1 assessment. An extract of this methodology is
included at Appendix 2. The key points of this are that each site is
scored 0 to 5 (weak to strong) against the purposes of including land in
the Green Belt. Sites which perform moderately or strongly (3 to 5) are
generally considered inappropriate for removal from the Green Belt.
An assessment of the strength and permanence of the new Green Belt
boundary that would be created if the site was removed from the Green
Belt. Taking account of policy set down in paragraph 85 of the NPPF,
boundaries that are weak or lack permanence should be avoided.
An assessment of the relationship between Green Belt land and nonGreen Belt land in the vicinity of the site. Small or disconnected parcels
of Green Belt land (or non-Green Belt land) should be avoided.
This initial Green Belt assessment will establish whether the site is capable of
being removed from the Green Belt. Sites will be considered capable of
removal from the Green Belt when they perform weakly against all of the
Green Belt purposes and the resultant boundaries and arrangement of Green
Belt land would be acceptable.
An initial planning assessment as to whether the site would generally be
developable if the site was removed from the Green Belt, taking account of
issues such as landscape impact and highways access, as well as heritage
and biodiversity designations, for example. At this stage an assessment of the
availability of the site has not been undertaken – for instance whether the
landowner would be willing to make the site available for development –
although many of the sites are being actively promoted for development which
gives some initial indication that they are likely to be available.
A consideration of whether exceptional circumstances are likely to exist for
each site. This is a matter of planning judgement in each case having regard
to whether a site is capable of being removed from the Green Belt and
[3]

whether the site would be developable. The relative scarcity of alternative
deliverable sites for different land uses will also be a factor, particularly with
regard to sites promoted for economic development.
Where the Council has concluded that exceptional circumstances may exist for the
removal of a specific site the assessment also includes the findings of an initial study
‘Development Capacity of Green Belt residential sites’.
The findings of these reports will help inform development capacity for the Local
Plan, building on what has already been identified through the draft Housing and
Economic Land Availability Assessments (HELAA). The combined Green Belt
Assessment for Parts 1 and 2 will provide an objective appraisal of all the existing
Green Belt land within Buckinghamshire – this draft Part 2 report just addresses the
sites considered in more detail in Wycombe District. Sites identified for proposed
release from the Green Belt will also be considered through the Sustainability
Appraisal process. This report is being published in draft at this stage to accompany
the consultation on the draft Local Plan in June – August 2016. It will be finalised to
accompany the publication of the Local Plan in January 2017 which will then be
submitted to the Planning Inspectorate in March 2017 for examination.
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Scope of Sites Assessed

Selection of Sites
This part 2 assessment considers 3 categories of sites:
Sub areas identified in the Part 1 Assessment
Developer promoted sites
Wider sense check sites

Summary and recommendations of the Part 1 Assessment
The results of Part 1 showed that whilst it is clear that the majority of the
Buckinghamshire Green Belt is performing an important role in terms of the NPPF
purposes and every General Area assessed was found to meet the NPPF purposes
to some extent, a small number were found to perform weakly or a sub part may be
performing weakly as Green Belt and have thus been recommended for further

[4]

consideration. The areas for further consideration are broadly be categorised as the
following:
Category 1: General Areas which score weakly overall against the NPPF
purposes (e.g. attain low scores across all criteria)
Category 2: Whole General Areas or clusters of General Areas which,
although medium or strongly scoring against the NPPF purposes, have
particular characteristics or synergies with neighbouring weaker General
Areas
Category 3: Medium or strongly scoring General Areas where there is clear
scope for sub-division to identify weakly performing ‘sub-areas’, including the
presence of boundary features which have the potential to be permanent and
recognisable
Category 4: Non-Green Belt General Areas which could be considered for
inclusion in the Green Belt.
Each Green Belt purpose has been scored against a criteria from 1 – 5, with 5
scoring the highest for meeting the Green Belt purposes. In concluding the overall
summary score for each General Area, where a score of 4 is given for any 1 of the
purposes, the overall summary is identified to score ‘strongly’. Where a score of 3 is
given for any one of the purposes, the overall summary is identified to be a ‘medium’
score. Where a score of 2 or less is given for any one of the purposes, the overall
summary is identified to score weakly. Only two of the strategic land parcels scored
weakly overall which were for parcels in South Bucks.
For Wycombe district seven sub-parcel areas (category 3) have been recommended
to be taken forward to stage 2 for further consideration (note that two of these subparcel areas fall within one of the larger parcels, area 58a).
For each General Area Part 1 of the report concluded a sub-area could be
considered to be performing more weakly compared to the wider General Area. The
key findings from Arup are summarised below:

[5]

RSA 4 – Culverton Hill
A very small identified area in the north of the parcel, RSA-4, is effectively ‘enclosed’
within the built-up area of Princes Risborough and its linkage to the wider
countryside is weakened as a result of Upper Icknield Way, which binds the area to
the south; while this is an un-made road, it still physically severs the link between
this area of land and the countryside beyond and could therefore check the outward
spread of the Princes Risborough / Monks Risborough large built-up area, thus
diminishing the role of the Green Belt here in preventing sprawl (Purpose 1). This
area makes no contribution to separation between settlements (physically and
visually separated from the area of the parcel separating Princes Risborough from
Lacey Green/Loosley Row) and would, if considered separately from the wider
General Area, make a lesser contribution to Purpose 3 as a result of its sense of
envelopment within the built-form of Princes Risborough (though the visual link with
the countryside to the south as a result of the steeply sloping topography should be
noted in any further consideration of this area).
Parcel 9a –South of Princes Risborough/Monks Risborough

Purpose 4 – to preserve
the setting of historic
towns
Overall Summary

330.1 Pass

Purpose 3 – to
safeguard the
countryside

Area (ha)

Wycombe

Purpose 2 To prevent
neighbouring towns from
merging

Local Authority

9a

Purpose 1 (b) to check
unrestricted sprawl

General Area

Purpose 1 (a) is the land
parcel on the edge of a
built up area?

Part 1 General Area Assessment

3+

3

4

0

[6]

Strong

RSA 5 RAF Walters Ash
The identified sub-area in the north-west, RSA-5, differs in character from the rest of
the parcel. It is effectively urbanised, containing substantial built-form associated
with the Walters Ash RAF Air Command, diminishing its openness and reducing its
connection with the wider countryside (Purpose 3). Though part of the Green Belt,
RSA-5 is visually and functionally linked to the settlement of Walters Ash / Naphill
and, considered alone, makes little or no contribution to preventing coalescence
between Walters Ash / Naphill and Lacey Green / Loosley Row (Purpose 2);
furthermore, sizeable separation would still be maintained.

Parcel 9g – Walters Ash

General Area

Local Authority

Area (ha)

Purpose 1 (a) is the land
parcel on the edge of a
built up area?

Purpose 1 (b) to check
unrestricted sprawl

Purpose 2 To prevent
neighbouring towns from
merging

Purpose 3 – to safeguard
the countryside

Purpose 4 – to preserve
the setting of historic
towns
Overall Summary

Part 1 General Area Assessment

9g

Wycombe

768.8

Fail

0

3

4

0

[7]

Strong

RSA 9 – Tralee Farm and adjoining land
The identified sub-area in the west, west of Earl Howe Road (RSA-9), is of a small
scale and, considered alone, could be described as almost entirely enclosed within
the built area of Hazlemere / Holmer Green, enveloped by built-form to the north,
west and partially to the east. Furthermore, it is strongly bounded by defensible
features (the A404 (Amersham Road) and Earl Howe Road) which would check the
outward sprawl of the High Wycombe large built-up area, thus diminishing its role in
preventing sprawl (Purpose 1). While much of General Area 24a has a strong visual
and functional connection with the wider countryside, RSA-9 is physically severed
and has a strong sense of enclosure, while the edge of the urban area is visually
more prominent. The rurality of this area has already been diminished, and the area
has suffered some encroachment along the A404 (Amersham Road), thus may
score weakly against Purpose 3.
Parcel 24a – South of Holmer Green

Purpose 1 (a) is the land
parcel on the edge of a
built up area?

Purpose 1 (b) to check
unrestricted sprawl

Purpose 2 To prevent
neighbouring towns from
merging

Purpose 3 – to
safeguard the
countryside

Purpose 4 – to preserve
the setting of historic
towns
Overall Summary

Wycombe
/ Chiltern

Area (ha)

24a

Local Authority

General Area

Part 1 General Area Assessment

78.5

Pass

3+

1

3

0

[8]

Medium

RSA 14 – South of Park Lane, Lane End
A small identified sub-area, RSA-14, may perform weakly against the NPPF
purposes if considered separately. This area, west of Widdenton Park Wood and
directly east of the settlement of Lane End and south of Park Lane, is more linked
visually and in terms of character with the edge of Lane End than the countryside
beyond. It does not adjoin a defined large built-up area and thus does not meet
Purpose 1, and plays little role in preventing the coalescence of Lane End and High
Wycombe as a result of its effective containment and separation from the wider
swathe of countryside that separates the settlements (Purpose 2). While the
character of RSA-14 is not inherently urban, it’s somewhat degraded character,
small scale and weak linkage with the wider countryside would result in a lesser
contribution to Purpose 3.
Parcel 43b – Lane End to Booker

General Area

Local Authority

Area (ha)

Purpose 1 (a) is the land
parcel on the edge of a
built up area?

Purpose 1 (b) to check
unrestricted sprawl

Purpose 2 To prevent
neighbouring towns from
merging

Purpose 3 – to
safeguard the
countryside

Purpose 4 – to preserve
the setting of historic
towns
Overall Summary

Part 1 General Area Assessment

43b

Wycombe

238.2

Pass

3

5

3

0

[9]

Strong

RSA 19 – Hollands Farm (north)
RSA 20 – Hollands Farm (west)
Two areas have been identified within the General Area which may perform weakly
against Purpose 3: RSA-19 in the north (to the north of Hedsor Road); and RSA-20
in the south-west (to the west of Ferry Lane). These areas are effectively enclosed
within the settlement footprint of Bourne End / Wooburn with little linkage to the wider
countryside, and have a more semi-urban character, in contrast with the remainder
of the parcel RSA-19 is almost completely enveloped by built form as a result of
extensive ribbon development on Hedsor Road, which although washed over in the
Green Belt, has an urban character and is functionally linked to Bourne End /
Wooburn. While the sub-area is largely open, the influence of built-form reduces its
sense of rurality.
RSA-20 in the south-west of the General Area has a rural feel (related in terms of
landscape typology with the wider Green Belt to the east), but is closely surrounded
by residential development to the north, south and west and thus subject to
urbanising influences. Furthermore, it is of a very small scale and plays little role in
maintaining the integrity of the wider countryside.
Parcel 58a – South of Bourne End

General Area

Local Authority

Area (ha)

Purpose 1 (a) is the land
parcel on the edge of a
built up area?

Purpose 1 (b) to check
unrestricted sprawl

Purpose 2 To prevent
neighbouring towns from
merging

Purpose 3 – to
safeguard the
countryside

Purpose 4 – to preserve
the setting of historic
towns
Overall Summary

Part 1 General Area Assessment

58a

Wycombe

91.8

Fail

0

0

3

0

[10]

Medium

RSA 21 – Coldmoorholme Lane
An identified sub-area in the east of the General Areas, RSA-21, may meet the
purposes weakly if considered separately. In contrast to the wider General Areas this
sub-area, east of Coldmoorholme Lane /Upper Thames Way, is effectively enclosed
within the settlement of Bourne End / Wooburn, enveloped by its urban form to the
north and east, and makes little contribution to the gap with Marlow. It is judged that,
if considered alone, RSA-21 would do little to maintain the scale of this gap as a
result of its small scale and weak relationship with the wider countryside (Purpose 2).
Parcel 60 – Bourne End to Marlow

Purpose 4 – to preserve
the setting of historic
towns
Overall Summary

293.1 Pass

Purpose 3 – to
safeguard the
countryside

Area (ha)

Wycombe

Purpose 2 To prevent
neighbouring towns from
merging

Local Authority

60

Purpose 1 (b) to check
unrestricted sprawl

General Area

Purpose 1 (a) is the land
parcel on the edge of a
built up area?

Part 1 General Area Assessment

3

5

2

0

[11]

Strong

Wider Sense Check Sites
Due to the scale of the Part 1 study, the sizes of the strategic parcels are relatively
large. It is the purpose of this assessment to carry out a validation exercise by
reviewing the assessments for each strategic area to check whether there is any
further scope for sub-divided smaller areas within the strategic parcel which are
performing more weakly and therefore may warrant further investigation for
development potential. This is a validation exercise and does not seek to make
changes to the stage 1 scoring for the assessment of the General Areas, but
specifically will look at the detailed assessment for each general area to see if there
is any scope for further sub-division based on smaller land parcels. This validation
exercise considers the following:
Wider sense check for land parcels adjoining urban areas - Paragraph 84 of the
NPPF identifies that when drawing up or reviewing Green Belt boundaries local
planning authorities should take account the need to promote sustainable patterns of
development and that development should be channelled towards urban areas within
the Green Belt. As such particular attention will be given to the strategic land parcels
which abut the High Wycombe urban area, Princes Risborough, Marlow and Bourne
End as these locations form Tier 1 and 2 of the Settlement Hierarchy identifying
these locations as the most sustainable for the district. Sites have also been
assessed where a site adjoins a Tier 5 or 6 settlement which closely adjoins a higher
level settlement (e.g. Booker and High Wycombe).
A limited number of smaller parcels of land have been identified as part of a wider
sense check for these locations. These wider sense check sites are reviewed
against NPPF Green Belt purposes using Part 1 of the Green Belt methodology.
Where the site is considered to perform weakly, it is then taken forward to Part 2 of
the assessment to consider the development potential and whether there are
exceptional circumstances for the site to be removed from the Green Belt. These
sites are listed in Table 1 below:

[12]

Table 1: Wider sense check sites
Site ref

Address

Settlement
(as identified by
Settlement Hierarchy)

Settlement
Tier

Part of GA 33a

Land fronting Penn Road
at Hazlemere Golf Club

High Wycombe

1

Part of GA 50a

Land between Marlow
and Bovingdon Green

Marlow

2

SPR0088

Culverton Farm
Wycombe Road
Princes Risborough
Buckinghamshire HP27
0EU

Princes Risborough

2

Airpark 1

Wycombe Airpark (1)

Booker

5

Airpark 2

Wycombe Airpark (2)

Booker

5

High Heavens
Employment

Land adjoining High
Heavens

Booker

5

[13]

Developer Promoted Sites
Developer Promoted Sites (DPS) – There are a number of developer promoted sites
that have been promoted to the Council which are within the Green Belt. Generally
these sites are smaller parcel areas than those considered in Part 1 of the Green
Belt Assessment. Smaller parcel areas could result in a different assessment for
Green Belt purposes than when compared to larger parcels areas, as such it was
considered that these smaller site areas should be assessed against NPPF
purposes and for development potential. It is also generally considered where a site
is being promoted for development there is a greater potential for it to be available
for development and hence there is more certainty for development. Whilst this does
not impact on the purposes of the Green Belt, it is a reasonable option to consider all
alternatives for potential sites within the Green Belt (subject to their location in
relation to settlements – see below). As such individual DPS have been assessed
separately against the purposes of the Green Belt using the Part 1 methodology to
review whether the same conclusion is valid for the smaller site area. Where the site
is considered to perform weakly, it is then taken forward to Part 2 of the assessment
to consider the development potential and whether there are exceptional
circumstances for the site to be removed from the Green Belt.
Taking into account paragraph 84 of the NPPF and the need to promote sustainable
development, developer promoted sites for Tier 4 and above have been assessed as
these are considered the most sustainable towns and villages within the district.
Tiers 5 and 6 of the settlement hierarchy represent small villages and hamlets which
are not considered sustainable for future housing allocations, and therefore unlikely
to warrant exceptional circumstances for removal from the Green Belt. Sites have
also been assessed where a site adjoins a Tier 5 or 6 settlement which closely
adjoins a higher level settlement (e.g. Hedsor and Bourne End or Booker and High
Wycombe).
Table 2 below list the developer promoted sites that were assessed. Table 3 lists
those developer promoted sites excluded from the assessment for sustainability
reasons.
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Table 2: Developer promoted sites included in the scope of the
part 2 assessment
Site ref

Address

Settlement

Tier

(as
identified
by
Settlement Hierarchy)
SDL0019

Paddock
Downley
Downley

South
of
Farm Barns, High Wycombe

SHW0462

Land at
Booker

Horns

High Wycombe

1

SHW0633

Part of Greens Farm,
Glynswood, Green Hill, High Wycombe
High Wycombe

1

SHZ0030

Land Off Penn
Hazlemere

High Wycombe

1

SHZ0035

Land off Amersham Road
incl.
Tralee
Farm, High Wycombe
Hazlemere/Holmer Green

1

SHZ0041

Queensway Open Space,
High Wycombe
Queensway, Hazlemere

1

SLW0025

Burleighfield
House,
High Wycombe
London Rd, Loudwater

1

SWC0048

Penn
School
Road Penn

High Wycombe

1

SWC0051

Land at Grange Farm,
High Wycombe
Widmer End

1

SWC0077

Tycoed, Sandpit
Tylers Green

High Wycombe

1

SWC0085

Land off Hammersley
High Wycombe
Lane, Penn

1

SWE0005

Land at Grange Road,
High Wycombe
Widmer End

1

SWG0026

Land at Old Moor Lane,
High Wycombe
Wooburn Moor

1

SMA0083

Land to the north of
Chalkpit Lane, Woodside Marlow
Farm, Marlow

2

Lane,

Road,

Church

Lane,

[15]

1

SMA0085

Land to the east of Oak
Marlow
Tree Road, Marlow

2

SMA0086

Land to the west of Oak
Marlow
Tree Road, Marlow

2

SMA0105

Land adjacent to 89
Seymour Court Road, Marlow
Marlow

2

SPR0036

Land off Poppy Road,
Princes Risborough
Princes Risborough

2

SPR0057

Molins Sports Ground, Off
Mill
Lane,
Monks Princes Risborough
Risborough

2

SPR0078

Land at Aylesbury Road,
Princes Risborough
Monk Risborough

2

SPR0082

108 Wycombe Road,
Princes Risborough
Princes Risborough

2

SPR0085

Culverton Farm, Princes
Princes Risborough
Risborough

2

SRD0153

Peters
Lane,
Risborough

2

SBE0027

Jacksons Field, Bourne
Bourne End
End

2

SBE0028

Hollands Farm (north)

Bourne End

2

SBE0045

Land to the north
A4155 at Well End

Bourne End

2

SBE0048

Land East of Chapman
Bourne End
Lane, Bourne End

2

SBE0049

Land
off
Northern
Bourne End
Heights, Bourne End

2

SBE0054

Hollands Farm
Bourne End

Bourne End

2

SWC0069

Harvest Hill and Branch
Lane, Hedsor and Bourne Bourne End
End

2

SWC0070

Land north of Heath End
Flackwell Heath
Road, Flackwell Heath

3

Monks

of

(east),

[16]

Princes Risborough

SLE0010

Land south of Park Lane,
Lane End
Lane End

3

SLE0019

Land off Park Lane, East
Lane End
of Lane End

3

SLE0020

Land east of Sidney
Lane End
House, Lane End

3

SLE0031

Lane End playing fields,
Lane End
Lane End

3

SNH0014

Land to front of Great
Moseley Farm, 198 Main Naphill/Walters Ash
Road, Naphill

3

SNH0016

Land with frontage to
Main road and Stocking Naphill/Walters Ash
Lane, Naphill

3

SNH0017

Coombe Farm, Naphill

Naphill/Walters Ash

3

SNH0019

OS Parcel 1789 Clappins
Naphill/Walters Ash
Lane, Naphill

3

SRD0120

Land at Eastwood Farm,
Stokenchurch
Stokenchurch

3

SGK0010

Land at Cherry Tree
Farm, Missenden Road, Great Kingshill
Great Kingshill

4

SGK0005

Hoppers Farm Cockpit
Great Kingshill
Road Great Kingshill

4

SGK0009

Land to the rear of
Spurlands End Road, Great Kingshill
Great Kingshill

4

SRD0156

Hopkins Yard and Long
Lea Meadow, Hughenden Hughenden Valley
Valley

4

SRD0158

Clappers,
Cryers
Road, Cryers Hill

Hughenden Valley

4

SRD0159

Valley Road, Hughenden
Hughenden Valley
Valley

4

SRD0163

Land adjoining Chiltern
House, Stocking Lane, Hughenden Valley
Hughenden Valley

4

Hill

[17]

SRD0168

Coldharbour Farm, Cryers Hughenden
Hill
Valley/Cryers Hill

4 and 5

SRD0151

Land at Hillcroft, Loosley Lacey
Row, Lacey Green
Row

4

SMB0010

Furze
Farm,
Burford
Marlow Bottom
Close, Marlow Bottom

4

SHW0529

Land north of Cressex
Booker
Road, High Wycombe

5

SHW0559

Clay Lane, Booker, High
Booker
Wycombe

5

SMA0087

Land east of Wiltshire
Little Marlow
Road, Marlow

5

SWC0080

Land to West of Hedsor
Lodge,
Harvest
Hill, Hedsor
Hedsor

6

SWC0081

Land off Hedsor Footpath,
Hedsor
Harvest Hill, Hedsor

6

[18]

Green/Loosley

Table 3: Developer promoted sites excluded from the scope of the
part 2 assessment
Site ref

Address

Settlement

Settlement
Tier

(as
identified
by
Settlement Hierarchy)
SRD0147

Askett
Nurseries,
Great and Little Kimble
Aylesbury Road, Askett

5

SMA0088

Land east of A404, Little
Little Marlow
Marlow

5

SMA0089

Land
west
of
Winchbottom Lane, Little Little Marlow
Marlow

5

SWC0071

Land to the east of A404,
Merton
Dell
Farm,
Little Marlow
Monkton
Lane,
Little
Marlow

5

SWC0072

Land to the west of A404,
Merton
Dell
Farm,
Little Marlow
Monkton
Lane,
Little
Marlow

5

SWC0073

Land south west of Pump
Lane North at The Old Little Marlow
Nursery, Little Marlow

5

SWC0074

Walled
garden,
Westhorpe Caravan park, Little Marlow
Little Marlow

5

SWC0076

Land known as Burrough
Little Marlow
Grove, Little Marlow

5

SWC0089

Land between Elmtrees
Park and Wilton Farm Little Marlow
Cottages, Little Marlow

5

SWC0090

Land at Wilton
Little Marlow

Little Marlow

5

SWC0091

Land to the rear of
Viewpoint, Fern Lane, Little Marlow
Little Marlow

5

SRD0165

Land west of Bella Vista,
Radnage
City Road, Radnage

5

Farm,
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SWC0087

Land between Woodside
and Woodlands, Marlow
Bovingdon Green
Common road, Marlow
Common

6

SRD0167

Chalkshire Road, Butlers
Butlers Cross
Cross

6

SRD0176

Land at junction of
Chalkshire
Road
/
Butlers Cross
Risborough Road, Butlers
Cross

6

SRD0180

Land
adjacent
to Great Hampden
Beechwood Farm, Speen Little Hampden

SRD0157

North Field, Speen Road,
North Dean
Upper North Dean

6

SRD0145

Land
adjacent
to
Saunderton
Lodge,
Saunderton
Wycombe
Road,
Saunderton

6

SRD0160

Slough Lane, Saunderton

Saunderton

6

SRD0166

Land West of Wycombe
Saunderton
Road, Saunderton

6

SRD0170

Land south of Molins,
Saunderton
Saunderton

6

SRD0171

Land east of West Yard,
Saunderton
Saunderton

6

SRD0149

Land at entrance of
Studley Green Farm,
Studley Green
Wycombe Road, Studley
Green

6

SRD0178

Land to the south west
side of Wycombe Road, Studley Green
Studley Green

6

SRD0181

Car park, Flowers Bottom Located
outside
Lane, Speen
identified settlement

and

of

6

N/A

A further factor in considering sites within the Green Belt is the Chilterns Area of
Outstanding Natural Beauty. A large proportion of the Green Belt is also within the
Chilterns AONB. Of the 7 sub-parcel areas identified for further consideration in
Wycombe District by Arup in Part 1 of the Green Belt assessment, 3 are within the
[20]

Chilterns AONB. Paragraph 116 of the NPPF identifies that major development
should only take place in exceptional circumstances. Whilst the tests for what is
appropriate development in the AONB are not relevant for the purposes of the Green
Belt, it does have implications for land parcel sizes. Only relatively small sub-parcel
areas are likely to meet the tests of the NPPF for future development potential due to
their likely impact on the AONB. This is another reason why it is appropriate to
consider smaller site areas for Part 2 of the Green Belt Assessment.

3

Findings of the Part 2 Assessment
As noted in the introduction to this report, these assessments have been carried out
in accordance with the methodology established in the Stage 1 assessment by Arup.
Please see page 3 and Appendix 2 for further detail.
Appendix 4 contains the sixty two individual site assessments. The summary findings
of these assessments are included in Table 4 overleaf. The score against the Green
Belt purposes is the ‘high score’ the site recorded against the four purposes. The
remaining questions are summarised with a simple yes/no score.
The conclusions are set out on page 35. Nine of the sixty two sites were initially
identified for removal from the Green Belt with a further four sites (or groups of sites)
identified for further consideration. Of these additional sites the report recommends a
comprehensive review of the Green Belt boundary in the area around Wycombe Air
Park and High Heavens. The remaining three sites should be aired for public
consultation on a provisional basis. (Penn Road, Northern Heights and Oak Tree
Road).
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Table 4: Summary table of individual site assessments

Wycombe
Airpark (2)

Land
adjoining
High
Heavens

1

3

2

3

Does
the
site
possess
appropriate boundaries to
form a new strong and
permanent
green
belt
boundary?

No

No

No

No

Would the site be contiguous
with other non-green belt
land?
(And avoid an
unacceptable small hole in
the green belt.)

No

No

No

Yes

No

No

No

No

Can we be confident that the
site could contribute to
meeting housing or other
needs if it was removed from
green belt?

Yes

Yes

No

No

Are
exceptional
circumstances
likely
to
exist so as to justify an
alteration to the green belt
boundary?

No

No

No

No

Did
the
individual
site
assessment highlight any
other reasons to consider this
site further?

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

Airpark 2

High
Heavens

Wycombe
Address Airpark (1)

How strongly does the site
perform against green belt
purposes? ( Scored 0 - 5)

Therefore, is the site capable
of removal from the green
belt?

Site reference

Airpark 1
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Land
Land fronting between
Hazlemere Marlow and
Golf Club Bovingdon
Green

3

No

Yes

No

Yes

No

No

Part of GA
33a
Part of GA
50a

Address

How strongly does the site
perform against green belt
purposes? ( Scored 0 - 5)
Does the site possess
appropriate boundaries to
form a new strong and
permanent green belt
boundary?
Would the site be
contiguous with other nongreen belt land?
(And
avoid an unacceptable
small hole in the green
belt.)

Therefore, is the site
capable of removal from the
green belt?
Can we be confident that
the site could contribute to
meeting housing or other
needs if it was removed
from green belt?
Are exceptional
circumstances likely to
exist so as to justify an
alteration to the green
belt boundary?

Did the individual site
assessment highlight any
other reasons to consider
this site further?

Site reference

Hollands
Farm,
Bourne
End

Land East
of
Land to the Chapman
north of
Lane,
A4155 at
Bourne
Well End
End

Land off
Northern
Heights,
Bourne
End

Hollands
Farm
(west),
Bourne
End

2

3

4

2

2

Yes

No

No

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

No

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

No

Yes

No

Yes

No

No

Yes

No

N/A

No

No

Yes

No

SBE0027+
SBE0028

SBE0045
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SBE0048

SBE0049

SBE0053

Address

How strongly does the site
perform against green belt
purposes? ( Scored 0 - 5)
Does the site possesses
appropriate boundaries to
form a new strong and
permanent green belt
boundary?
Would the site be
contiguous with other nongreen belt land?
(And
avoid an unacceptable
small hole in the green
belt.)

Therefore, is the site
capable of removal from the
green belt?
Can we be confident that
the site could contribute to
meeting housing or other
needs if it was removed
from green belt?
Are exceptional
circumstances likely to
exist so as to justify an
alteration to the green
belt boundary?

Did the individual site
assessment highlight any
other reasons to consider
this site further?

Site reference

Hollands
Farm
(east),
Bourne
End

Abbots
Brook,
Land rear
of railway
line

Paddock
South of
Downley
Farm
Barns,
Downley

Hoppers
Farm
Cockpit
Road
Great
Kingshill

Land to
the rear of
Spurlands
End Road,
Great
Kingshill

5

3

3

4

5

No

Yes

No

No

No

No

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

SBE0054

SBE0057

[24]

SDL0019

SGK0005

SGK0009

Address

How strongly does the site
perform against green belt
purposes? ( Scored 0 - 5)
Does the site possess
appropriate boundaries to
form a new strong and
permanent green belt
boundary?
Would the site be
contiguous with other nongreen belt land?
(And
avoid an unacceptable
small hole in the green
belt.)

Therefore, is the site
capable of removal from the
green belt?
Can we be confident that
the site could contribute to
meeting housing or other
needs if it was removed
from green belt?
Are exceptional
circumstances likely to
exist so as to justify an
alteration to the green
belt boundary?

Did the individual site
assessment highlight any
other reasons to consider
this site further?

Site reference

Land at
Cherry
Tree Farm,
Missenden
Road,
Great
Kingshill

Land at
Horns
Lane,
Booker

Land north
of Cressex
Road, High
Wycombe

Clay Lane,
Booker,
High
Wycombe

Glynswood,
Green Hill,
High
Wycombe

3

2

2

2

2

No

Yes

Yes

No

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

No

Yes

No

Yes

No

No

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

Yes

No

Yes

No

No

Yes

No

Yes

Yes

No

N/A

SHW0462

SHW0529

SHW0559

SHW0633

SGK0010
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Address

How strongly does the site
perform against green belt
purposes? ( Scored 0 - 5)
Does the site possess
appropriate boundaries to
form a new strong and
permanent green belt
boundary?
Would the site be
contiguous with other nongreen belt land?
(And
avoid an unacceptable
small hole in the green
belt.)

Therefore, is the site
capable of removal from the
green belt?
Can we be confident that
the site could contribute to
meeting housing or other
needs if it was removed
from green belt?
Are exceptional
circumstances likely to
exist so as to justify an
alteration to the green
belt boundary?

Did the individual site
assessment highlight any
other reasons to consider
this site further?

Site reference

Land Off
Penn
Road,
Hazlemere

Land off
Amersham
Road incl.
Tralee
Farm.

Land off
Simmons
Way, Lane
End

Land off
Park Lane,
East of
Lane End

Land east
of Sidney
House,
Lane End

3

2

3

3

2

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

No

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

Yes

Yes

No

Yes

No

No

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

No

N/A

SHZ0030

SHZ0035
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SLE0010+
SLE0018

SLE0019

SLE0020

Lane End
Cricket
Fields, Lane
End

London Rd,
Loudwater,
High
Wycombe,

Land to the
north of
Chalkpit
Lane,
Woodside
Farm,
Marlow

2

5

3

3

3

No

Yes

No

Yes

Yes

No

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

No

No

Yes

Yes

No

Yes

No

Yes

Yes

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

Yes

Yes

Burleighfield
House,

Address

How strongly does the site
perform against green belt
purposes? ( Scored 0 - 5)
Does the site possess
appropriate boundaries to
form a new strong and
permanent green belt
boundary?
Would the site be
contiguous with other nongreen belt land?
(And
avoid an unacceptable
small hole in the green
belt.)

Therefore, is the site
capable of removal from the
green belt?
Can we be confident that
the site could contribute to
meeting housing or other
needs if it was removed
from green belt?
Are exceptional
circumstances likely to
exist so as to justify an
alteration to the green
belt boundary?

Did the individual site
assessment highlight any
other reasons to consider
this site further?

Site reference

SLE0031

SLW0025
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SMA0083

Land to the
east of Oak
Tree Road,
Marlow

SMA0085

Land to the
west of Oak
Tree Road,
Marlow

SMA0086

Address

How strongly does the site
perform against green belt
purposes? ( Scored 0 - 5)
Does the site possess
appropriate boundaries to
form a new strong and
permanent green belt
boundary?
Would the site be
contiguous with other nongreen belt land?
(And
avoid an unacceptable
small hole in the green
belt.)

Therefore, is the site
capable of removal from the
green belt?
Can we be confident that
the site could contribute to
meeting housing or other
needs if it was removed
from green belt?
Are exceptional
circumstances likely to
exist so as to justify an
alteration to the green
belt boundary?

Did the individual site
assessment highlight any
other reasons to consider
this site further?

Site reference

Land
adjacent to
89
Seymour
Land east
Court
of Wiltshire Road,
Road
Marlow

Furze
Farm,
Burford
Close,
Marlow
Bottom

Land to
front of
Great
Moseley
Farm, 198
Main Road,
Naphill,

Land with
frontage to
Main road
and
Stocking
Lane,
Naphill,

3

2

3

3

4

No

Yes

No

No

No

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

No

Yes

No

No

No

No

Yes

Yes

No

No

No

Yes

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

SMA0087

SMA0105
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SMB0010

SNH0014

SNH0016

Address

How strongly does the site
perform against green belt
purposes? ( Scored 0 - 5)
Does the site possess
appropriate boundaries to
form a new strong and
permanent green belt
boundary?
Would the site be
contiguous with other nongreen belt land?
(And
avoid an unacceptable
small hole in the green
belt.)

Therefore, is the site
capable of removal from the
green belt?
Can we be confident that
the site could contribute to
meeting housing or other
needs if it was removed
from green belt?
Are exceptional
circumstances likely to
exist so as to justify an
alteration to the green
belt boundary?

Did the individual site
assessment highlight any
other reasons to consider
this site further?

Site reference

Molins
sports
Ground, Off
Mill Lane,
Monks
Risborough

Coombe
Farm, land
at Naphill,
High
Wycombe

OS Parcel
1789
Clappins
Lane,
Naphill

5

2

2

2

5

No

Yes

No

Yes

No

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

Yes

No

Yes

No

No

Yes

Yes

No

No

No

Yes

No

No

No

No

No

Yes

No

No

SNH0017

SNH0019
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Land off
Poppy
Road

SPR0036

SPR0057

Land at
Aylesbury
Road, Monk
Risborough

SPR0078

Address

How strongly does the site
perform against green belt
purposes? ( Scored 0 - 5)
Does the site possess
appropriate boundaries to
form a new strong and
permanent green belt
boundary?
Would the site be
contiguous with other nongreen belt land?
(And
avoid an unacceptable
small hole in the green
belt.)

Therefore, is the site
capable of removal from the
green belt?
Can we be confident that
the site could contribute to
meeting housing or other
needs if it was removed
from green belt?
Are exceptional
circumstances likely to
exist so as to justify an
alteration to the green
belt boundary?

Did the individual site
assessment highlight any
other reasons to consider
this site further?

Site reference

Culverton
Farm
Wycombe
Road
Princes
Risborough

108
Wycombe
Road,
Princes
Risborough

Land at
Culverton
Farm,
Princes
Risborough

OS Parcel
7376,
Princes
Risborough

2

5

5

2

4

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

No

Yes

No

No

Yes

Yes

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

Yes

Yes

No

Yes

No

SPR0082

SPR0085
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SPR0087

SPR0088

Land at
Eastwood
Farm,
Stokenchurch

SRD0120

Address

How strongly does the site
perform against green belt
purposes? ( Scored 0 - 5)
Does the site possess
appropriate boundaries to
form a new strong and
permanent green belt
boundary?
Would the site be
contiguous with other nongreen belt land?
(And
avoid an unacceptable
small hole in the green
belt.)

Therefore, is the site
capable of removal from the
green belt?
Can we be confident that
the site could contribute to
meeting housing or other
needs if it was removed
from green belt?
Are exceptional
circumstances likely to
exist so as to justify an
alteration to the green
belt boundary?

Did the individual site
assessment highlight any
other reasons to consider
this site further?

Site reference

Land at
Hillcroft,
Loosley
Row,
Lacey
Green,

Hopkins
Yard and
Peters
Long Lea
Lane,
Meadow,
Monks
Hughenden
Risborough Valley

Clappers,
Cryers Hill
Road,
Cryers Hill

Valley Road,
Hughenden
Valley

2

3

5

4

4

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

SRD0151

SRD0153
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SRD0156

SRD0158

SRD0159

Address

How strongly does the site
perform against green belt
purposes? ( Scored 0 - 5)
Does the site possesses
appropriate boundaries to
form a new strong and
permanent green belt
boundary?
Would the site be
contiguous with other nongreen belt land?
(And
avoid an unacceptable
small hole in the green
belt.)

Therefore, is the site
capable of removal from the
green belt?
Can we be confident that
the site could contribute to
meeting housing or other
needs if it was removed
from green belt?
Are exceptional
circumstances likely to
exist so as to justify an
alteration to the green
belt boundary?

Did the individual site
assessment highlight any
other reasons to consider
this site further?

Site reference

Land
adjoining
Chiltern
House,
Stocking
Lane,
Hughenden
Valley

Coldharbour

Farm,
Cryers Hill

RAF Walters
Ash and
Land north of
OS parcel
770

Land at
Grange
Farm

Harvest
Hill and
Branch
Lane,
Hedsor
and
Bourne
End

5

5

0

3

4

No

No

Yes

No

No

No

No

Yes

No

Yes

No

No

Yes

No

No

No

No

Yes

No

No

No

No

Yes

No

No

No

No

N/A

No

No

SWC0051

SWC0069

SRD0163

SRD0168
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SWA0007

Address

How strongly does the site
perform against green belt
purposes? ( Scored 0 - 5)
Does the site possesses
appropriate boundaries to
form a new strong and
permanent green belt
boundary?
Would the site be
contiguous with other nongreen belt land?
(And
avoid an unacceptable
small hole in the green
belt.)

Therefore, is the site
capable of removal from the
green belt?
Can we be confident that
the site could contribute to
meeting housing or other
needs if it was removed
from green belt?
Are exceptional
circumstances likely to
exist so as to justify an
alteration to the green
belt boundary?

Did the individual site
assessment highlight any
other reasons to consider
this site further?

Site reference

Land north
of Heath
End Road

Tycoed,
Sandpit
Lane,
Tylers
Green,
HP10 8HD

Land to
West of
Hedsor
Lodge,
Harvest Hill,
Hedsor

4

1

1

2

2

Yes

No

No

No

No

Yes

No

Yes

Yes

No

No

No

No

No

No

Yes

Yes

No

No

Yes

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

SWC0070

SWC0077

SWC0081

SWC0085
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SWC0080

Land off
Hedsor
Footpath,
Harvest
Hill,
Hedsor

land off
Hammersley

Lane,
Penn

Address

How strongly does the site
perform against green belt
purposes? ( Scored 0 - 5)
Does the site possesses
appropriate boundaries to
form a new strong and
permanent green belt
boundary?
Would the site be
contiguous with other nongreen belt land?
(And
avoid an unacceptable
small hole in the green
belt.)

Therefore, is the site
capable of removal from the
green belt?
Can we be confident that
the site could contribute to
meeting housing or other
needs if it was removed
from green belt?
Are exceptional
circumstances likely to
exist so as to justify an
alteration to the green
belt boundary?

Did the individual site
assessment highlight any
other reasons to consider
this site further?

Site reference

Land at
Grange
Road,
Widmer
End

Land at
Old Moor
Lane,
Wooburn
Moor

3

5

No

No

No

Yes

No

No

No

Yes

No

No

No

No

SWE0005

SWG0026
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Sites identified for release at assessment stage
The part 2 assessment has considered a total of sixty two sites. This includes the
Part 1 sub-areas, developer promoted sites, and wider sense check sites. (NB There
is some overlap between these categories.) Nine sites were identified where
exceptional circumstances are likely to exist. In each of these cases it is considered
that the site is capable of being removed from the Green Belt and that it is otherwise
suitable for development. With the exception of RAF Walters Ash these sites are all
considered generally appropriate for residential development, whilst Land at Sidney
House is considered suitable in principle for housing subject to overcoming site
specific constraints. Against the background context of the level of housing need
identified in the District and the relevant national policy and guidance it is considered
that there are exceptional circumstances to remove these sites from the Green Belt:
1 Hollands Farm, Bourne
End
2 Land at Horns Lane,
Booker, High Wycombe
3 Part of Greens Farm,
Glynswood, Green Hill, High
Wycombe
4 Land off Amersham Road,
including
Tralee
Farm,
Hazlemere, High Wycombe
5 Land east of
House, Lane End

Sidney

6 Land
Seymour
Marlow

to 89
Road,

adjacent
Court

7 OS Parcel 1789, Clappins
Lane, Naphill
8 RAF Walters Ash
9 Land off Northern Heights,
Bourne End
Figure 1: Sites identified for release at assessment stage

RAF Walters Ash is different as it is an existing developed site. In the current Local
Plan it is designated as a ‘major developed site in the green belt’ – a designation
which provided a great deal of flexibility but a designation which will not be carried
forwards into the new Local Plan. The exceptional circumstances here relate to the
existing self-contained built-up nature of the site and the need for future flexibility to
allow for the efficient operation of this nationally important military base.
[35]

land off H

land off

Sites identified for further consideration at assessment stage
Four further sites or groups of sites have been identified where the individual site
assessment concluded further consideration of possible exceptional circumstances
would be justified. These are:
1 Land off Penn Road,
Hazlemere
2 Land at Oak Tree
Road, Marlow
3 Sites located at and
close
by
Booker
Airpark,
possibly
including land at High
Heavens
4 Land at and adjoining
Culverton
Farm,
Princes Risborough

Figure 2: Sites identified for further consideration at assessment stage

Each of these sites / areas will be considered further below.

[36]

Land off Penn Road, Hazlemere

A key issue for this site is the extent to which this site helps prevent urban sprawl
when assessed against the criteria. The site is connected to the urban area but has
some sense of enclosure. This site scores weakly or relatively weakly against the
other Green Belt purposes, and possesses suitable boundaries. The landscape
assessment concluded that the site has some capacity for development. The site
has a long frontage to Penn Road and the highway authority has no objection. The
landscape assessment indicates some constraints on the extent of development
possible – unless a more comprehensive scheme could be devised which would
‘establish a new relationship between the existing urban area and nearby woodland
to the north’. Given that this site is also on the District boundary, and adjoining land
in Chiltern District Council area is being promoted for development, there is a need
to look at this area more comprehensively across the two areas and also consider
whether development of the larger area would constitute major development in the
AONB. This is a site that should be considered further following public consultation
on the draft Local Plan including further discussions with Chiltern District Council
regarding the adjoining site.

[37]

Land at Oak Tree Road, Marlow

These two sites are closely related to each other, sitting to the east and west of Oak
Tree Road in Marlow. Both sites scored weakly against the majority of the Green
Belt purposes, and they would be well related to the built-up area outside of the
Green Belt. A key issue is the degree to which the sites prevent urban sprawl and
separation of Marlow from Marlow Bottom, and the degree to which this function is
lessened by surrounding development at Seymour Plain.
The landscape assessment concluded that the site has some capacity for
development although a key question for the consultation is whether development
constitutes major development in the AONB. The sites have highway frontage and
the highway authority has no objection in principle.
Contra-indicators for these sites are that achieving appropriate access to the site
would have a significant impact on the protected trees on Oak Tree Road and,
depending on the access arrangements, levels difference between the lane and the
sites mean significant engineering works to access the sites – both of these could
have a landscape impact that would have to be assessed in more detail.
In addition the new Green Belt boundary that would result if the sites were removed
would be a boundary between two residential areas – the new development and the
existing Green Belt housing at Seymour Plain. This is a site that should be
considered further following public consultation on the draft Local Plan.

[38]

Sites located at and close by Booker Airpark, including land at High
Heavens

This group of sites includes two sites at the Airpark and a site at High Heavens being
considered for low intensity employment development and three smaller sites
(SHW0462 SHW0529 and SHW0559) promoted for housing. Wycombe Air Park is
currently designated as a ‘Major Developed Site in the Green Belt’ and already
accommodates a range of employment uses alongside the flying activities. Next to
the Air Park, the area also contains a garden centre, two small housing
developments, a number of single dwellings and a farm. To the east, the M40
motorway forms the Green Belt boundary but the Green Belt crosses the motorway
at this point and continues north, with the boundary formed by the edge of the built
up area. In similar fashion, whilst there is generally very little development in the
Green Belt along the southern motorway edge of High Wycombe, in this location
there is a significant amount of existing development with the Green Belt. High
[39]

Heavens is a waste and recycling disposal and transfer site slightly separate from Air
Park area and adjoining development. .

North of the M40
The site at Horns Lane (SHW0462) has already been identified for removal from the
Green Belt, with the assessment suggesting that the adjoining allotments to the north
should also be removed as this would create a more consistent boundary and the
finger of development on Booker Common would provide a stronger and more
permanent boundary in line with the NPPF. Whilst there is no suggestion of the
allotments being developed, it does appear that their removal from the Green Belt
could be justified.

South of the M40 - West of Clay Lane
The small site off Cressex Road/ Clay Lane (SHW0529) was generally considered
justified for removal from the Green Belt, with the only significant question being the
issue of contiguity. If the site was removed from the Green Belt in isolation it would
form a small and inappropriate hole in the Green Belt however, with the removal of
the Horns Lane site and the short stretch of motorway between the two sites this
objection would be overcome.
The two Airpark sites would not be suitable for housing but they are suitable and
available for economic development. The site assessments identify some questions
around the suitability of the suggested new green belt boundary which would run
across open fields with no physical demarcation. However there are underlying
aviation licensing constraints to further development which are well established and
have a sense of strength and permanence that to some extent belies the lack of
physical boundaries. Weighing up the moderate Green Belt obstacles against the
significant positive of bringing forwards a new deliverable site for economic
development it is considered that exceptional circumstances exist to justify the
removal of these sites from the Green Belt. Removal of the Airpark sites from the
Green Belt means that it would also be appropriate to remove the adjoining built
up/residential areas to the east on Clay Lane to create a more coherent Green Belt
boundary.

South of the M40 - East of Clay Lane
As with the Airpark, the site at High Heavens is being considered for economic
development comprising low value open yard type uses. Previous evidence suggests
that such uses (whilst low value) nonetheless play an essential supporting role in the
local economy and also that such uses are difficult to accommodate in built-up
areas. The assessment of the site shows that it performs weakly against Green Belt
purposes and if the land was removed from the Green Belt durable new boundaries
could be created, albeit that an “inset” would be created in the Green Belt It is
therefore considered that exceptional circumstances could exist to justify the removal
[40]

of this site from the Green Belt as well. This is a site that should be considered
further following public consultation on the draft Local Plan.
The final site, land at Clay Lane (SHW0559) has been promoted for housing. The
site assessment concluded: Site scores weakly, and issues relating to contiguity
could perhaps be addressed holistically with other promoted sites in the vicinity,
however the north and east boundaries to the adjoining fields lack any strength or
permanence and this will not be addressed by other sites. In conclusion, the site is
not suitable for removal from the Green Belt either on its own or in combination with
other sites.

Recommendations for the Booker area
Taking account of all of the above together with the individual site assessments and
the existing physical and policy context it is considered that five of the six sites
should be removed from the Green Belt along with other incidental Green Belt land
(such as the connecting section of the M40), although further consideration should
be given to the High Heavens site following the public consultation. It may also be
appropriate to remove immediately adjoining areas of existing housing and
employment development. It is recommended that the new Local Plan should identify
a comprehensive amendment to the Green Belt boundary in this local area.

[41]

Land at and adjoining Culverton Farm, Princes Risborough

Part of the context for this site is that the Council has previously consulted on a
Town Plan (AAP) for Princes Risborough, and in response to the public consultation
the Council is undertaking further work to consider alternative options for strategic
traffic routes around the south of the town. This includes the consideration of
potential routes across land at Culverton Farm (Culverton Manor) – shown
indicatively by the blue dashed lines on the plan above. Alongside this a number of
sites in this area have been promoted for development. The individual site
assessments do not support the removal of any of these sites from the Green Belt at
this time, but they also highlight how significantly a new road across this land would
alter the context. As such it is entirely reasonable to speculate that if in time the
Town Plan includes a new road here as an essential part of the transport
infrastructure to support the growth of the town then the removal of some land here
from the Green Belt would probably be justified. As such it would be appropriate to
consult on this possibility as part of the new Local Plan.

[42]

Conclusions
This Part 2 Green Belt assessment concludes the Council’s comprehensive
assessment of the Green Belt within its area. This assessment has been undertaken
in the context of considering the scope for meeting housing and economic
development needs as part of the preparation of the new Local Plan. The Part 1
(countywide) assessment concluded that almost all Green Belt land in Wycombe
District contributes positively to the purposes of including land in the Green Belt, and
that there is therefore very little scope for amendments to the current Green Belt. It
did however identify some smaller sub-areas that warranted further investigation and
we have considered these alongside other similar sites and developer promoted
sites. We have concluded that the vast majority of the sites assessed should remain
in the Green Belt and should not be developed. We have however identified a
handful of sites which could sensibly be removed from the Green Belt and this report
recommends that these sites should be considered further in the preparation of the
new Local Plan.

[43]

Appendix 2:

Extract from Turley Reg. 19
Representations (Para’s 6.15‐6.19)

10

4

0

Overall

Strong

Not applicable

0
Medium

6.13

When comparing Arup’s assessment to parcel 43b (Wycombe Air Park), that parcel
scored higher than our Clients site against the purposes of the Green Belt, specifically
with regard to Purpose 3 and was identified as strongly serving the functions of the
Green Belt.

6.14

Whilst it is noted that Arup wrongly did not consider the site suitable for further
consideration, WDC has taken forward a range of sites that were also not supported,
either based on developer promoted or alternatively Officer Recommendations,
including Wycombe Air Park into the Green Belt Assessment Part 2.

Green Belt Assessment Part 2
6.15

We wish to further highlight that the methodology of the Green Belt Part 2 Assessment
has changed considerably since the Regulation 18 Local Plan consultation in 2016 and
the Regulation 19 Local Plan.

6.16

Whilst this is partly due to the critique provided by Arup (Appendix GB3 of the Green
Belt Assessment Part 2) where a series of comments were raised to assist in refining
the methodology to accord with the Framework, there are a number of inconsistencies
with the approach being taken in the Council’s revised Green Belt Part 2 Assessment.

6.17

It would have been beneficial for Arup to have provided a further critique once the
Green Belt Assessment Part 2 had been finalised prior to publication for consultation to
understand whether all matters were addressed.

6.18

This said, we have a number of comments based on the application of the methodology
that do not appear to have been taken forward into the assessment of individual sites,
particularly in relation to Westhorpe Park and whilst referenced it does not appear that
59
WDC has published Arup’s comments on the individual site proformas .
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Page 2 of the Green Belt Assessment Part 2
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Green Belt Methodology ( as stated
within the Green Belt Part 2
Assessment

Turley Comment

‘The first selection of sites was in relation
to the Settlement Hierarchy. The
settlement hierarchy is itself based on a
number of sustainable criteria including
access to public transport’. (paragraph
2.15)

Westhorpe Park scores better than the Air
Park within the Sustainability Appraisal
(see Section 8 of this Statement) and has
easy access to Marlow Town Centre and
Marlow Train Station. The site directly
abuts a Tier 2 settlement and unlike the
Air Park which is not located at or abutting
a recognised settlement within the
Council’s evidence base.
There is a lack of evidence to support the
Council’s conclusion that by combining a
number of sites around the Air Park and
Booker that ‘the site assessment process
concludes that this area is a sustainable
60
location for growth’

‘The second requirement is whether
removing the site from the Green Belt
would maintain the wider integrity and the
general extent of the Green Belt. This is
most likely to be true when an alteration to
the boundary would result in a rational and
contiguous extension to an existing builtup area beyond the Green Belt.’
(paragraph 2.21)
‘The creation of rational built-up areas
which are consistent with the general
extent of the Green Belt e.g. avoiding
illogical holes in the Green Belt’
(paragraph 2.17)

‘If proposed for employment, the site must
similarly have reasonable prospects of
delivering the proposed allocation within
the plan period, having regard to local
market indicators and any other relevant
factors’ (paragraph 2.26)

60

Westhorpe Park abuts the Tier 2
settlement of Marlow and the Green Belt
Part 2 Assessment identifies permanent
boundaries along the eastern boundary of
the site would ensure that the wider
integrity of the Green Belt (i.e. the gap
between Marlow and Bourne End is
retained). On the contrary, the Air Park
and High Heavens sites have been taken
forward where there is no physical
relationship to High Wycombe and the
sites are physically separated from the
built-up area by the M40. As such, the
sites would not be a rational or contiguous
extension to the built-up area in any event
- the proposal is contrary to the Council’s
own methodology as it would result in
‘illogical holes within the Green Belt’.
The proposed allocations are not
considered to meet the full employment
needs to 2033 and contradict the
conclusions of the Council’s evidence
base discussed in Section 5.

Paragraph 3.30 of the Green Belt Assessment Part 2
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6.19

Further to the above, we consider that there are still a number of outstanding matters
raised by Arup’s critique which have not been incorporated into the updated Green Belt
Assessment Part 2, which necessarily results in questions regarding the robustness of
the Assessment and we have commented on below:
Arup Recommendation

Turley Comment

‘It was felt that undue weight was placed
on “defining boundaries clearly” in line with
paragraph 85 of the NPPF, with this
aspect of the methodology used as an
initial filtering stage of the process. Arup
cautioned such an approach, which it was
felt risked removing areas from
consideration too early before the potential
to strengthen or create new boundaries
has been fully considered, thus leaving the
Council open to increased risk of
challenge in latter stages of plan-making.’
(Page 2)

The new methodology still seeks to
discount sites that could benefit from
reinforced boundaries, such as Westhorpe
Park.

‘As an overall principle, we would suggest
that sub-areas are considered further as
part of the Local Plan process regardless of
their performance against the NPPF
purposes, given broader ‘exceptional
circumstances’ can outweigh performance
against the Purposes alone.’

We do not consider that the Council has
recognised the ‘broader exceptional
circumstances’, as WDC is pursuing sites
for Green Belt release in locations where
the Green Belt function is stronger and the
site is less attractive for commercial uses.
The Part 2 review should have considered
specifically the area promoted at
Westhorpe Park. Given that the Council
accept ‘exceptional circumstances’ exist to
warrant Green Belt release as a matter of
principle, the Council has discounted
Westhorpe Park where it is considered
there is stronger justification for
exceptional circumstances than the Air
Park given the Council’s evidence base
which would outweigh the performance of
the Green Belt (which has been shown to
function to a lesser extent than the Green
Belt).

‘Regardless of the Council’s view on this, it
is judged imperative that the criteria for
filtering out moderately/strongly performing
Green Belt areas is explained clearly as
part of this Method Statement and justified
in the context of the wider Local Plan

We do not feel this comment has been
addressed. Insufficient justification has
been provided within Green Belt Part 2 for
not pursuing Westhorpe Park for allocation
with the assessment clearly identifying
existing physical features that could
provide long term defensible boundaries.

In addition, we consider that WDC has
gone too far in proposing sites where
entirely new boundaries would need to be
created and where there are no existing
physical features that are readily
recognisable on the ground. In our view,
this position has been applied
inconsistently across the sites assessed
through the Green Belt Part 2.
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process.’

There is no justification as to why the
combination of the Air Park (Intensification
Area) and the Air Park (Expansion) are
appropriate for Green Belt release given
the Part 2 assessment identifies that the
sites would be ‘holes’ within the Green
Belt. In addition, the site is not adjacent to
a higher tier settlement and nor would they
promoted sustainable patterns of
development. We do not consider that the
Green Belt Part 2 robustly considers the
suitability of sites with regard to whether
sustainable patterns of development would
be achieved, and this is a fundamental
flaw within the Assessment.

‘Referring to para 3.15 of the Method
Statement, which highlights the
complexities associated with developing a
case for exceptional circumstances, we
wonder whether this part of the
methodology should be referred to as such.
Ultimately, the proposed assessment
focuses on:-

Arup recognise that the Green Belt Part 2
should be the starting point for considering
exceptional circumstances. This has not
been picked up within the Green Belt Part
2 Assessment. It appears that sites are
proposed for release solely on their
function as Green Belt (and we criticise
the Council’s approach to scoring below).

- Performance of Green Belt sites
against the NPPF purposes – sitelevel Green Belt factor
- Performance of Green Belt sites in
a more strategic context, as well as
consideration of potential ‘harm’ to
the wider Green Belt – strategic
Green Belt factor
Ultimately, therefore, this assessment is
only the starting point in considering
exceptional circumstances and it is unlikely
that the aforementioned factors alone would
be sufficient to demonstrate exceptional
circumstances. It is suggested that the
overall section is reviewed to bring out this
nuance and emphasise that this is only a
starting point for considering whether or not
exceptional circumstances might exist. We
would also suggest that the name of this
assessment is re-termed to reduce its any
perception of definitiveness.
Similarly, we wish to highlight that the

Furthermore, no reference is made to the
suitability and availability of the sites,
especially given the Air Park has a
considerable number of constraints that
would inhibit delivery of a significant
quantum of employment floorspace,
namely the CAA restrictions associated
with the continued operation of the Air
Park alongside highways constraints
associated with the site being distant from
the strategic road network. The site is also
surrounded by the AONB on three sides,
and limited justification for how the site
would mitigate landscape impacts is
provided. Similar criticisms apply to the
High Heavens proposed allocations which
is also within the AONB.
Conversely, Westhorpe Park is being
promoted by an employment based
developer who have undertaken a series
of technical work to inform the
opportunities for the site in terms of
landscape considerations, quantum of
development and accessibility via the

56

assessments of suitability and availability
referred to in para 1.8 are also not
discussed in greater detail.’

6.20

A404 Westhorpe Park Junction providing
access towards the M4 and the M40.

To assist in providing the context for the assessment of Westhorpe Park and the Air
Park within WDC Green Belt Assessment Part 2, we have provided a summary of the
Council’s conclusions below:

Green Belt

Westhorpe Park (Score and

Purpose

Commentary)

Purpose 1

Air Park (Score and Commentary)
North (Intensification)

South (Expansion)

3 - Site adjoins the built-up area of Marlow 1- The site does not directly adjoin 0 - Sites does not
the edge of a large, built-up area,

directly adjoin the edge

but it is located very near High

of a large, built-up area

Wycombe
Purpose 2

3 - Part of an essential gap between

1 - Site encroaches marginally into 1 - Site encroaches

Bourne End and Marlow

an essential gap between High

marginally into an

Wycombe and Lane End. Impact

essential gap between

on sprawl reduced as much of site High Wycombe and
already developed.

Lane End. Impact on
sprawl reduced as
much of site already
developed.

Purpose 3

3- The parcel is absent from any built form 1- Site feels urban in character, due2 or 3 - Site is entirely
although there is a clear sense of proximity to the

absent of built form,

to Marlow and the associated road network
The parcel is largely rural and open, large coverage of built form.

although parts of the

divorced by the Marlow bypass.

to be in use as waste
The assessment states that ‘The

Despite the above, reference is made to

site and the nearby area is entirely

‘Assuming the Green Belt deletion was

washed over by the Green Belt.

extended to include the remaining portion ofRemoval of this area in isolation
would result in the site forming a
the A404 itself

eastern boundary look

and recycling
equipment storage.
Main use is as an
airstrip and associated
manoeuvring areas

‘hole’ in the Green Belt.
- the resultant green belt boundary would

With reference to the

be strong along the northern boundary (the

assessment criteria and

A4155), moderately strong along the

the explanatory notes

eastern boundary (the lane to Westhorpe

(Part One 4.425) this

Park) and along part of the southern

could be described as

boundary (to the north edge of the lake),

either ‘semi urban’ or

but the section from the lane to the lake

‘largely rural’

(approximately 650m passing north of
Westhorpe House and the caravan park) is

The site and the nearby

somewhat convoluted and does not relate

area is entirely washed
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Appendix 3:

Green Belt Purpose

Green Belt Assessment Part 2: Air
Park and Westhorpe Park

Westhorpe Park (Score and
Commentary)

Purpose 1

Air Park (Score and Commentary)
North (Intensification)

South (Expansion)

3 - Site adjoins the built-up area of

1- The site does not directly

Marlow

adjoin the edge of a large, built- directly adjoin the edge
up area, but it is located very

0 - Sites does not

of a large, built-up area

near High Wycombe
Purpose 2

3 - Part of an essential gap between

1 - Site encroaches marginally 1 - Site encroaches

Bourne End and Marlow

into an essential gap between marginally into an
High Wycombe and Lane End. essential gap between
Impact on sprawl reduced as

High Wycombe and

much of site already

Lane End. Impact on

developed.

sprawl reduced as
much of site already
developed.

Purpose 3

3- The parcel is absent from any built

1- Site feels urban in character, 2 or 3 - Site is entirely

form although there is a clear sense of

due to the

absent of built form,

proximity to Marlow and the associated

although parts of the

road network The parcel is largely rural coverage of built form.

eastern boundary look

and open, divorced by the Marlow

to be in use as waste

bypass.

The assessment states that
‘The site and the nearby area is

Despite the above, reference is made to entirely washed over by the
‘Assuming the Green Belt deletion was

Green Belt. Removal of this

and recycling
equipment storage.
Main use is as an
airstrip and associated

extended to include the remaining portion area in isolation would result in manoeuvring areas
the site forming a ‘hole’ in the
of the A404 itself
Green Belt.

With reference to the

- the resultant green belt boundary would

assessment criteria and

be strong along the northern boundary

the explanatory notes

(the A4155), moderately strong along the

(Part One 4.425) this

eastern boundary (the lane to Westhorpe

could be described as

Park) and along part of the southern

either ‘semi urban’ or

boundary (to the north edge of the lake),

‘largely rural’

but the section from the lane to the lake
(approximately 650m passing north of

The site and the nearby

Westhorpe House and the caravan park)

area is entirely washed

is somewhat convoluted and does not

over by the Green Belt.

relate to any permanent and robust

Removal of this area in

features.,

isolation would result in
the site forming a ‘hole’
in the Green Belt.

However there are
other green belt areas
nearby being reviewed
at this time and this
issue will need to be
reconsidered
holistically.

CONCLUSION

The site is NOT capable of removal

The site does NOT appear

The site does NOT

from the Green Belt.

capable of removal

appear capable of

from the Green Belt in

removal from the

isolation, but this should be Green Belt in
isolation, but this
reconsidered in
should be
combination with other
reconsidered in
sites nearby.
combination with
other sites nearby.

Appendix 4:

Air Park Green Belt Assessment ‐
GB2 (2016) and GB2 (2017)

Part 2 (2016) ‐ WDC Conclusions Part 2 (2016) ‐WDC Site Part 2 (2017) ‐ Additional/
Assessment
Amended Information provided
High
Wycombe
AirPark
(south)

‐ Scores 2/5 on performance
‐ Site does not directly
against Green Belt purposes ‐ no adjoin the edge of a
detailed assessment provided
large, built‐up area ‐
Removal of this area
‐No appropriate boundaries to would result in the site
form a new strong and
forming a ‘hole’ in the
permanent green belt boundary Green Belt ‐

‐ Site is entirely absent of built
form, although parts of the eastern
boundary look to be in use as
waste and recycling equipment
storage. Main use is as an airstrip
and associated manoeuvring areas
With reference to the assessment
criteria and the explanatory notes
‐ Would not avoid an
‐ Part only – Clay Lane
(Part One 4.425) this could be
unacceptable small hole in the and Marlow Road benefit described as either ‘semi urban’ or
Green Belt
from strong and enduring ‘largely rural’.
boundary
‐ The site is not capable of Green
The site and the nearby area is
Belt removal
entirely washed over by the Green
Belt. Removal of this area in
‐ No exceptional circumstances
isolation would result in the site
to justify alteration to the Green
forming a ‘hole’ in the Green Belt.
Belt
However there are other green belt
areas nearby being reviewed at this
‐ Turley Comment: Council
time and this issue will need to be
concluded it should be
reconsidered holistically.
considered further?
The site does NOT appear capable
of removal from the Green Belt in
isolation, but this should be
reconsidered in combination with
other sites nearby.
Turley Comment: We do not
consider that even release
holistically justifies Green Belt
release in line with the Framework.
The Green Belt release results in an
arbitrary boundary based on
insufficient evidence to justify its
removal.

AirPark North‐ Scores 2/5 on performance
‐ Site does not directly ‐ However there are other green
(1)
against Green Belt purposes ‐ no adjoin the edge of a
belt areas nearby being reviewed
large, built‐up area but is at this time and this issue will need

detailed assessment provided

located very near

‐No appropriate boundaries to ‐ Removal of this area
form a new strong and
would result in the site
permanent green belt boundary forming a ‘hole’ in the
Green Belt
‐ Would not avoid an
unacceptable small hole in the
Green Belt
‐ The site is not capable of Green
Belt removal
‐ No exceptional circumstances
to justify alteration to the Green
Belt
‐ Existing built development on ‐
site
‐ Turley Comment: Council
concluded it should be
considered further?

to be reconsidered holistically.
Turley Comment‐ We question the
soundness of this approach and
whether it complies with the
Framework.
‐ the issue of boundaries should be
reconsidered holistically with the
other nearby areas being
promoted.
‐ The site does NOT appear capable
of removal from the Green Belt in
isolation, but this should be
reconsidered in combination with
other sites nearby.
Turley Comment: We do not
consider that even release
holistically justifies Green Belt
release in line with the Framework.
The Green Belt release results in an
arbitrary boundary based on
insufficient evidence to justify its
removal.

Appendix 5:

Turley Comment’s on Arup’s
Critique of WDC GB2 (2016)

base as to suitable and sustainable sites for employment growth to 2033 pursuant to
demonstrating ‘exceptional circumstances’.

The Green Belt and the relationship with meeting the economic needs to
2033
6.26

WDC has set out that there are a number of sites where it considers that ‘exceptional
circumstances’ have been demonstrated in order to warrant Green Belt release to assist
in partially meeting the economic needs of the District to 2033.

6.27

The Council has published an Exceptional Circumstances Report (contained within the
Green Belt Assessment Part 2) to support the Local Plan which was critiqued by Arup
prior to the consultation. The following comments were raised:

6.28

•

One area that the Council should consider further is the balance between
‘micro’ (site-specific) and ‘macro’ (district-wide or more strategic) factors in
forming the case for exceptional circumstances. In its current form, we do
not believe that the closing sections of the Report adequately deal with this
distinction, or delve into sufficient detail around the factors that will ultimately
form the Council’s case for exceptional circumstances.

•

Our recommendation is that each site proceeding to Stage 4 is afforded a
more detailed conclusion setting out the key local considerations justifying
why there may be exceptional circumstances to release that site. This could
be in the main body of the report, or included as an appendix (and crossreferenced in Conclusions and Recommendations).

•

Further to our previous comment, we remain concerned that the language
used in relation to exceptional circumstances is rather definitive when,
ultimately, other high level, strategic factors may come into play. While it is
helpful and logical to define the factors that may constitute exceptional
circumstances (para 3.3), there is a risk that by making all requirements (i-iv)
pre-requisites for consideration some more sustainable sites could be ruled
out. Inversely, by stating that “exceptional circumstances will exist where all
four of the following requirements are satisfied” this implies that there will be
exceptional circumstances to release every site which meets these
requirements, whereas we do not believe this is what is intended – indeed,
by having a separate Stage 4, the implication that other factors could
outweigh these considerations (e.g. suitability/deliverability etc.). The
firmness of this process would also seem to strip out the element of planning
judgement referred to in paragraph 3.2. While we believe the proposed
methodology is broadly on the right lines, we would encourage further
consideration with regard to the aforementioned challenges. WDC could
consider whether the four ‘requirements’ should in fact be factors or
considerations which should be weighed up against each other, and against
other broader considerations.

The comments raised by Arup have not been addressed within the published Green
Belt Assessment Part 2 and as such have failed to demonstrate ‘exceptional
circumstances’ that is reflective of the macro factors evidenced within the Commercial
Assessment (2016) and nor has sufficient evidence been provided to demonstrate why
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there are ‘exceptional circumstances’ for the proposed allocations to be released from
the Green Belt.
6.29

What is evident is that the sites being proposed for release from the Green Belt are
neither according with the strategic objectives of the Local Plan (see paragraph 8.2) nor
‘promoting sustainable patterns of development’ as required by the Framework.
Furthermore, what is unclear from the evidence base to the Local Plan is whether WDC
intend to commit to an early review of the Local Plan, and as such, should be
demonstrating that on the basis of its approach Green Belt boundaries will not need to
be altered at the end of the development plan period’ (paragraph 85 of the Framework).

6.30

On account of WDC failing to acknowledge the findings of its own commercial evidence
base, it is likely that the proposed allocations are unlikely to meet the specific
employment needs identified within the Local Plan to 2033 and in fact, sites such as
Westhorpe Park, will be required at a later date to meet the regional and local
employment needs for the District. This position was acknowledged within the
Regulation 18 Local Plan at several points as follows:

6.31

•

Looking longer term, the plan identifies that the land to the east of the
66
Bypass, at Westhorpe, as having potential for business use;

•

It is the Council’s view that at this stage there are not exceptional
circumstances to justify an allocation at this time, however this is
something that will be kept under review and assessed in a future
67
review of the plan’

Further justification needs to be given to demonstrate why the site is not capable of
being identified with this Local Plan to assist in meeting the full objectively assessed
employment needs. Given far greater level of supporting evidence has been provided to
support the ‘exceptional circumstances’ test for Westhorpe Park especially with regard
to Green Belt and the impact on the AONB than the Council’s proposed allocations,
there is no reason why it should not be allocated within the emerging Local Plan.

Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty
6.32

The Framework sets out that ‘Great weight should be given to conserving landscape
and scenic beauty in National Parks, the Broads and Areas of outstanding Natural
Beauty, which have the highest status of protection in relation to landscape and scenic
beauty.’68 Furthermore, paragraph 116 states that ‘planning permission should be
refused for major developments in these designated areas except in exceptional
circumstances and whether it can be demonstrated they are in the public interest’.

6.33

Despite over 71% of the District being designated AONB, the Council is proposing a
series of allocations for both residential and employment that fall within the AONB
and/or the Green Belt. Of relevance is the recent Inspector’s Report to the Vale of White
Horse Local Plan Examination where he stated ‘I have therefore considered whether it
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Page 18 of the Regulation 18 Local Plan
Paragraph 5.2.15 of the Regulation 18 Local Plan
68
Paragraph 115 of the Framework
67
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IN THE MATTER OF:

THE WYCOMBE LOCAL PLAN

___________________
NOTE
___________________

Introduction

1. I am instructed in this matter by Turely on behalf of SEGRO Plc in respect of land at
Westthorpe Park, Marlow (“the site”). SEGRO has submitted representations to the
emerging Wycombe Local Plan (“the Plan”) to the effect that the site should be
allocated for employment development alongside a new country park. This Note
should be read alongside those representations, which comprise submissions made
at the Regulation 18 and 19 consultation stages of the Plan and various Hearing
Statements submitted by Turley to the Inspector in response to her Schedule of
Matters, Issues and Questions.

2. The Plan has now been submitted for examination, and I have been asked to provide
a Note on whether the Plan meets the various legal compliance tests. In light of all of
the matters set out in the Turley representations referenced above, it is my opinion
that (i) the Plan fails the Duty to Co-operate; (ii) the Sustainability Appraisal (SA) is
inadequate in terms of its assessment of the likely effects of the Plan’s policies and its
consideration of reasonable alternatives and (iii) on the basis of the totality of the
evidence as it currently stands it is very difficult to see how the Plan can omit the
site and pass the tests of being positively prepared, justified, effective and consistent
with national policy.
3. I consider briefly each of these three matters below, in reverse order.

1

Positively Prepared, Justified, Effective and Consistent with National
Policy

4. The purpose of planning is to achieve sustainable development (NPPF Foreward).
The presumption in favour of sustainable development contained in the first part of
NPPF14 (plan-making) is engaged. This requires the plan-maker to ensure that the
plan meets objectively assessed needs, with sufficient flexibility to adapt to rapid
change, unless doing so would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits,
or specific policies in the Framework indicate development should be restricted.

5. The first step therefore is to objectively identify the correct level of need for
employment land. NPP17(3) provides that “every effort should be made to
objectively identify and then meet the … business … needs of an area, and respond
positively to wider opportunites for growth.”

6. The Plan falls at the first hurdle because it fails to objectively identify the true level of
need for employment land. The HEDNA is openly based on a cautious, or
pessimistic, approach to the need for B1c/B2 and B8 floorspace, preferring as it does
the Oxford Economics forecast to the Experian forecasts. Further, and more
importantly, the HEDNA fails to act on the commercial insights contained within it,
not least of all the finding that B8 warehouse space has been constrained by a lack of
supply and this is a sector that will continue to show strong growth. This is not
evidence of an approach that is seeking to “respond positively to wider
opportunities for growth.” Even leaving aside the marked contrast between the
positivity found in the NPPF and the negativity of the HEDNA, but the Plan does not
respond accurately to even that level of demand found within the HEDNA. The
latter was updated with an addendum that at least recognised a changing market and
higher growth, but the Plan continues to base itself on the original HEDNA figures.

7. The second step in plan-making (once the correct level of need has been identified)
is to meet that need, unless there is evidence that meeting it would significantly and
demonstrably outweigh the benefits. The importance of meeting needs, and in
particular meeting needs to support economic growth, is re-iterated time and again
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throughout the Framework:

a. NPPF17(3) states that sufficient suitable land should be allocated having
regard to the needs of business communities, and that local authorities
should be using the Plan to “proactively drive and support sustainable
economic development to deliver the … business and industrial units …the
country needs.”

b. NPPF 19 states that the “Government is committed to ensuring the planning
system does everything it can to support sustainable economic growth.
Planning should operate to encourage and not act as an impediment to
sustainable growth. Therefore significant weight should be placed on the need
to support economic growth through the planning system.”

c. NPPF 20 adds “local planning authorities should plan proactively to meet the
development needs of business and support an economy fit for the 21st
century.”

d. NPPF 21 emphasises the need for a positive and proactive approach at the
plan-making stage: “In drawing up Local Plans, local planning authorities
should: … set out a clear economic vision and strategy for their area which
positively and proactively encourages sustainable economic growth; support
existing business sectors, taking account of whether they are expanding or
contracting …. Policies should be flexible enough to accommodate needs not
anticipated in the plan to allow a rapid response to changes in economic
circumstances”.

8. Despite all of this very clear guidance in the NPPF, the Plan is designed to meet only
56% of the identified employment needs of the area. There is nothing in the evidence
base to support the proposition that meeting the remainder of the identified need
would cause significant and demonstrable harm, let alone such significant and
demonstrable harm that it would outweigh the benefits of providing sufficient
employment land to meet the Government’s commitment to secure economic
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growth to create jobs and prosperity (NPPF18), or outweigh the “significant weight”
the Government attaches to using the planning system to support economic growth
(NPPF19). There is no assessment anywhere in the evidence base of what the harm
would be if the Westthrope Park site were to be allocated for employment, no
assessment of what the consequences would be of failing to provide sufficient
employment land, and no assessment to support any assertion to the effect that the
harms would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benfits.

9. Whilst I accept that the instruction to meet needs is subject to the qualification in
the second indent (i.e specific policies may indicate that development should be
restricted), and that the site lies in the Green Belt (“GB”), the fact remains that the
LPA has accepted that exceptional circumstances exist to release land from the GB
to meet employment needs. This is the justification that it puts forward for releasing
Air Park from the GB to meet employment needs. Westthorpe Park must of
necessity also meet the exceptional circumstances test given that it scores better in
the Council’s own assessment.

10. There is a whole host of evidence set out in the Turley representations which
demonstrates that the Westthorpe Park site is extremely well suited to meeting the
identified needs for additional employment land required over the plan period, and
that it can do so whilst at the same time furthering many of the overarching
objectives of the plan (including the objectives of providing for a country park,
enhancing the Westthorpe junction inter-change and fostering the economic
strength of the M40/A404 location and that of the rural economy).

11. The situation can therefore be summarised as follows: there is an acknowledged
need for employment land considerably in excess of that which the council is
proposing to allocate; there is a suitable, available and deliverable employment site
with developer commitment that can help meet that need; release of this site will
not cause any harm, let alone significant and demonstrable harm; allocation of the
site will help deliver other important objectives of the plan; the location of the site in
the GB is not a bar to its release given (a) the acceptance by the LPA that GB
releases are unavoidable to meet the identified need and (b) that the site performs

4

better as a GB release than sites favoured by the council for release from the GB.
Against this background it is difficult to understand how the submitted plan, which
fails to meet the objectively identified need for employment land, can be described as
positively prepared, justified, effective and consistent with national planning policy.

12. The Council’s only answer to the above appears to be that the need can be met in
an adjoining district. But this is in truth no answer at all, for two reasons.

13. Firstly, the NPPF permits objectively identified needs to met outside of the LPA’s
area only if these needs cannot be met within their own area. NPPF 179 provides
that “Joint working should enable local planning authorities to work together to
meet development requirements which cannot wholly be met within their own areas
– for instance, because of a lack of physical capacity or because to do so would cause
significant harm to the principles and policies for this Framework.” In the present
case there is no evidence that the need for employment land cannot be met within
the area of Wycombe District Council, or that to meet those needs would fail to
pass the tilted balance set out in NPPF14. Indeed all of the evidence demonstrates
that the need can be met within its area (or at the very least, more of the need can
be met than it proposes to meet, given the availability, suitability and deliverability of
the SEGRO site).

14. Secondly, the requirement in the NPPF is to meet the need that has been identified,
not some other unidentified and unquantified need. As the Framework expresses it
at para. 7, the requirement is to ensure that the right type of employment floorspace
is delivered in the right locations at the right time to support growth. The need
here is the need for a particular operational market, and the Aylsebury Vale area sits
in a different Functional Economic Market Area (FEMA) to Wycombe. The evidence
clearly demonstrates that Aylebury Vale cannot effectively provide for sites and
premises to meet the needs of occupiers who, for commercial and logistical reasons,
have to base themselves within Wycombe district. Pointing to the existence of B8
floorspace in a district (AVD) where there is no demand for such space is not an
answer to not providing employment floor space in a district where there is growing
demand and a lack of supply.
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Sustainability Appraisal

15. The SEA/SA Regulations Schedule 2(8) requires an “assessment of reasonable
alternatives” and the identification of the “reasons for selecting the alternatives
tested in the light of the others available.” In Ashdown Forest Economic Development
LLP v SSCLG and Wealden DC [2014] EWHC 406 (Admin), Mr Justice Sales held (at
paragraph 97) that the plan-maker should be aware “The court will be alert to scrutinise
its choices regarding reasonable alternatives to ensure that it is not seeking to avoid that
obligation by saying that there are no reasonable alternatives or by improperly limiting the
range of such alternatives which is identified.”.
16. I have considered Section 8 of Turley’s Regulation 19 Representations and am
satisfied that the SA in this case is legally inadequate because, in short, it eliminates
reasonable alternatives on a basis that is flawed as a matter of law.

17. The starting point is a recognition that GB is a policy designation and should not be
used to assess the sustainability of a proposed allocation. The SA is the correct tool
to assess the sustainability performance of reasonable alternatives. Contrary to this
approach, the SA supporting this Plan was used only once the sites had been through
the GB and HELAA process. This flaw is exacerbated by the fact that no clear and
transparent explanation has been provided as to why some GB sites were
considered to meet the exceptional circumstances test (such as Air Park), but
Westthopre Park was not, despite it scoring better in the council’s own evidence
base. The correct approach would have been one that put all sites that were subject
to the GB assessment through the SA approach, so that a full and transparent
assessment of the sustainability of each site could emerge. That should then have
informed the council’s decisions on GB boundaries, as required by NPPF84 and 85.
Instead, what has happened is that prior policy choices have driven the SA, as
opposed to the SA informing policy choices in a clear and transparent manner that
could then be subject to scrunity by others.

18. In addition, the SA fails to assess the sustainability implications of not providing for
sufficient employment land within Wycombe District with the reasonable alternative
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of doing so.

Duty to Co-operate

19. As set out above, the duty to co-operate is triggered in respect of unmet needs if
there is evidence that development requirements cannot be met within the area of
the plan-making authority. In the present case an MOU has been signed between the
Buckinghamshire authorities that proposes a broad and generic apportionment of
unmet needs without (a) evidence that needs cannot be met within the area of each
relevant authority and (b) contrary to evidence that there are two specific FEMAs
and that the employment needs of one cannot be met by providing more
employment floorspace in the other. This represents a perversion of the function
and purpose of the Duty to Co-operate: rather than using it as a mechanism to
ensure identified needs are met, it is being used as a mechanism to avoid meeting
those identified needs by pointing to the availability of land outside of the district
which is unsuitable to meet the needs identified through the objective evidence.

Conclusion

20. I have addressed the matters raised in my Instructions. If additional matters arise I
would be pleased to assist further.
MARTIN KINGSTON QC
Number 5 Chambers
28 JUNE 2018
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