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1 Introduction
Summary
1.1

The overall 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. This assessment has been
undertaken in the context of preparing a new local plan for the District, where
work on assessing the OAN for housing and economic development, and
sites to meet those needs, have identified an insufficient supply of sites to
meet full OAN.

1.2

Part One of this assessment was carried out by Arup on behalf of the
Buckinghamshire authorities (Aylesbury Vale District Council, Chiltern
District Council, South Bucks District Council, Wycombe District Council and
Buckinghamshire County Council). Part One was published in March 2016.
Its purpose was to provide an assessment of the green belt at a strategic
level providing evidence of how different areas perform against the Green
Belt purposes set out in national policy.

1.3

The overall purpose of Part Two was to consider through more detailed
assessment the appropriateness of any adjustments to the Green Belt
boundary in respect of :
i

Areas identified in Part One that do not fulfil the purposes of the green
belt;

ii

Sites identified at a more local level; and ;

iii

Sites proposed as a result of calls for sites and consultations on different
stages of the local plan.

1.4

The assessment included whether, in accordance with the NPPF, there may
be exceptional circumstances that would justify the alteration of the Green
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Belt boundary through the new local plan.
1.5

The assessment concludes that exceptional circumstances do exist to justify
a limited number of proposed amendments to the detailed Green Belt
boundary (as set out on the plans in Appendix GB1) and that these
amendments and the associated allocations should be included in the new
Local Plan for the District.

Background
1.6

In developing the Plan’s strategy, the Council has sought to explore all
reasonable alternatives to meet the objectively assessed needs of the
District for housing and employment:
i

The Sustainability Appraisal1 sets out those reasonable alternatives.

ii

The HELAA2 identifies in more detail the various site options explored,
their suitability, deliverability and potential capacity.

1.7

As part of this, the Council has sought to prioritise development potential
outside of the Green Belt in preference to releasing Green Belt land. A wide
range of sources of supply and locations have been assessed. This includes:
i

Making effective use of brownfield land through identifying a wide range
of sites, including sites in employment use that no longer fulfil an
economic role, and the scope for intensifying employment uses on
existing sites elsewhere through regeneration and reinvestment.3

ii

The use of surplus public sector land, including land in the Council’s
ownership.

iii

Redevelopment proposals of former public sector and housing
association housing stock – estate renewal.

1

Sustainability Appraisal of the Proposed Submission Wycombe District Local Plan (September 2017,
AECOM & Wycombe District Council)
2 Housing and Economic Land Availability Assessment (September 2017, Wycombe District Council)
3 Wycombe Commercial Assessment (February 2016, Boyer Planning); Wycombe District Council
Economy Study and Employment Land Review (January 2014, Peter Brett Associates)
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iv

Reviewing the density assumptions for sites, both brownfield and
greenfield, to ensure they are optimised, whilst properly taking into
account site constraints and local context.4

v

Appropriate growth in villages in the Chilterns Area of Outstanding
Beauty (beyond the Green Belt).5

vi

Through the Duty to Co-operate working with less constrained adjoining
authorities to seek an agreement on the potential for un-met housing
needs to be accommodated.6

1.8

Early work on the housing capacity of the District identified a significant level
of unmet need. This in turn suggested that it was necessary to assess the
Green Belt for potential releases. As the OAN is not being met from other
sources of supply, having explored all other options, the scale of unmet need
was therefore balanced against the contribution a site made to the openness
and function of the Green Belt. The approach adopted by the Council strikes
a balance between meeting as much of our own development needs as
possible without unacceptably compromising the openness and function of
the Green Belt.

1.9

Part One of this assessment was carried out by Arup on behalf of the
Buckinghamshire authorities (Aylesbury Vale District Council, Chiltern
District Council, South Bucks District Council, Wycombe District Council and
Buckinghamshire County Council). Part One was published in March 2016.

1.10

This set out that the Green Belt Assessment was to be undertaken in two
phases. Part One assessed, for the whole of the Green Belt in
Buckinghamshire, the relative performance of strategic land parcels, termed
'General Areas', against the purposes of the Green Belt as defined in the

4

Review of Housing Capacity in New Wycombe Local Plan Consultation Draft On behalf of Aylesbury
Vale District Council (August 2016, GL Hearn); and Response to Aylesbury Vale Review of Housing
Capacity (November 2016, Wycombe District Council)
5 Site Assessment Report – Sites in the Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (September 2017,
Wycombe District Council)
6 Memorandum of Understanding between Aylesbury Vale District Council, Chiltern District Council,
South Bucks District Council, Bucks Thames Valley Local Enterprise Partnership, and Wycombe
District Council (July 2017)
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National Planning Policy Framework3 (NPPF). In Part Two, each of the local
planning authorities would consider the Part One findings in more detail to
determine the appropriateness of any amendments to Green Belt
boundaries. In addition, the Wycombe District Part Two assessment
considers other sites and areas emerging through the HELAA and local plan
process.
1.11

As part of the summer 2016 consultation on its Draft New Local Plan,
Wycombe District Council published a draft Part Two Assessment report (as
part of the supporting evidence). In this final version of the Part Two
Assessment report the Council has sought to improve and refine the
assessment methodology taking account of feedback from the summer 2016
consultation. (The main changes relate to the clarity of presentation.)

1.12

The Council also took this opportunity to commission a ‘critical friend’ review
from Arup. Having prepared the Part One Assessment, Arup were uniquely
placed to provide independent expert advice based on detailed knowledge of
the district. Arup's role was to help ensure objectivity in the Part Two
Assessment and continuity between Parts One and Two. Their report (based
on the ‘work in progress’ at the time) is attached at Appendix GB3. It found
that the Council’s approach was “broadly logical, robust and aligned with
National planning policy”, and recommended a number of more detailed
amendments, which have subsequently been incorporated so far as
practicable. (In addition to improving the presentation this involved the
introduction of a degree of flexibility around mitigation to create new green
belt boundaries.)

Summary of National Policy and Guidance
1.13

The more detailed guidance on the Green Belt highlighted in this summary
needs to be read and understood in the context of the NPPF as a whole and
any relevant statutory duties.

1.14

The NPPF 2012 and subsequent Ministerial statements confirm that the
Government attaches great importance to Green Belts. The fundamental aim
of Green Belt policy is to prevent urban sprawl by keeping land permanently
Green Belt Part Two Assessment – September 2017
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open and the essential characteristics of Green Belts are their openness and
degree of permanence. Paragraph 80 of the NPPF sets out that the five
purposes of Green Belts are:
i

To check the unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas;

ii

To prevent neighbouring towns merging into one another;

iii

To assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment;

iv

To preserve the setting and special character of historic towns; and

v

To assist in urban regeneration, by encouraging the recycling of derelict
and other land.

1.15

The NPPF also states (at paragraph 83) that once established, Green Belt
boundaries should only be altered in exceptional circumstances through the
preparation and review of the Local Plan, and that in defining boundaries
local planning authorities must have regard to their intended permanence in
the long-term. When drawing up or reviewing Green Belt boundaries local
planning authorities should take account of the need to promote sustainable
patterns of development (NPPF paragraph 84). The approach that local
planning authorities should take when defining Green Belt boundaries is set
out in paragraph 85 of the NPPF.

1.16

The NPPF is supplemented by the web-based National Planning Practice
Guidance. This reiterates the importance of the Green Belt and clarifies how
Green Belt may affect the ability of an area to meet housing need. It says:
“Do housing and economic needs override constraints on the use of land,
such as Green Belt?”
“The National Planning Policy Framework 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 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 taken as a whole, or specific
Green Belt Part Two Assessment – September 2017
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policies in the Framework indicate development should be restricted. Such
policies include … 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: 044 Reference ID: 3-044-20141006
Revision date: 06 10 2014
“Do local planning authorities have to meet in full housing needs identified
in needs assessments?
Local authorities should prepare a Strategic Housing Market Assessment to
assess their full housing needs. However, 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
restrain the ability of an authority to meet its need.”
Paragraph: 045 Reference ID: 3-045-20141006
Revision date: 06 10 2014

The Housing White Paper
1.17

In February 2017 the government published a White Paper “Fixing our
Broken Housing Market”7 which includes a number of proposed amendments
to the NPPF.8 This covered a range of issues relating to housing and

Housing White Paper ‘Fixing our broken housing market’ (February 2017)
Following the General Election the Government has confirmed its intention to progress with the
White Paper proposals, as set out on the first paragraph of page 6 of The Queen’s Speech and
Associated Background Briefing, on the Occasion of the Opening of Parliament on Wednesday 21
7
8
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planning and a number of particular proposals relevant to any decision to
amend the Green Belt in the new Local Plan:
i

The Green Belt is confirmed to be “…a strong reason for development to
be restricted” (A39)

ii

“…authorities should amend Green Belt boundaries only when they can
demonstrate that they have examined fully all other reasonable options
for meeting their identified development requirements” (A61)

iii

“…where land is removed from the Green Belt, local policies should
require the impact to be offset” (A62)

iv

“…when carrying out a Green Belt review, local planning authorities
should look first at using any Green Belt land which has been previously
developed and/or which surrounds transport hubs” (A63)

1.18

These proposed amendments to the NPPF, are subject to consultation and
as a result may be subject to further amendment before they are
incorporated into the NPPF, which the government had originally indicated
would be published in 2017. The government is not proposing to alter the
‘exceptional circumstances test’ or the ability for Green Belt boundaries to be
reviewed through a new Local Plan. Although not yet policy, the White Paper
statements give the best available indication of future policy, and these have
also been considered as part of the final assessment process. (Although as
will be seen, our assessment process already accounted for most of the
White Paper issues, so this had little practical effect.)

1.19

The White Paper statements (A39) ‘the weight to be given to Green Belt
protection as a constraint in the Local Plan process’ and (A61) ‘the scope
and consideration of other reasonable options’ and (A62) ‘offsetting’ are not
site specific and neither do they help distinguish between different sites and
site options. As such they are not considered as part of the individual site
assessments.

June 2017.
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1.20

The implications of the White Paper proposals for the individual site
assessment methodology are therefore restricted to the statements at A63 in
relation to ‘previously developed land in the Green Belt’ and ‘land in the
Green Belt which surrounds transport hubs’. Both of these issues were
covered in the draft Part Two Assessment published in summer 2016, albeit
by implication as part of the consideration of issues arising under NPPF84.

1.21

A63 suggests looking first previously developed land (PDL). (This is a
defined term in the glossary to the NPPF.) Our assessment methodology for
considering a sites contribution to ‘safeguarding the countryside from
encroachment’ (purpose 3) involved a judgement of the site’s character
including an estimate of the extent of existing built form and whether any
buildings were in ‘urban’ or ‘rural’ uses.9 By protecting sites which are largely
undeveloped and which have a strong rural character and by distinguishing
between agricultural buildings (which are not PDL) and other buildings
(which usually are) the Part Two assessment includes sites which are PDL
as suggested by the White Paper. The part 2 assessment criteria mean PDL
status weigh in favour of release.

1.22

At paragraph A63 the White Paper suggests that Green Belt reviews should
prioritise land adjoining transport hubs. Transport Hubs are not yet defined
nationally so the Council has developed its own definition as part of the
detailed methodology in Section 2 of this report. The Part Two assessment
has considered this.

Conclusions of the Part One Assessment
1.23

The Arup report for the Buckinghamshire Councils10 concludes that:
“The Green Belt in Buckinghamshire has, since its original designation,
played a crucial role in preventing the outward sprawl of Greater London, as

Buckinghamshire Green Belt Assessment – Report: Methodology and Assessment of General Areas
(March 2016, ARUP) paragraphs 4.23 and following
10 Buckinghamshire Green Belt Assessment – Report: Methodology and Assessment of General
Areas (March 2016, ARUP) paragraph 7.1.2
9
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well as other large built-up areas throughout Buckinghamshire; maintaining
the county's settlement pattern; ensuring the continued openness of the
countryside; and protecting the unique rural context of the county's historic
towns. It is striking that, many years after its original designation, the Green
Belt continues to perform these roles so strongly.”
1.24

Whilst the Part One report found that every General Area met the NPPF
purposes to some extent, and the majority of the Buckinghamshire Green
Belt performs an important role in terms of the NPPF purposes, there are a
number of areas that perform more weakly and which warrant further
consideration. Arup categorised these areas as follows:
i

General Areas which score weakly overall against the NPPF purposes;

ii

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;

iii

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.

1.25

The Part One report identifies 31 'Recommended Sub Areas' which
performed weakly of which 6 are wholly or partly in Wycombe District. Figure
1 details these sub areas.
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Figure 1 Recommended sub areas identified in the Part One Assessment by Arup

Legend

Arups RSA-4 South of Princes Risborough
WDC Ref: SPR0087

OS Parcel 7376

Green Belt

Excluded through WDC assessment, mainly due to
the strength of the site in safeguarding the
AONB

countryside from encroachment.
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Legend

Arups RSA-5

RAF Walters Ash

WDC Ref: SWA0007
Green Belt

RAF Walters Ash

Excluded through WDC assessment. This is a
former Major Developed Site in the Green Belt and
contributes little to Green Belt purposes, however it

AONB

is not promoted for development.
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Arups RSA-9

Legend

South of Hazlemere / Holmer Green

WDC Ref: SHZ0035 Land off Amersham Road
including Tralee Farm
Green Belt

WDC assessment recommends the majority of the
WDC portion of this site for inclusion in the new local
plan. (The site straddles the boundary with Chiltern

AONB

DC.)
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Arups RSA-14

Legend

East of Lane End

WDC Ref: SLE0018

Land off Simmons Way,

Lane End
Green Belt

Excluded through WDC assessment, mainly due to
the strength of the site in safeguarding the
countryside from encroachment.

AONB

Green Belt Part Two Assessment – September 2017

Page 13

Arups RSA-19 South/East of Bourne End / Wooburn
WDC Ref: SBE0027 & 28

Hollands Farm, Bourne End

WDC assessment recommends this site for inclusion in the new local plan.

Arups RSA-20 South/East of Bourne End / Wooburn
WDC Ref:

SBE0053

Hollands Farm (West)

Excluded through WDC assessment, mainly due to the degree of flood risk.
Legend

Arups RSA-21 West of Bourne End / Wooburn
WDC Ref: SBE0057

Abbotsbrook, Land rear of

railway line adjacent to Little Marlow footpath
Green Belt

Excluded through WDC assessment, mainly due to
the strength of the site in safeguarding the
countryside from encroachment.

AONB
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2 Part Two Methodology
Overview
2.1

This assessment considers how the sites meet the purposes of being
designated as green belt and whether there are exceptional circumstances
to alter the existing detailed Green Belt boundaries in the District to support
sustainable growth and to meet development needs. (The more general
extent of the Green Belt is considered permanent and beyond the scope of
this review.) This is ultimately a site specific judgement on a case-by-case
basis but there are obvious benefits to applying a consistent approach and a
number of common recurring issues, such as the scale of need for housing
and employment land. In considering different development needs (housing
and employment for example) it may be necessary to strike a different
balance to reflect the different delivery factors affecting each sector.

2.2

The NPPF (paragraph 83) states that 'Once established, Green Belt
boundaries should only be altered in exceptional circumstances, through the
preparation or review of the Local Plan'. The interpretation of paragraphs 83
and 84 has been considered by the Courts who have confirmed that any
revision of the Green Belt boundary must satisfy a stringent test for
exceptional circumstances and this may include consideration of the Green
Belt purposes, the suitability and availability of a site, and the consequences
for sustainable development 11.

2.3

However, whilst there is the overarching plan-making framework provided by
the NPPF and the Act12 there is no specific prescribed national definition or
methodology for assessing the Green Belt or for demonstrating that
exceptional circumstances do (or not) exist. Ultimately it is an exercise of

11

See for example Solihull Metropolitan Borough Council v Gallagher Estates Ltd & Anor [2014]
EWCA Civ 1610 (17 December 2014) and Calverton Parish Council v Nottingham City Council & Ors
[2015] EWHC 1078 (Admin) (21 April 2015). See in particular paragraph 42 of Calverton.
12 See paragraphs 1.13 – 1.16 above.
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planning judgement.
2.4

The Council’s position is that, exceptional circumstances will not exist unless
all four of the following requirements are satisfied:
i

The location is capable of contributing to sustainable development. This
means it must be a logical extension to an existing settlement in Tiers 14 as identified in the Settlement Hierarchy13. (Settlements in these tiers
include all identified transport hubs).

ii

The site is capable of removal from the Green Belt. In this context, a site
is considered ‘capable’ of removal from the Green Belt when its removal
from the Green Belt could be acceptable having regard to a) the
purposes of including land in the Green Belt, b) the general extent of the
Green Belt, and c) the requirement for permanent and robust
boundaries. On its own, ‘capable’ does not mean that there are
‘exceptional circumstances’.

iii

If proposed for housing, the site must also be a deliverable or
developable site in the terms set out in para 47 of the NPPF (footnotes
11 and 12) – this means that it is suitable from a detailed sustainability
perspective, and has a reasonable prospect of delivery within the plan
period, thereby contributing to meeting the OAN. If proposed for
employment, the site must similarly have realistic prospects of delivering
the proposed allocation within the plan period, having regard to local
market indicators and any other relevant factors.

iv

The OAN is not being met from other sources of supply and the scale of
unmet need balanced against the contribution a site makes to the quality
and function of the Green Belt weighs in favour of release.

13

Settlement Hierarchy Study update (September 2017, Wycombe District Council)
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Source of Sites for Assessment
2.5

The assessment considers any site that has a reasonable prospect of
meeting one or more of the exceptional circumstances requirements set out
above. The sites assessed are :
i

Those areas identified in the Part One Assessment as performing
‘weakly/relatively weakly’ against the Green Belt purposes (as these are
likely to be capable of removal from the Green Belt)

ii

Sites actively promoted by the landowner or a developer (as these are
likely to be deliverable).

iii

Other wider sense check sites identified by Council officers undertaking
the assessment as capable of contributing to sustainable development.

Determining the extent of the site to be assessed
2.6

Experience of preparing the summer 2016 draft assessment and the
comments received in consultation show that the extent of the site assessed
can in some cases be an important factor influencing the outcome of the
assessment. To ensure a consistent and robust approach the final
assessment applies the following principles:
i.

The starting point will be the site promoted by the landowner/developer
or the site identified in Part One or by the Council.

ii.

The assessment should then consider whether this could or should be
adjusted to respond to the local context and opportunities available,
bearing in mind the objectives to secure permanent robust boundaries
and rational built-up areas.

iii. A proportionate approach was followed in terms of considering the
extent of additional land affected relative to the site being considered.
2.7

This process of determining the extent of the site to be addressed might
Green Belt Part Two Assessment – September 2017
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involve (for example):
i.

Adding limited areas of adjoining Green Belt land, or sub-dividing a
promoted site.

ii.

Adding adjoining land bridging between a proposed site and a close by
built-up area, perhaps where a proposed site is separate from the built
up-area by a road within the Green Belt.

iii. Adding adjoining land bridging between a proposed site and a suitable
boundary feature, such as a road or woodland area.
iv. There were also cases where it appeared sensible to combine a number
of proposed sites in close proximity to each other (the most obvious
example being around Booker Air Park).
Such additional areas might not themselves appear suitable for
development, or they might be already developed, but a planning judgement
was made as to whether they were nonetheless appropriate to consider as
part of a larger whole in terms of the Green Belt review.

Assessment Process
2.8

The assessment process is summarised in Figure 2 overleaf and detailed in
the subsequent sections of this report.

Green Belt Part Two Assessment – September 2017
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Figure 2 Green Belt Site Assessment Process

Step 1: Is the location capable of supporting
sustainable development?
Step 1 is detailed in paragraphs 2.9 - 2.16

Step 2: Is the site capable of removal from
the Green Belt?
Step 2 involves 3 key issues: 'purposes' 'general extent'
and 'boundaries'. All 3 criteria need to be met for a site
to progress to Step 3.

Purposes

General Extent

Boundaries

How strongly does the site contribute to the
purposes of including land in the Green Belt?

Would the removal of the site from the Green
Belt be acceptable with regards to the general
extent of the Green Belt?

Would the new Green Belt boundary be
permanent and robust, based on enduring
natural or other features?

See paragraphs 2.19 - 2.21

See paragraph 2.22

See paragraphs 2.23 - 2.25

No, the site would result in
Yes, the site would result in
an incongruous anomaly in
Scores 3 to 5 (meets or
Scores 0 to 2 (Does not
a rational built-up area,
Yes as exists - or suitable No & the issues cannot be
the Green Belt, or the
strongly meets one or more serve a purpose or performs contiguous with an existing
boundaries can be secured
resolved by limited
existing built-up area is
purposes). Do not progress. weakly or relatively weakly) non-Green Belt built-up
with limited mitigation mitigation - do not progress
washed over by the Green
area.
Belt. Do not progress.

Review the extent of the site being assessed. See paragraphs 2.6 - 2.7
Consider consistency. Review and moderate conclusions seeking to ensure fairness and consistency.

Step 3: Is the site otherwise developable?

Step 3 is detailed in paragraphs 2.26 - 2.30. This step
generally reflects the approach taken to the HELAA in
assessing whether a site is developable.

Step 4: Are there Exceptional
Circumstances to justify an amendment
to the Green Belt?
Step 4 provides a conclusion reflecting the overall
purpose of the Green Belt review. The approach is
explained in paragraphs 3.3 and 3.20
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Step 1: Whether the location is capable of
contributing to sustainable development.
2.9

As part of the overall spatial strategy underpinning the emerging new local
plan it is essential that development is directed to those locations that are
capable of contributing to sustainable development. This accords with the
advice in NPPF84 to take account of the need to promote sustainable
patterns of development when reviewing Green Belt boundaries. The
Council’s Settlement Hierarchy has been developed based on a range of
criteria that reflect the relative sustainability of different settlement areas
across the District. This identifies Tiers 1 to 4 as locations generally capable
of contributing to sustainable development in terms of future housing growth.
Figure 3 below is drawn from the Settlement Hierarchy.

Figure 3 Settlement hierarchy
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2.10

Step 1 of the Part Two Assessment sifts out sites which are not well related
to one of the higher order settlements identified. Below this level only
development which supports local rural communities is likely to be
sustainable. This might for example include rural exceptions affordable
housing, or other development appropriate to the Green Belt, that could be
delivered through development management policy. Excluding lower tier
locations from further consideration does not therefore prevent local rural
communities from meeting their own development needs.

2.11

In addition, and in response to the Housing White Paper14, the Council has
considered whether there are any additional locations that should be
reviewed (namely transport hubs and PDL).

Transport Hubs
2.12

Transport hubs are not defined in the Housing White Paper, but in essence
amount to locations where there is a public transport interchange integrated
with the local A Road network. Based on available information the following
locations within Wycombe District are considered to be possible transport
hubs in the context of the White Paper statements:

2.13

i

High Wycombe Town Centre

ii

Handy Cross Hub, High Wycombe

iii

Marlow TC

iv

Princes Risborough TC

v

Bourne End TC

The first point to note is that all of these are ‘urban hubs’ within higher order
settlements but with no Green Belt land directly surrounding them.

The Council’s summary analysis of the Housing White Paper proposals affecting Green Belt
reviews is set out at paragraphs 1.17 to 1.22 of this report. This identifies two potential factors
relevant to assessing the suitability of individual sites in the Green Belt, namely whether they are PDL
and whether they are adjacent to a Transport Hub. The HWP contains further proposals relevant to
the review overall.
14
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2.14

The Council also considered whether the areas around Monks Risborough
railway station and Little Kimble railway station should also be considered as
transport hubs. These areas are served by the Arriva 300 High Wycombe to
Aylesbury bus service (as well as by rail), and these are locations on the A
Road network. The fact that these locations are served by two public
transport modes enhances the sustainability of these locations (by improving
the frequency and resilience of public transport) but it is considered that they
cannot be objectively characterized as a ‘hub’. This is a term which naturally
implies a network of different routes connecting a variety of destinations and
meeting at a centre as opposed to a stopping point along a single linear
transport corridor. The bus and rail services serving Little Kimble and Monks
Risborough are parallel and overlapping along the same transport corridor
(Aylesbury-Princes Risborough-High Wycombe). They do not create a
network.

2.15

In this assessment the first sift of sites was in relation to the Settlement
Hierarchy. The settlement hierarchy is itself based on a number of
sustainability criteria, including access to public transport. All of the transport
hubs identified above come within the bracket of settlements considered in
the draft Part Two assessment and therefore nothing would change in the
final Part Two assessment in response to this.

Previously Developed Land
2.16

This assessment also now includes PDL sites which were previously
excluded from consideration on the basis that they were in lower tier
settlements (or isolated in the countryside). (Paragraph A63 of the Housing
White Paper is expressed in the alternative as ‘and/or’ in relation to these
two issues.) A small number of additional sites have been progressed
through Step 1 on this basis.15

15

SRD0147 Askett Nurseries and SRD0180 Car Park at Flowers Bottom Lane, Speen
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Step 2: Whether the site is capable of
removal from the Green Belt.
2.17

This part of the assessment focusses on the specific Green Belt issues
arising from the NPPF comprising:
i

The contribution a site makes to the overall aims and purposes of
including land in the Green Belt (NPPF 79-80), e.g. the separation
between neighbouring towns

ii

The creation of rational built-up areas which are consistent with the
general extent of the Green Belt (NPPF 83), e.g. avoiding illogical holes
in the Green Belt

iii

The need for enduring boundaries based on permanent physical
features NPPF 85, last bullet), e.g. roads, rivers, woodland belts

2.18

A site should be considered capable of removal from the Green Belt when it
satisfies all three of these requirements.16.

Reviewing the purposes of including land in the Green Belt
2.19

The first requirement is whether it scores ‘weakly’ (or ‘relatively weakly’, or
‘not at all’) against the purposes of including land in the Green Belt. This
follows the same assessment criteria set out in the Part One Assessment.
As explained at 4.4.29 of Part One there is no site specific assessment of
purpose 5 (NPPF 80: assisting urban regeneration) as all Green Belt land
will contribute to this purpose to the same extent. It cannot therefore help to
distinguish between different Green Belt sites.

2.20

Each potential site is scored against the four remaining purposes of including
land in the Green Belt17 (e.g. separation between built-up areas). Each
purpose is scored between 0 and 5. If a site scores 3 or more against any

16

Note identifying a site as capable of removal from the Green Belt in the terms of this assessment
does not on its own equate to the exceptional circumstances required to justify its removal.
17 See NPPF Paragraph 80 or paragraph 1.14 of this report
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purpose it is not a weak Green Belt site and it should not be removed from
the Green Belt.
Figure 4 Green Belt scoring criterion

2.21

Overall strength of area

Score

Equivalent Wording

against each Green Belt

0

Does Not Meet Purpose

purpose

1

Meets Purpose Weakly

2

Meets Purpose Relatively Weakly

3

Meets Purpose

(Derived from Arup Part 1

4

Meets Purpose Relatively Strongly

Figure 4.2)

5

Meets Purpose Strongly

Each assessment includes a section relating to scoring against the NPPF
Green Belt purposes. The whole of the Green Belt in Buckinghamshire was
scored against the NPPF purposes by Arup in the Green Belt Assessment
Part One. This was on the basis of Green Belt General Areas, with the whole
of the Buckinghamshire Green Belt being divided into a number of General
Areas, and each General Area being scored using a consistent
methodology. The Part Two Assessment uses the same scoring
methodology but it has a different focus. Its purpose is to consider a range of
smaller land parcels at a finer grain than in Part One and also to consider the
potential for exceptional circumstances to remove suitable sites from the
Green Belt to contribute to meeting development needs as part of the overall
Local Plan review. There will often be smaller parcels of land which are less
critical to the function of the Green Belt and it should not be assumed that all
of the land within a General Area will contribute to meeting Green Belt
purposes to the same extent as the General Area did. As such it is
necessary to review the sub-area or proposed site against the assessment
criteria on its own merits.

The approach to considering the general extent of the
Green Belt
2.22

The second requirement is whether removing the site from the Green Belt
Green Belt Part Two Assessment – September 2017
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would maintain the wider integrity and the general extent of the Green Belt. 18
This is most likely to be true when an alteration to the boundary would result
in a rational and contiguous extension to an existing built-up area beyond the
Green Belt. By contrast, removing land from the Green Belt to facilitate the
extension of a settlement washed over by the Green Belt would not maintain
the wider integrity and general extent of the Green Belt.

Ensuring the strength and permanence of the Green Belt
boundary
2.23

The third requirement for any possible Green Belt amendment is whether it
would result in permanent and robust Green Belt boundaries capable of
enduring beyond the plan period. These should be based on enduring
natural or other features such as:
i

Motorways and other roads

ii

Railway lines

iii

Rivers and smaller water features, including streams, canals and other
water courses

iv
2.24

Protected woodland or substantial tree belts

Other factors that might support the likely permanence of boundaries may
also be relevant, such as prominent changes in the landform, or statutory
designations such as AONB or SSSI. The assessment also considers the
potential for enhancing existing features, or creating new features, to provide
suitable Green Belt boundaries. The individual site assessments therefore
need to consider, firstly whether existing features are sufficient to provide
suitable Green Belt boundaries without mitigation, and secondly, if not,
whether it is reasonable to suppose that development of a site could create
suitable boundaries. Where the new boundary would be formed by existing

18

In the ARUP Part One, the boundaries of the General Areas were selected to correspond with
existing natural features and with the general extent of the Green Belt in mind. As such these issues
were not assessed in Part One.
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woodland a tree preservation order (TPO) could be considered if this was
necessary.
2.25

This pragmatic approach to boundaries includes a planning judgement as to
the scale of mitigation that is needed and whether this could reasonably be
expected relative to the scale of development that might be delivered, and
then consideration of how this mitigation might be delivered and secured.
This could be for example be achieved by a site allocation policy which
requires a substantial area of woodland planting, which could potentially be
made subject to a tree preservation order in due course. This might be
reasonable on a large site – but not on a smaller site. But a smaller site
which only requires a small amount of infill planting to reinforce a historic
hedgerow might equally fulfil this requirement. In other words there are
reasonable limits to the scale and degree of mitigation that will be
appropriate, and where more than limited mitigation is required, the
individual site assessment should conclude that the site would not benefit
from permanent and robust boundaries. Where the site assessment relies on
mitigation to conclude that a site can secure appropriate boundaries, it
should note the form and scale of mitigation envisaged and how this might
be secured.

Step 3: Whether
developable.
2.26

the

site

is

otherwise

It will not be possible to show exceptional circumstances to remove a
proposed development site from the Green Belt if it appears that the site is
not otherwise developable. As set out in the current NPPF (paragraph 47
footnote 11): “To be considered developable, sites should be in a suitable
location for housing development and there should be a reasonable prospect
that the site is available and could be viably developed at the point
envisaged.” If proposed for employment, the site must similarly have
reasonable prospects of delivering the proposed allocation within the plan
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period, having regard to local market indicators and any other relevant
factors19. This is because sites which are not developable cannot be counted
towards meeting development needs over the plan period, in which case the
site should not be removed from the Green Belt.
2.27

Bearing in mind that the majority of potential sites will be greenfield sites on
the periphery of a sustainable settlement, the individual site assessments
should therefore include an initial planning assessment of the site’s suitability
including landscape impact and access issues, and any other issues
relevant to a particular site such as the setting of Listed Buildings or the
presence of protected habitats, for example.

2.28

In Wycombe District the Chilterns AONB is a significant constraint on
suitability, and especially on the acceptability of major development. This is
explained in full in the Council’s Site Assessment Report: Sites in the Area of
Outstanding Natural Beauty. This concludes that allocations which would
result in ‘major development in the AONB’ would conflict with the NPPF
(paragraph 116) and they should not therefore be included in the Plan.

2.29

The scope of the assessment in essence mirrors the breadth of issues
expected for a planning application, but it would be disproportionate for this
to be in as much depth or detail. Consultations with statutory consultees
(such as the highway authority) were undertaken as judged appropriate on a
case-by-case basis. Where possible, the assessment, has taken account of
information from the HELAA and from any other representations from the
summer 2016 consultation draft or earlier, as well as relevant conclusions
from the SFRA and any other assessments.

2.30

The overall test in step 3 is whether the site is both ‘a suitable location’
(other than in Green Belt terms) and whether there is a ‘reasonable prospect’
of development coming forwards. It is possible for a site to meet either or
both of these requirements separately. There may for example be evidence
that the landowner is actively promoting a site for development, but the site

19

Wycombe Commercial Assessment (February 2016, Boyer Planning)
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may be in the functional floodplain with an unacceptable level of flood risk.
Or a site may be suitable across the range of planning issues, but there may
be no indication that the site is achievable. Both aspects of this test have to
be satisfied.

Step
4:
Consideration
Circumstances
2.31

of

Exceptional

Passing Steps 1 to 3 means that a site can be considered for removal from
the Green Belt. Step 4 is an assessment of whether the exceptional
circumstances (required by the NPPF) are met. As set out in paragraph 2.4,
the Council’s position is that exceptional circumstances will exist where (in
addition to passing Steps 1 to 3) the scale of unmet need balanced against
the contribution a site makes to the function of the Green Belt weighs in
favour of release.
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3 Findings
3.1

This section of the report and the related appendices present the findings of
the Part Two assessment relevant to each step of the process. The overall
process can be described as a sifting process where sites progress to the
next stage of consideration when they satisfy the earlier steps. This
assessment has been carried out in accordance with the methodology set
out in section 2 of this report.

Source of Sites for Assessment
3.2

The sites considered in this assessment are listed in Appendix GB3. The first
four columns in Appendix GB3 identify basic site information:

3.3

i

The site reference.

ii

The site name.

iii

The site area.

iv

How the site was identified for assessment.

Alongside the basic site information, Appendix GB3 includes a summary of
the site assessments carried out (steps 1 to 3). This adopts a simple
red/green colouring to represent pass/fail, and a short note of the reasons for
any fails. (This is intended as a simple summary – in case of doubt please
refer to the full individual site assessments as appropriate.)
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Step 1 Findings.
3.4

Figure 5 below provides a summary of the findings at Step 1. (The two
developer promoted PDL sites identified are counted as passing Step 1.) A
small number of sites fall into multiple categories, i.e. sites which were
identified by Arup and also promoted by developers. These sites are counted
against the first category identified against the site in Appendix GB2.

Figure 5 Summary of findings at step 1
Number of sites

Total

Arup RSA’s
Developer promoted
sites
Wider Sense Check sites
Total

Pass Step 1

Fail Step 1

7

7

0

92

67

25

5
104

5
79

0
25

Steps 2 and 3 Findings.
3.5

A full individual site assessment of Steps 2 and 3 was carried out for each of
the sites that progressed beyond Step 1. These are included as Appendix
GB5 to this report. In summary, Step 2 focusses on specific Green Belt
issues, whereas Step 3 focusses on other (non-Green Belt) planning issues
affecting the suitability and deliverability of the site.

Figure 6 Summary of findings at step 2 and 3
Number of sites
by Source of sites
Arup RSA’s
Developer promoted
sites
Wider Sense Check
sites
Total

Pass
Step 2

Fail
Step 2

Pass
Step 3

Fail
Step 3

Pass
Both

3

4

2

5

2

14

53

21

44

11

1

4

1

4

0

18

61

24

53

13
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3.6

Earlier in the report (paragraph 1.25 and Figure 1) reference is made to the
six sub-areas identified in the Part One Assessment as having some
potential for development as weak Green Belt. All of these areas were
assessed in detail, but only two were found to be suitable (RSA-9 Tralee
Farm and RSA-19 Hollands Farm). The individual site assessments in
Appendix GB1 set out the reasons for concluding the remaining areas were
not suitable.

3.7

Figure 7 (below) shows the general location of all sites which have passed
Steps 1 to 3, and which will therefore be considered further at Step 4. It may
be noted that the sites identified for further consideration at Step 4 total to
about 124ha, which amounts to less than 0.8% of the total Green Belt land in
the District.

Figure 7 General location of sites for consideration at Step 4
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Step 4 Findings: Consideration of Exceptional
Circumstances
3.8

This is ultimately a site specific judgement but several of the most important
issues are shared, such as the scale of need for housing and employment
land, and the consideration of alternatives to meeting these needs.

Housing and Economic Development Needs Assessment
3.9

The final HEDNA20 identifies the FOAN for WDC as 13,200.

3.10

The final HEDNA and the 2017 addendum21 identify the employment land
needs to be met over the plan period as 54,000 sqm B Class floorspace.

Alternative strategies for meeting these needs outside of
the Green Belt
3.11

As part of developing the Plan ‘s strategy the Council has sought to prioritise
development potential outside of the Green Belt, in preference to releasing
Green Belt land. A wide range of sources of supply and locations have been
assessed22.

3.12

As set out in section 2 of this report (Methodology), in considering different
development needs (housing and employment for example) it may be
necessary to strike a different balance to reflect the distinctive delivery
factors affecting each sector. The factors affecting employment uses are
considered in detail in the Wycombe Commercial Assessment
commissioned from Boyer (February 2016). In brief, this shows that the
scope of locations for deliverable employment allocations is strongly limited.

3.13

The Council’s AONB assessment sets out the approach to potential
allocations in the AONB in more detail. This concludes that allocations which

20

Buckinghamshire Housing and Economic Development Needs Assessment Update (December
2016, Opinion Research Services and Atkins)
21 Buckinghamshire Housing and Economic Development Needs Assessment – Addendum (July
2017, Opinion Research Services and Atkins)
22 See paragraph 1.7 above.
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would result in ‘major development in the AONB’ would be contrary to NPPF
paragraph 116. As most of the non-Green Belt land in the District is washed
over by the AONB this significantly limits the potential for further sites, and in
particular the potential for allocations of any great scale.
3.14

The redistribution of planned housing to less constrained areas within the
HMA has been the subject of extensive discussions between the various
Councils. This has concluded with an MOU with Aylesbury to facilitate this.
However there is a market limit to the degree of resultant housing growth
that can realistically be delivered in Aylesbury Vale (which must also take
account of the likely possible redistribution of housing from South Bucks and
Chiltern Districts).

The scale of unmet need
3.15

Work on the emerging HELAA suggests a total supply of 9,788 dwellings
without any Green Belt releases. This equates to 74% of FOAN and an
unmet need of 3412. In terms of employment, the emerging HELAA
suggests that without any Green Belt releases there would be a shortfall of
more than 84,000 sqm (measured against FOAN and adjusting for other
supply).

The scale of need that could be met in the Green Belt
3.16

The Council’s initial assessment of development capacity for each of the
housing sites to be considered at Step 4 is summarised in figure 8 below.
The following sections of this report then look at each site in more detail.
This shows that the weaker, more sustainable, Green Belt sites identified in
the assessment could potentially deliver 1139 dwellings over the plan period.
This equates to roughly half of what would otherwise be the unmet need
over the plan period.
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Figure 8 Indicative capacity of sites to be considered at step 4
HELAA

Name

Source

Refs

Total

Capacity

Area
affected
(ha)

SHW0462

Combined Airpark

Mixed

50.5

121 dwellings

SHW0559

and adjoining

22400 m2

SHW0561

Booker sites

employment

SHW0646
SHW0648
SHW0649
SWC0012
SHW0647

Land adjoining

13.8

High Heavens,

3250 m2
employment

Booker
SBE0027

Hollands Farm,

DPS+

SBE0027

Bourne End

ARUP RSA

31.9

467 dwellings

2.3

50 dwellings

14

350 dwellings

0.6

tbc

0.9

20 dwellings

SWC0092
SHW0633

Glynswood, Green
Hill, High
Wycombe

SHZ0035

Land off

SWC0093

Amersham Road

SWC0097

incl. Tralee Farm,

SWC0099

High Wycombe

SLE0020

Land east of
Sidney House,
Lane End

SMA0080

Heavens Above,
Marlow Bottom
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HELAA

Name

Refs

Source

Total

Capacity

Area
affected
(ha)

SMA0105

Land adj to 89

0.3

9 dwellings

2.2

64 dwellings

3.8

58 dwellings

120.3

1139 dwellings

Seymour Court
Road, Marlow
SNH0019

OS Parcel 1789
Clappins Lane,
Naphill

SPR0036

Land off Poppy

& 82

Road & 108
Wycombe Road,
Princes
Risborough

TOTALS

27650m2
employment
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Wycombe Air Park and Clay Lane
Figure 9 Wycombe Air Park and Clay Lane

Legend

Green Belt

3.17

AONB

Employment

Housing

Proposed Release

The area proposed for release from the Green Belt (outlined in red) includes
the following sites promoted for housing (orange hatch) and employment
(blue hatch):


SHW0462 and SHW0646 Horns Lane (north of the M40)
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3.18



SHW0648 and SHW0649 Wycombe Airpark



SHW0561 Notcutts Garden Centre



SHW0559 Land at Clay Lane



SWC0012 Westside Fruit

This area also includes the existing built-up areas of Claymoor and Clayhill
and the allotments off Booker Common (north of the M40). This area also
includes a short stretch of the M40 motorway and a small paddock adjacent
to the motorway bridge.

3.19

Wycombe Air Park is designated as a ‘Major Developed Site in the Green
Belt’ in the 2003 Local Plan 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 of this location, the M40
motorway forms the southern Green Belt boundary of High Wycombe, but
the Green Belt crosses the motorway at this point and continues north, with
the western boundary of High Wycombe formed by the edge of the built-up
area, unrelated to any separate feature. 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 Heavens is a waste and recycling
disposal and transfer site slightly separate from Air Park area and adjoining
development.

3.20

Given the very close proximity of the various sites being considered in this
area, in combination with the extent of existing development within the
Green Belt at this point, the Council combined these sites into a single
proposal for an amendment to the Green Belt boundary. (The alternative
approach would result in an irrational patchwork of Green Belt and nonGreen Belt land with no underlying relationship between built-up areas and
undeveloped areas, and, in some cases, with confused and impermanent
boundaries.) On that basis the site assessment process concluded that this
area is a sustainable location for growth, it is capable of removal from the
Green Belt, and it is otherwise suitable for the uses proposed (Steps 1 to 3).
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3.21

Further consideration should be given to the ongoing protection of the
allotments off this lane as part of the new Local Plan, ideally through
allocation as a Green Space under DSADPD Policy DM12.

3.22

The main contribution these sites make to meeting development needs is in
relation to employment needs, although the cumulative contribution to
housing supply of the various smaller sites is also material.

3.23

The two Airpark sites would not be suitable for housing but they are suitable
and available for economic development. The individual site assessments
identify some questions around the suitability of the suggested new green
belt boundary which would run across the open grassland within which the
airfield is sited. 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 and would underpin any landscaping mitigation. 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.

3.24

Weighing the contribution the area makes to the Green Belt against the
contribution it could make to meeting development needs in the plan period,
the Council considers that exceptional circumstances to remove this area
from the Green Belt exist.
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Land adjoining High Heavens household
waste recycling centre, off Clay Lane
Figure 10 Land Adjoining High Heavens Household Recycling Centre

Legend

Green Belt

3.25

AONB

Employment

Housing

Proposed Release

As with the Airpark, the site at High Heavens is being considered for
economic development comprising low value open yard type uses. Previous
studies suggest 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. Such uses would also be amongst
the very few uses that would be suitable in such close proximity to the
existing Waste Transfer Station. Having regard to the general extent of the
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Green Belt it is considered that the most appropriate option in this case
would be to exclude both the existing waste site and the proposed
employment site from the Green Belt.
3.26

Overall, whilst the contribution this site makes to meeting development
needs is less significant than the Airpark sites, it is nonetheless an important
contribution (giving the inevitable difficulty of finding and retaining
appropriate sites for such uses elsewhere) and the contribution this area
currently makes to the Green Belt is very limited.

3.27

Weighing the contribution the area makes to the Green Belt against the
contribution it could make to meeting development needs in the plan period,
the Council considers that exceptional circumstances to remove this area
from the Green Belt exist.
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Hollands Farm, Bourne End
Figure 11 Hollands Farm, Bourne End

Legend

Green Belt

3.28

AONB

Employment

Housing

Proposed Release

The area proposed for removal from the Green Belt at Hollands Farm falls
within the Recommended Sub-Area identified in Part One of the assessment
(RSA-19) and includes the following sites promoted for housing:
i

Suitable for housing:


SBE0028 Hollands Farm (north)



SBE0027 Jacksons Field



Not suitable for housing - SWC0092 Former Orchard, Land off
Hawks Hill
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3.29

The area also includes a number of existing dwellings in the south and east
of the site (including the Hedsor Road Conservation Area).

3.30

As set out in the individual site assessment, the former orchard at Hawks Hill
is not considered suitable for housing due to its high biodiversity and green
infrastructure value. But it is appropriate to include it in the Green Belt
amendment, along with the existing dwellings, as a necessary consequence
of releasing Hollands Farm and Jacksons Field. Removing just these areas
from the Green Belt (and leaving the former orchard and existing dwellings in
the Green Belt) would result in an irrational patchwork of Green Belt and
non-Green Belt land. This would have no underlying relationship between
built-up areas and undeveloped areas. In some areas this would also have
confused and impermanent boundaries.

3.31

As with the allotments at Horns Lane, further consideration should be given
to the protection of the former orchard as part of the new Local Plan.

3.32

The site assessment process has concluded that this area is a sustainable
location for growth, it is capable of removal from the Green Belt, and it is
otherwise suitable for the uses proposed (Steps 1 to 3). The capacity work
undertaken to date suggests that this site could deliver up to 300-500 homes
(dependent upon the extent of additional infrastructure required on site).

3.33

Weighing the contribution the area makes to the Green Belt against the
contribution it could make to meeting development needs in the plan period,
the Council considers that exceptional circumstances to remove this area
from the Green Belt exist.

Green Belt Part Two Assessment – September 2017

Page 42

Land at Green Farm, off Glynswood, High
Wycombe
Figure 12 Land at Green Farm, Glynswood, High Wycombe

Legend

Green Belt

3.34

AONB

Employment

Housing

Proposed Release

This is a semi-natural green space on the northern edge of High Wycombe.
It is in the AONB and adjoins the National Trust Hughenden Manor estate
along the northern edge. The area has been reduced from the 2016
consultation proposals to exclude a triangle of land from the east side. All of
the land proposed for removal from the Green Belt is generally suitable for
development and the Council’s AONB Assessment concludes that this would
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be acceptable with regards to the AONB.
3.35

The site assessment process has concluded that this area is a sustainable
location for growth, it is capable of removal from the Green Belt, and it is
otherwise suitable for the uses proposed (Steps 1 to 3). The capacity work
undertaken to date suggests that this site could deliver in the order of 50
homes.

3.36

Weighing the contribution the area makes to the Green Belt against the
contribution it could make to meeting development needs in the plan period,
the Council considers that exceptional circumstances to remove this area
from the Green Belt exist.
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Land off Amersham Road, including Tralee
Farm
Figure 13 Land off Amersham Road, including Tralee Farm

Legend

Green Belt

3.37

AONB

Employment

Housing

Proposed Release

The area proposed for removal from the Green Belt includes:


SWC0099 Part of Tralee Farm



SWC0093 Part of Inkerman House



SWC0097 Orchard night club
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3.38

The area also includes two areas not suitable for development (a former
orchard in the northeast corner and a small woodland to the southwest
corner), and a small number of existing properties along the southern
boundary to be retained. The Chilterns AONB lies to the South of the site.

3.39

The site extends to the District boundary with Chiltern District Council. In
their 2016 Green Belt consultation CDC identified the adjoining land as a
potential green belt release. This is another important point of context.

3.40

As set out in the individual site assessment, the former orchard is not
considered suitable for housing due to its high biodiversity and green
infrastructure value. But it is appropriate to include it in the Green Belt
amendment, along with the existing dwellings, as a necessary consequence
of releasing the adjoining land. The same logic applies to the woodland in
the southwest corner. Leaving these areas in the Green Belt would result in
small areas of Green Belt land, which could ultimately be entirely divorced
from the wider Green Belt if the adjoining site in Chiltern District proceeds.

3.41

On that basis the site assessment process has concluded that this area is a
sustainable location for growth, it is capable of removal from the Green Belt,
and it is otherwise suitable for the uses proposed (Steps 1 to 3). The
capacity work undertaken to date suggests that this site could deliver in the
order of 350 homes (together with new open space based around existing
woodlands and surface water drainage routes).

3.42 Weighing the contribution the area makes to the Green Belt against the
contribution it could make to meeting development needs in the plan period,
the Council considers that exceptional circumstances to remove this area
from the Green Belt exist.
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Land east of Sidney House, Lane End
Figure 14 Land east of Sidney House, Lane End

Legend

Green Belt

3.43

AONB

Employment

Housing

Proposed Release

This is a small area of Green Belt land cut off from the wider countryside by
the M40 motorway. Lane End is washed over by the AONB. Although it is
landlocked by Sidney House (to the west), Sidney House is a redundant and
vacant sheltered housing development and the owners have been active in
exploring residential redevelopment opportunities. The removal of this site
from the Green Belt would facilitate a comprehensive redevelopment, it
would assist in the regeneration of an under-utilised PDL site, and although
this has not yet been quantified, it will therefore also allow some uplift in the
number of dwellings that can be achieved.
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3.44

The site assessment process has concluded that this area is a sustainable
location for growth, it is capable of removal from the Green Belt, and it is
otherwise suitable for the uses proposed (Steps 1 to 3).

3.45

Weighing the contribution the area makes to the Green Belt against the
contribution it could make to meeting development needs in the plan period,
the Council considers that exceptional circumstances to remove this area
from the Green Belt exist.
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Heavens Above, Marlow Bottom
Figure 15 Heavens Above, Marlow Bottom

Legend

Green Belt

3.46

AONB

Employment

Housing

Proposed Release

This site comprises a single dwelling in a spacious lawned garden
surrounded by woodland, within the AONB. The site assessment process
has concluded that this area is a sustainable location for growth, it is capable
of removal from the Green Belt, and it is otherwise suitable for the uses
proposed (Steps 1 to 3). The capacity work undertaken to date suggests that
this site could deliver in the order of 20 homes. Weighing the contribution the
area makes to the Green Belt against the contribution it could make to
meeting development needs in the plan period, the Council considers that
exceptional circumstances to remove this area from the Green Belt exist.
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Land adjacent to 89 Seymour Court Road,
Marlow
Figure 16 Land adjacent to 89 Seymour Court Road, Marlow

Legend

Green Belt

3.47

AONB

Employment

Housing

Proposed Release

This is a small paddock enclosed by well-established hedgerows, within the
AONB. The site assessment process has concluded that this area is a
sustainable location for growth, it is capable of removal from the Green Belt,
and it is otherwise suitable for the uses proposed (Steps 1 to 3). The
capacity work undertaken to date suggests that this site could deliver in the
order of 6-9 homes. Weighing the contribution the area makes to the Green
Belt against the contribution it could make to meeting development needs in
the plan period, the Council considers that exceptional circumstances to
remove this area from the Green Belt exist.
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Clappins Lane, Naphill
Figure 17 Land off Clappins Lane, Naphill

Legend

Green Belt

3.48

AONB

Employment

Housing

Proposed Release

This site comprises a single field, mostly used for grazing, and enclosed by
well-established hedgerows. Naphill is washed over by the AONB. The site
assessment process has concluded that this area is a sustainable location
for growth, it is capable of removal from the Green Belt, and it is otherwise
suitable for the uses proposed (Steps 1 to 3). The capacity work undertaken
to date suggests that this site could deliver in the order of 40-50 homes.
Weighing the contribution the area makes to the Green Belt against the
contribution it could make to meeting development needs in the plan period,
the Council considers that exceptional circumstances to remove this area
from the Green Belt exist.
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Land off Poppy Road (including 108 Wycombe
Road) Princes Risborough
Figure 18 Land to the rear of Poppy Road, Princes Risborough

Legend

Green Belt

3.49

AONB

Employment

Housing

Proposed Release

Whilst most planned growth at Princes Risborough will be beyond the Green
Belt on the northeast side of the town this site has also been promoted for
development. The southern section that lies within the AONB comprises a
single dwelling in a spacious garden.

3.50

On that basis the site assessment process has concluded that this area is a
sustainable location for growth, it is capable of removal from the Green Belt,
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and it is otherwise suitable for the uses proposed (Steps 1 to 3). The new
green belt boundary would mainly be formed by a stream along the
southwest edge, however beyond 108 Wycombe Road the stream passes
through the complex of farm buildings at Culverton Farm (and in some short
stretches it appears to be underground) before connecting back to the
A4010. Some mitigation would therefore be required to provide a robust and
permanent green belt boundary to connect back to the A4010 and the
current extent of the built up area. The proposed boundary has been drawn
to maximise reliance on existing features and to minimise the length of
boundary that would require enhancement.
3.51

The capacity work undertaken to date suggests that this site could deliver in
the order of 50-60 homes.

3.52

Weighing the contribution the area makes to the Green Belt against the
contribution it could make to meeting development needs in the plan period,
the Council considers that exceptional circumstances to remove this area
from the Green Belt exist.

3.53

It may also be noted that as part of the expansion plans for the town under
consideration as part of the new Local Plan the Council is proposing a new
link road which would pass to the south of this site (on the opposite side of
the stream). No further amendments to the Green Belt boundary are
required for this link road as it is considered that a Green Belt location is
necessary for this link road, and this is therefore deemed appropriate
development under paragraph 90 of the NPPF.
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Conclusions and Recommendations
3.54

This Green Belt assessment has been undertaken as part of the preparation
of a new Local Plan for Wycombe District. It has had careful regard to
national policy and guidance, including in particular the NPPF and NPPG,
and also the evolving national policy indicated by the Housing White Paper.
Great weight has been given to the AONB, to the objective of sustainable
development, to the imperative to increase the supply of housing to meet
local needs, and to the importance of ensuring the Green Belt endures and
continues its strategic function.

3.55

The Council’s approach has sought to balance these sometimes competing
objectives, aiming to meet as much need as possible without causing
unacceptable harm to the Green Belt. Overall it is considered that a mixed
approach to meeting housing need strikes the right balance. As noted
previously, 74% of housing need can be met in the District and outside the
Green Belt, with the balance split between Aylesbury Vale and the limited
number of weaker (and more sustainable) Green Belt sites in the District
identified in this assessment. These Green Belt sites contribute
approximately 1,139 additional dwellings to supply, reducing the level of
redistributed unmet need from 3,412 dwellings to 2,273 and the proportion of
unmet need measured against FOAN from 36% to 17%

3.56

The assessment also demonstrates that there are no other sites that are
sustainable, developable, and capable of removal from the Green Belt. If any
additional sites were identified that met these requirements the Council
would need to consider further whether the remaining, much reduced scale
of unmet need balanced against the contribution a site makes to the quality
and function of the Green Belt weighs in favour of release.

3.57

As such, it is considered that exceptional circumstances do exist to justify a
limited number of proposed amendments to the detailed Green Belt
boundary (as set out on the plans in Appendix GB1) and that these
amendments and the associated allocations should be included in the new
Local Plan for the District.
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