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1.0 Matter 4 – Revision of Green Belt Boundaries and Development in the Green 
Belt (Policies SP PP1 and DM PP1-DM PP3)  

Issue 1 – Principle of Green Belt Release  

Reasons for proposed boundary changes and capacity of existing urban 
areas  

Q1. Paragraph 11 of the Framework states that plans should apply a 
presumption in favour of sustainable development.  Amongst other things, 
for plan-making this means that strategic policies should provide for 
objectively assessed needs for housing and other uses unless the 
applications of policies in the Framework that protect areas or assets of 
particular importance provides a strong reason for restricting the overall 
scale, type or distribution of development in the plan area.  In response to 
the Inspectors’ Initial Questions the Councils refer to constraints such as the 
Burnham Beeches SAC, the Chilterns AONB and areas of the Green Belt as 
reason for not meeting the objectively assessed needs of the area in full in 
Chiltern and South Bucks. 

However, the Plan does include new development within the Green Belt and 
the Chilterns AONB.  How, therefore, did the Councils determine the amount 
of housing and employment development which is proposed to be released 
from the Green Belt?       

1.1 Our client believes that the plan does not ‘positively seek opportunities to meet 
the development needs’ as required by paragraph 11 of the Framework, as it fails 
to identify all of the significant sustainable development opportunities that are 
available in the districts.  Although the plan recognises the ‘exceptional 
circumstances’ which exist, justifying the alteration of the green belt boundaries to 
accommodate development need, our client believes that the methodology used 
in the site selection process was flawed.  This issue is discussed in further detail in 
our response to question Q8 at paragraphs 1.10-1.11.    

1.2 Our client owns Denham landfill, which covers 43ha of land approximately 2km 
east of Gerrards Cross (site plan attached as appendix 1).  The site was 
historically used for mineral extraction during the 1950s and 1960s, and was then 
backfilled with waste through the 1970s, 80s and 90s.  The site is currently being 
restored and will be available for alternative use during the early part of the plan 
period.  Although located in the green belt, the site offers significant development 
potential due to its location and restored status, which is ignored by the plan.  

1.3 The site benefits from its strategic location, close to two major motorways (M40 
and M25), Heathrow Airport and west London.  It is also close to a huge amount 
of locally planned infrastructure including Cross rail, HS2, a third runway at 
Heathrow Airport and the promotion of the Oxford Cambridge Arc.  The 
Buckinghamshire and Thames Valley Industrial Strategy identifies the site in the 
heart of the regional creative cluster, which already contains the hugely successful 
Pinewood Studios and the National Film and Television School.               

Q2. How have the Councils made as much use as possible of brownfield 
sites and underutilised land and buildings in existing urban areas?  How has 



 

Terence O’Rourke Ltd 2020 2 

the capacity of the existing urban areas to accommodate new development 
been established? Is the evidence in this regard accurate and up-to-date? 

1.4 No comment.  

Q3. What is the capacity of the existing urban areas to absorb additional 
housing and employment growth? 

1.5 No comment.  

Q4. How have the figures in the updated Settlement Capacity Study been 
derived?  What methodology did the Councils use to consider the potential 
for existing settlements to meet the identified need for new housing and 
economic development?  

1.6 No comment.  

Q5. How does the Plan seek to optimise the density of development in 
existing urban areas? 

1.7 No comment.  

Q6. Have the Councils examined fully all other reasonable options for 
meeting the identified need for development outside the Green Belt, as 
required by paragraph 137 of the Framework? 

1.8 No comment. 

Green Belt assessment methodology  

Q7. After following the process referred to above, how did the Councils 
decide where alterations would be made to Green Belt boundaries?  Did the 
Councils look first at certain settlements, such as the Principal Settlements 
referred to in the SA, or on sites put forward through consultation? 

1.9 No comment. 

Q8. How were the results from the Green Belt Assessment Part 1?  Taken 
forward and how were sites considered further? Were potential sites for 
development identified in the Part 1 Assessment? 

1.10 Our client commissioned a review of the Green Belt Assessment Part 1, which 
identified a number of flaws in its methodology.  A copy of this Green Belt Review 
is included as Appendix 2.  A summary of the main conclusions is set out below. 

• The methodology of the Green Belt Assessment is not sufficiently robust 
or accurate to reach an informed and consistent decision in terms of 
appropriate green belt boundaries 

• Many of the Arup criteria are not easily applied.  This is predominately due 
to the fact that the criteria are either too simplistic or do not allow for a 
‘scoring’ of ‘2’ or ‘4’, where there are an insufficient number of criteria 
prepared. 
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• Without being able to score ‘2’ the assessment is heavily weighted in 
preference of finding land parcels that fulfil the green belt purposes, as 
each parcel has to score ‘1’ in order to be considered for a green belt 
boundary amendment.  

• The general areas used in the Green Belt Assessment Part 1 are too large 
and disregard too much land around built-up areas that should be 
assessed in greater detail.  The large general areas should have been 
sub-divided around green belt settlements as well as non-green belt 
settlements.  

• For general area 65b these weaknesses in the methodology have resulted 
in an incorrect assessment. 

• Had general area 65b been assessed correctly, the report should have 
determined that part of the land could be considered for release from the 
green belt.  It should therefore have been taken forward into the Green 
Belt Assessment Part 2. 

• The Green Belt Review concluded that within general area 65b there is 
some land to the south of Tatling End that has the potential to be 
released from the Green Belt without compromising its defined purposes 
in terms of merging and encroachment.          

1.11 These flaws in the Part 1 assessment are believed to undermine the robustness of 
the process the Councils followed in identifying and ultimately selecting sites that 
could be removed from the green belt.      

Q9. How does the Part 2 Green Belt Assessment build on the conclusions of 
the Part 1 Assessment? How were the findings from the Part 1 Assessment 
used to determine, which sites to assess in more detail?   

1.12 The Green Belt Assessment Part 2 forms part of the evidence base for the local 
plan and has been considered alongside other evidence in making decisions 
about possible changes to the green belt boundaries. 

1.13 In the Part 2 assessment the Councils considered each of the 30 areas that the 
Part 1 assessment had recommended for further consideration, with the 
exception of four areas. In these areas it was felt that the Part 1 report provided 
insufficient information on the performance against green belt purposes and new 
permanent and defensible green belt boundaries such that further consideration 
was unnecessary. 

1.14 For the remaining 26 Part 1 recommended areas, the parcels were assessed in 
terms of green belt purposes, the strategic role of the green belt, wider green belt 
objectives and in terms of green belt boundaries. 

1.15 Our client believes that this whole process was undermined by the flaws in the 
Part 1 assessment, which meant that a number of potentially suitable sites were 
not considered at the Part 2 stage.  Sub section ‘b’ of paragraph 35 in the 
Framework requires Local Plans and spatial development strategies to be 
‘justified’, meaning that they constitute ‘an appropriate strategy, taking into 
account the reasonable alternatives, and based on proportionate evidence.’  Our 
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client believes that the failings of the Part 1 assessment ultimately render the plan 
unsound.            

Q10. How do the proposed Green Belt revisions align with the spatial 
strategy for the area?  How will they promote sustainable patterns of 
development?  For example, where settlements scored on their 
sustainability merits to first establish whether they represented an 
appropriate location for new development, having regard to accessibility to 
services or public transport provision?  

1.16 No comment. 

Q11. Why is the Green Belt proposed to be altered in some settlements 
(such as Amersham, Basconsfield and Chesham) but not others (such as 
Gerrards Cross)?  

1.17 No comment. 

Q12. Are the revised boundaries capable of enduing in the long term, 
beyond the plan period? 

1.18 No comment. 

Compensatory Improvements to remaining Green Belt land 

Q13. Paragraph 138 of the Framework states that plans should set out ways 
in which the impact of removing land from the Green Belt can be offset 
through compensatory improvements to the environmental quality and 
accessibility of remaining Green Belt land.  In response to the Inspectors’ 
Initial Questions the Councils included a table of compensatory measures 
for each allocation.  This includes amongst other things, the retention and 
improvement of landscaping on each site, and the provision of links to 
existing public rights of way.  However, how will improvements be achieved 
to the environmental quality and accessibility of remaining Green Belt land, 
especially where this may fall into separate ownership?  

1.19 No comment. 

Exceptional Circumstances 

1.20 Q14. In principle, do the exceptional circumstances, as required by 
paragraphs 136-139 of the Framework, exist to justify revisions to the Green 
Belt boundary to provide for objectively assessed needs for housing and 
employment land?  

1.21 Paragraph 10.1.4 of the CSBLP explains the Councils’ view that the identified 
housing and employment needs of the districts up to 2036 can only be met by 
releasing land from the green belt.   

1.22 Our client believes that the scale of this need, combined with the significant 
amount of land designated as either AONB or green belt in the districts, which 
would therefore not otherwise be available for development, is sufficient to justify 
the exceptional circumstances case being made.         
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Issue 2 – Boundary Changes  

Q1. Does the Plan adequately identify the proposed revisions to the Green 
Belt boundary?  Are the revisions clear to decision-makers, developers and 
local communities? 

1.23 Paragraph 139 of the Framework provides guidance to local authorities when 
defining new or amended green belt boundaries.  Sub section ‘f’ of the paragraph 
states ‘define boundaries clearly, using physical features that are readily 
recognisable and likely to be permanent’.   

1.24 In defining the new green belt boundaries, particularly where existing settlements 
are being proposed for removal from the green belt, the Councils have often failed 
to use physical features that are likely to be permanent, instead using plot 
boundaries or an arbitrarily identified end of the built-up area.  This approach is 
likely to undermine the robustness of the new boundaries for future decision 
makers, as the distinction between new non-green belt and retained green belt 
areas is not clear on the ground.   

1.25 Our client believes that the boundaries should be reconsidered to ensure that they 
offer an appropriate and defensible long-term solution that is likely to endure for at 
least the life of the plan in accordance with the Framework.               

Q2. In response to the Inspectors’ Initial Questions the Councils confirmed 
that in some cases the area of land proposed to be removed from the Green 
Belt is larger than the corresponding allocation.  In some cases, this is to act 
as a buffer, or to provide a more logical boundary based on clearly defined 
features.  However, is it clear to decision-makers, developers and local 
communities what these areas will be used for?  If removed from the Green 
Belt, will the principle of additional development be acceptable? 

1.26 No comment.  

Q3. Are there any sites or parcels of land where revisions to Green Belt 
boundaries are proposed, but which are not needed to meet housing or 
employment land requirements?  

1.27 No comment.  

1.28 Q4. Are any new areas of Green Belt proposed?  If so, what are the 
exceptional circumstances which justify their inclusion and are they set out 
in the strategic policies, as required by paragraph 135 of the Framework? 

1.29 No comment.  

Issue 3 – Villages Inset from the Green Belt 

Q1. What is the justification for removing those villages from the Green Belt 
listing under Policy SP PP1?  Is the approach consistent with paragraph 140 
of the Framework?  
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1.30 Paragraph 140 of the Framework is clear that green belt protection of villages 
should only be retained, where the ‘open character of the village’ also makes an 
‘important contribution’ to the ‘openness of the green belt’.   

1.31 It is evident that a number of villages within the districts, were washed over by a 
green belt designation simply because of their historic location in a wider corridor 
of protected land, rather than the specific openness or special character of the 
individual villages themselves.  In these circumstances the green belt designation 
created an unnecessary, and in many cases unhelpful constraint to the natural 
development of these villages. 

1.32 Our client therefore supports the Councils’ approach to this policy, which is 
believed to be consistent with national policy.              

1.33 Q2. What is the justification for removing Denham from the Green Belt, 
including areas to the north which the Review of Settlements within the 
Green Belt describes as traditional Green Belt village with properties set 
within open grounds with views of open land beyond? 

1.34 No comment. 

Q3. What is the justification for removing Jordans from the Green Belt?  As a 
result of the proposed alterations to the Green Belt boundary will Jordans 
and Seer Green become a single, connected urban area to the south of the 
village? 

1.35 No comment.  

Q4. What is the justification for removing three separate areas of land from 
the Green Belt at Little Kingshill?  

1.36 No comment.  

Issue 4 – Green Belt Villages 

Q1. What is the justification for identifying the boundaries of ‘Infilling 
Villages’ on the Policies Map? 

1.37 No comment. 

Q2. What criteria did the Councils use to determine whether a village was 
identified under Policy DM PP1?  Was the process robust, accurate and 
transparent? 

1.38 No comment. 

Q3. Is the inclusion of Bellingdon justified under Policy DM PP1? Is the 
settlement clearly identifiable as a ‘village’? 

1.39 No comment.  

Q4. Is the inclusion of Chartridge justified under Policy DM PP1?  Is the 
settlement clearly identifiable as a ’village’? 
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1.40 No comment.  

Q5.  What is the justification for including properties off Latimer Road as 
part of the village of Chenies? 

1.41 No comment.  

Q6. Is the inclusion of Penn justified under Policy DM PP1?  Is the 
settlement clearly identifiable as a ‘village’? 

1.42 No comment.  

Q7. Are the criteria for assessing infilling proposals consistent with 
paragraph 145 of the Framework? 

1.43 No comment.   
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Appendix 1: Denham landfill site plan 
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Appendix 2: Terence O’Rourke Green Belt Review, 2019 
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1.0 Introduction 

1.1 Country Garden Holdings Limited is promoting a site within South Bucks District 
Council for residential development. See figure 1. 

1.2 As part of the promotion of this land parcel Terence O’Rourke Ltd has been 
commissioned to review and critique the Buckinghamshire Green Belt 
Assessment Part One (January 2016) and The Green Belt Assessment Part Two 
(October 2016) Draft Report, on behalf of Country Garden Holdings Limited.  
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2.0 Review and critique of the Buckinghamshire Green Belt 
Assessment Part 1 (March 2016) 

Background to report 

2.1 Chiltern District Council (CDC) and South Bucks District Council (SBDC) are 
currently preparing a new emerging joint Local Plan that will cover the period 
2014-2036. The plan will identify the location of new housing and employment to 
meet the needs of the two authorities. As part of this process they have consulted 
on a number of sites that could be released from the green belt for development 
through its Green Belt Preferred Options Consultation during October/December 
2016. 

2.2 The Councils published a draft Housing and Economic Land Availability 
Assessment (HELAA) in May 2017.  This identified an objectively assessed need 
(OAN) for the following development: 

• 14,900 new homes 

• 48,490 sqm of B1a/b 

• 34,460 sqm of B1c/B2 

• 41,040 sqm of B8  

• 850 C2 units 

2.3 Although Aylesbury Vale District Council (AVDC) have agreed to accept 5,725 of 
CDC and SBDC’s housing need, the two authorities have already stated that they 
do not believe that the full OAN for housing can be sustainably accommodated 
within the districts.  

2.4 Arup were appointed on behalf of the Buckinghamshire authorities (Aylesbury Vale 
District Council, Chiltern District Council, South Bucks District Council, Wycombe 
District Council and Buckinghamshire County Council) to prepare a countywide 
green belt assessment in order to inform the local plan preparation across the 
county. 

2.5 The Buckinghamshire authorities agreed the green belt assessment was to be 
undertaken in two phases: 

• Part 1 assessed strategic land parcels, “General Areas”, against the purposes 
of the Green Belt as defined in the National Planning Policy Framework 
(NPPF). This assessment identified the relative performance of the general 
areas against the NPPF defined purposes of the green belt. Arups were 
commissioned to carry out phase one only. 

• Part 2 was undertaken by the local authorities to consider the Part One 
findings in more detail and determine the appropriateness of any adjustments 
to green belt boundaries, as well as proposals made in, or made in response 
to, the Chiltern and South Bucks Regulation 18 consultation document and 
Calls for Sites. The assessment included whether, in accordance with the 
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NPPF, there may be exceptional circumstances that would justify the alteration 
of the green belt boundary through the new local plan. 

2.6 The Part One Assessment, carried out by Arup, was published in January 2016. 
The Green Belt Assessment Part Two Draft Report by Chiltern District Council and 
South Bucks District Council was published in October 2016. 

2.7 Chiltern District Council and South Bucks District Council are preparing a new 
joint local plan. Both authorities have produced the Green Belt Assessment Part 
Two that will form part of the evidence base for the joint local plan and will be 
taken into account alongside other evidence in making decisions about possible 
changes to green belt boundaries. 

Planning, guidance and context 

2.8 Within section 2 of the Green Belt Assessment Arup has produced a 
comprehensive commentary on policy, guidance and experience.  National and 
local policies are clearly set out including ministerial statements and example legal 
cases, in section 2.1.13 to 2.1.14 and 2.1.16 to 2.1.17. 

2.9 Reference is made in section 2.1.9 and 2.1.10 of NPPF paragraphs 84 and 85 in 
regards to sustainability.  However, this is an important factor when reviewing 
green belt boundaries that is ignored later in their assessment section and 
identification of criteria to assess against the NPPF green belt purposes. 

2.10 Other important documents referenced in section 2.3 include the guidance for 
green belt assessment published in January 2014 by the Planning Advisory 
Service (PAS).  The PAS document reiterates the need for the strict application of 
the green belt purposes only, when assessing the contribution of green belt to the 
fulfilment of green belt purposes.  Other constraints, for instance landscape 
quality, are important planning considerations but these should be clearly 
separated from the green belt consideration. It also highlights the need to respect 
local circumstances and the unique characteristics that affect the way that the 
NPPF purposes of the green belt are appraised and suggests that LPAs should 
work together where green belt crosses over administrative boundaries or that 
they at least agree a common methodology. 

2.11 While not providing definite criteria to use in assessing each purpose the PAS 
guidance does provide considerations in relation to each purpose. 

2.12 The five purposes of green belt as stated in the National Planning Policy 
Framework (NPPF) under paragraph 80, are: 

1. To check the unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas;   
2. To prevent neighbouring towns merging into one another;   
3. To assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment; 
4. To preserve the setting and special character of historic towns; and   
5. To assist in urban regeneration, by encouraging the recycling of derelict and 

other land. 

2.13 For ease we have numbered each of the purposes listed above.  These are not 
numbered in the NPPF. 
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2.14 While the NPPF clearly sets out the five purposes the green belt is intended to 
serve and highlights that the local plan process offers the only opportunity for the 
green belt boundary to be assessed and reviewed, neither the NPPF, nor 
supporting National Planning Practice Guidance or any other applicable body 
such as the Landscape Institute provide clear guidance on how to prepare a 
green belt assessment. 

2.15 Following the advice given in the PAS guidance and the importance of a duty to 
cooperate, stakeholder workshops were held with neighbouring and wider partner 
authorities on 1 April 2015 where a series of points in relation to the proposed 
methodology were discussed. 

2.16 As with the majority of green belt methodologies, Arup has undertaken an 
examination of other green belt assessments carried out elsewhere in the country 
in order to reveal key lessons in terms of methodology within section 2.4.9. 

2.17 We are in agreement with all the bullet points within section 2.4.9.  The fifth bullet 
point states: 

“In terms of interpreting the national purposes, definition of terms, (both within 
the purposes themselves and criteria applied), is of key importance to a 
successful and transparent assessment” 

2.18 We would add that it is also vitally important that once criteria have been defined 
they are applied correctly during the assessment of individual purposes. It is our 
experience this is often not the case. 

2.19 The seventh bullet states: 

“Qualitative approaches are primarily used in assessments; although some 
authorities have used more quantitative measures.  The approach to scoring in 
assessments varies from simplistic traffic light systems to more complex 
approaches to scoring” 

2.20 In our experience scoring systems are best avoided as they invariably make the 
assessment too complex and are easily open to manipulation and misuse. We 
consider that green belt assessments should be qualitative, whereby each 
purpose has a set of criteria that can be attributed to a scale of critical to 
negligible importance to a particular green belt purpose. 

Methodology – identification of parcels 

2.21 The starting point for any assessment against the NPPF green belt purposes is to 
identify land parcels. It was agreed with the authorities that Part 1 of the 
assessment should be at a strategic level with the identification of “General 
Areas”. 

2.22 As stated in the NPPF under paragraph 83, green belt boundaries must have 
regard to their intended permanence in the long term. Any potential alterations to 
the green belt must therefore be based on new permanent and defensible 
boundaries.  We broadly agree with the Arup methodology for identifying 
permanent and defensible boundary features to define the “General Areas” as 
stated in section 4.3.3 of their report. However, their methodology does not take 
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account of landscape character which we consider is of equal importance in 
identifying land parcels. 

2.23 Paragraph 4.3.4 states that, “given the extremes of urban and rural landscape 
found in Buckinghamshire, from the semi-urban fringes of Slough in the south of 
the county to relatively unspoilt countryside in the Chilterns, a more flexible 
approach to identifying the General Areas for assessment was necessary, 
particularly in the environs of the major non-Green Belt settlements”. We agree 
that a more flexible approach was required in the identification of the general 
areas.  We therefore agree with the additional durable boundary features used, as 
listed below from section 4.3.5, but question why these should only be used for 
major non-Green Belt settlements. By only using these additional features around 
non-green belt settlements, the parcels around green belt settlements remain 
extremely large and the assessment will be heavily weighted in preference of 
fulfilling green belt purposes around these settlements, as there is no fine grain 
assessment. Out of the 36 areas recommended for further consideration, only 4 of 
these lie beyond the edge of a non-green belt settlement, highlighting the bias 
towards non-green belt settlements. 

1. “Unclassified public roads and private roads; 
2. Smaller water features, including streams, canals and other watercourses; 
3. Prominent physical features (e.g. ridgelines); 
4. Existing development with strongly established, regular or consistent 

boundaries; 
5. Protected woodland or hedgerows.” 

2.24 Comments are made later in this report regarding the assessment process 
adopted by Arup.  However, it should be noted that while we broadly agree with 
the boundary features used to identify general areas we consider the overall size 
of the areas are too large. Some general areas are hundreds of hectares in size, 
which we consider means that any assessment made will be flawed by the fact 
that the differences in landscape character, and smaller areas of possible 
sustainable sites are discounted too early in the assessment process. 

Methodology – NPPF purposes assessed 

2.25 Arup’s methodology prepares criteria for NPPF purposes 1-4. With regards to 
purpose 5 the PAS advice note states: 

“..it must be the case that the amount of land within urban areas that could be 
developed will already have been factored in before identifying Green Belt land.  
If Green Belt achieves this purpose, then all Green Belt does so to the same 
extent and hence the value of various land parcels is unlikely to be distinguished 
by the application of this purpose.” 

2.26 Furthermore, following discussions with the steering groups it was confirmed that 
no urban regeneration schemes were being inhibited by green belt.  As a result, 
purpose 5 was excluded from the assessment.  We agree with this decision. 

Methodology – assessment scoring 

2.27 Arup decided to use both qualitative and quantitative measures in their 
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assessment. A score out of five was attributed for each criterion, where 1 means 
the criterion is least fulfilled and 5 means the criterion is most fulfilled. If a general 
area was considered to make no contribution to a specific purpose, a score of 
zero was given.  The Arup criterion scores table is indicated below: 

Table 1.0 

Overall strength of 
general area against 
criterion 

Score Equivalent wording 
0 Does not meet purpose 
1 Meets purpose weakly 
2 Meets purpose relatively weakly 
3 Meets purpose 
4 Meets purpose relatively strongly 
5 Meets purpose strongly 

2.28 Section 4.4.4 states that each NPPF green belt purpose should be considered 
equally significant and that no weighting or aggregation of scores across the 
purposes will be undertaken. Therefore, rather than simply adding up scores they 
make a composite judgment to determine how well a general area meets the 
purposes of green belt whereby: 

1. “Any General Area scoring strongly (4 or 5) against the criteria for one or 
more NPPF purpose was judged to be meeting the purposes strongly overall 
and therefore deemed unsuitable for further consideration in Part 2 of the 
Green belt assessment, except where a possible sub-division was identified; 

2. General Area fulfilling the criteria to a lesser extent (scores of 2 or below) 
across all purposes was deemed to be weaker Green Belt and was 
recommended for further consideration in Part 2.” 

2.29 Having stated the need to be transparent and that all purposes will be scored out 
of five, the criteria for purpose 1 (sprawl), 2 (merging) and 4 (setting) can only be 
scored 0, 1, 3 and 5.  We assume this is due to the fact that they have only 
provided three criteria for each of these purposes.  Furthermore, without being 
able to score 2 the assessment is heavily weighted in preference of fulfilling the 
green belt purposes, as each general area has to score 1 in order to be 
considered suitable for a green belt boundary amendment, rather than 2 as 
described in section 4.4.4. 

2.30 This is a significant flaw in the methodology and is where a numeric scoring 
system in our view can result in misleading conclusions. 

2.31 Despite the methodology stating that any area scoring 2 or below across all 
purposes was deemed to be weaker Green Belt and was therefore recommended 
for further consideration in Part 2, we have identified a number of general areas 
that scored a 3 in at least one purpose that was still recommended for further 
consideration in Part 2. These are general areas: 

• 13a that scored a 3 under the criteria for purpose 1, sprawl and had a 
medium overall summary 

• 30 that scored 3 under the criteria for purpose 3, encroachment, and for 
purpose 4, setting and had a medium overall summary 
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• 31 that scored 3 under the criteria for purpose 4, setting and had a medium 
overall summary 

• 57a that scored 3 under the criteria for purpose 3, encroachment and had a 
medium overall summary 

• 65a that scored 3 under the criteria for purpose 2, merging, and had a 
medium overall summary 

• 84 that scored 3 under the criteria for purpose 1, sprawl and for purpose 2, 
merging and had a medium overall summary 

• 89 that scored 3 under the criteria for purpose 1, sprawl and for purpose 2, 
merging and had a medium overall summary. 
 

2.32 According to the methodology that Arup use, these sites should not have gone 
forward into Part 2 as they scored higher than 2. 

Methodology – Criteria for purpose 1 (Sprawl) 

2.33 The Arup study acknowledged that there are a variety of definitions for the 
meaning of sprawl but adopted the following definition: 

“the outward spread of a large built-up area at its periphery in an untidy or 
irregular way.” 

2.34 This does raise the question that if development is planned and regularly ordered, 
by this definition it would not be considered sprawl. 

2.35 They have split the criteria for this purpose into two. 

a) “Whether a general area falls at the edge of one or more distinct large built-
up areas; and 
b) The degree to which the general area is contained by built form, and the 
nature of the containment, as well as the linkage to the wider green belt, as 
well as the extent to which the edge of the built-up area has a strongly 
defined, regular or consistent boundary.” 

2.36 With regards to the assessment criteria for part B and how a general area abuts 
built-up areas they have produced three criteria: contiguous with, connected with 
and enclosed by built-up areas. 

2.37 Apart from there being no way to score either 2 or 4 for this purpose they have 
introduced a 5+, 3+ and 1+, but no 0.  There is no explanation in their 
methodology regarding the + although it is assumed general areas scoring a 5+, 
3+ and 1+ are of greater importance to the green belt than those areas scoring 
only 5, 3 or 1.  The plus appears to be regarding the quality of the general areas 
boundary features.  A general area predominantly bordered by prominent 
permanent and consistent boundary features is of less importance to the green 
belt purpose than one whose borders lack durability and permanence. 

2.38 As stated before, numeric scoring systems can create confusion, especially when 
the addition of +’s are added and more specifically when the methodology states 
each general area will be scored out of 5 when only three criteria are provided. 
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Methodology – Criteria for purpose 2 (Merging) 

2.39 The criteria for this purpose are considered to be overly simplistic.  It concentrates 
on the extent an area of green belt protects a land gap. Again, only three criteria 
have been provided: Essential gaps, wider gaps and less essential gaps. There is 
also no way to score either 2 or 4 for this purpose. 

Methodology – Criteria for purpose 3 (Encroachment) 

2.40 We have no comment on these criteria apart from the use of a numeric scoring 
system, however it does allow the general area to be scored between 1 and 5. 

Methodology – Criteria for purpose 4 (Setting) 

2.41 There are once again only three criteria available, scoring 5, 3, 1 or 0.  However, 
as the areas being promoted by Country Garden Holdings Limited do not abut an 
identified historic settlement core we have no comment on this purpose. 
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3.0 Re-assessment of General Area 65b 

10.1 The area of land being promoted by Country Garden Holdings Limited is located 
within general area 65b.  The Arup assessment of general area 65b is contained in 
appendix 1. We believe that the parcel is too large and should have been sub-
divided into two using Hollybush Lane as a durable boundary feature as listed in 
paragraph 4.3.5 under the bullet point unclassified public roads and private roads. 

10.2 Despite this, taking general area 65b as it stands this section shows how the 
significant flaws in the Green Belt Assessment methodology, when applied to 
general area 65b, has resulted in an incorrect assessment. We have therefore re-
assessed general area 65b. 

General Area 65b - purpose 1 - To check the unrestricted sprawl of large 
built-up areas 

10.3 This parcel is not at the edge of a distinct large built-up area and therefore using 
the Arup criteria for 1a it fails and therefore does not fulfill the purpose of sprawl. 
We therefore agree with Arup’s score for purpose 1 of zero. 

General Area 65b - purpose 2 – prevent neighbouring towns from merging 
into one another 

10.4 Arup state that, “The land parcel forms part of the less essential gap between the 
non-Green Belt settlements of Gerrards Cross, Uxbridge, Denham Green and Iver 
Heath. These gaps are of such a scale that the parcel plays a lesser role in 
preventing the coalescence of these settlements.” We agree with this description. 

10.5 They go on to state that, “The parcel also forms much of the gap between 
Gerrards Cross and the Green Belt settlements of Tatling End and Denham; the 
northern part of the parcel plays a particularly important role in preventing 
additional ribbon development along Oxford Road (A40), which may reduce the 
perceptual distance between these settlements. However the south-east of the 
parcel is less important to preventing the coalescence of these settlements.” 

10.6 We do not agree with this statement. Arup have not taken into account the 
Chiltern District Landscape Character Assessment produced by Land Use 
Consultants for Buckinghamshire County Council and Chiltern District Council in 
October 2011. Landscape character area 22.3, Tatling End mixed use terrace 
covers general area 65b. This document described the edge of Gerrards Cross as 
being contained by woodland (The Rancho) and tree cover. It also describes the 
fact that large woodland blocks occur either side of the M25 including Gladwin’s 
Wood and Hawk’s Wood that is ancient mixed woodland. These woodlands 
ensure that the gap between Gerrards Cross and the Green Belt settlements of 
Tatling End and Denham are maintained. The perceptual distance between the 
settlements will not be reduced. Arups report should have stated that the northern 
part of the parcel between Hollybush Lane (to the east of Tatling End) and 
Denham plays an important role in preventing additional ribbon development 
along Oxford Road (A40), which may reduce the perceptual distance between 
these smaller Green Belt settlements. However the south-east, south-west and 
west of the parcel is less important to preventing the coalescence of these 
settlements. 
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10.7 Overall we believe that the score should be 2 rather than 3 and consider that this 
parcel meets this purpose relatively weakly. This is a category that currently does 
not exist in Arup’s methodology as this criteria cannot score a 2 or a 4.  

10.8 A degree of development within general area 65b is possible without creating the 
perception of coalescence. 

General Area 65b - purpose 3 – assist in safeguarding the countryside from 
encroachment 

10.9 There are urban elements such as the urban development of Tatling End, 
containing housing, the Ugly Duckling pub, a hand car wash, furniture shops in 
large industrial units and a Londis grocery store. There are also many semi-urban 
elements such as a Traveller’s site adjacent to the M25, several garden centres, 
nurseries, commercial premises with yards and car parks, a service station and a 
play area. The parcel also contains man-made degrading elements such as the 
power lines that are semi-urban in character. Overall we believe that this parcel 
possesses a semi-urban character. 

10.10 The Arup report does not recognise that a large part of this general area is a 
historic landfill site and that the landfill site has an extant planning permission to be 
reopened and capped over a 3.5 year period with a total of 505,000m3 of inert 
waste including soils and clay to allow the remediation and restoration of the 
former landfill in order to control leachate and landfill gas emissions. The 
proposals include the siting of a weighbridge and portable office and erection of a 
mobile recycling plant. Although landfill is not technically built form it has an 
urbanising influence on the landscape and reduces its sense of openness. Arup 
uses this terminology for landfill under parcel 54 and go on to say that parcel 54 is 
spoilt by the landfill site. 

10.11 In conclusion we consider that this parcel should score 2 rather than 3 when 
taking into account that over 30% of the general area will either be a working 
landfill site over the coming years or is built form. We believe it fulfills this purpose 
relatively weakly. 

General Area 65b - purpose 4 – to preserve the setting and special character 
of historic towns 

10.12 This parcel does not abut an identified historic settlement core and therefore using 
the Arup criteria does not fulfill the purpose of setting of historic towns. We 
therefore agree with Arup’s score for purpose 4 of zero. 

Conclusion of General Area 65b 

10.13 In conclusion general area 65b should have been sub-divided into two using 
Hollybush Lane. Even taking general area 65b as identified rather than sub-
dividing the parcel, the Green Belt Review incorrectly assesses the land within 
general area 65b. Our assessment of the four purposes are as follows: 

• Purpose 1 to check the unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas = 0 

• Purpose 2 to prevent neighbouring towns from merging = 2 

• Purpose 3 assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment = 2 
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• Purpose 4 to preserve the setting and special character of historic towns = 0 

10.14 Should the council not agree with our revised score for purpose 2 and 3 we 
believe that part of parcel 65b should still have been considered at stage 2. This is 
due to the fact that other general areas score exactly the same as 65b and have 
been taken into stage 2.  Examples of these are general areas 15, 29, 40b and 
74. 

10.15 Our review has determined that part of the land within general area 65b could be 
released from the Green Belt without impacting on the purposes. 

10.16 We consider that the settlement of Tatling End and the area to the south, up to 
the woodland belt, could be released from the green belt without impacting on its 
purposes. While it would cause a hole in the green belt it is in accordance with 
option C of the emerging spatial strategy. Development to the south of Tatling End 
could not cause a narrowing of the gap between Gerrards Cross and Denham as 
this gap is of such a scale that the parcel plays a lesser role in preventing the 
coalescence of these settlements, as stated by Arup in their description of how 
general area 65b scores in relation to purpose 2. 
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4.0 Review and critique of the Chiltern District Council and South 
Bucks District Council Green Belt Assessment Part 2 (October 
2016) 

1.1 The purpose of Part One of the Green Belt Assessment was to provide evidence 
of how different areas perform against the green belt purposes set out in national 
policy. 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 those areas identified in Part One, as well as proposals made in, or 
made in response to, the Chiltern and South Bucks Regulation 18 consultation 
document and calls for sites. 

1.2 The assessment of these smaller parcels was split into three stages.  Stage one 
looked at the possibility of creating alternative new defensible and permanent 
boundaries.  Features used to define these boundaries were the same used in 
Part One of the Green Belt Assessment by Arup (paragraph 1.26 above). 

1.3 If a new defensible boundary could be found then the parcel moved on to stage 
two.  Arup note that, “this did not preclude the use of professional judgement 
where only limited mitigation would be required to identify a readily recognisable 
boundary that is likely to be permanent.” Using the same criteria produced by 
Arup the parcels were assessed against the NPPF green belt purposes. 

1.4 Those parcels that passed stage two by being assessed as preforming weakly 
against the NPPF green belt purposes and scoring 2 or below across all purposes 
then went on to the final stage three. 

1.5 Stage three considered whether exceptional circumstances may apply that would 
justify a change to the green belt boundary. 

1.6 The assessment of individual parcels was split between a number of volumes 
within appendix 5. Those parcels that are of relevance to the land being promoted 
by Country Garden Holdings Limited are listed below with a brief description on 
what stage of the assessment they reached.  The completed pro forma for the 
sites listed below are attached in appendix 1. 

1.7 Appendix 5, Volume 6 – Section 4 Areas: Site Nominations 4.233 to 4.293. 

• Tatling End, Denham: Reference No. 4.233. – Failed stage 1 as no defensible 
green belt boundary could be found. 

• Land off Hollybush Lane, Tatling End: Reference No. 4.234. – Failed stage 1 
as no defensible green belt boundary could be found. 

1.8 It is appreciated that it was incumbent on Chiltern and South Bucks to assess 
these parcels individually due to the fact they were responses to the Regulation 18 
consultation document and calls for sites. However, we do not believe that the 
methodology has been fully adhered to. The Green Belt Assessment part 2 
identified and assessed 400 sites. Almost all the sites assessed were discounted 
at stage 1 because they failed to provide a new defensible and durable green belt 
boundary, leaving only 79 areas of land to progress to stage 2.  Of the original 
400 sites only 27 were found to have exceptional circumstances that may justify 
an alteration to the Green Belt boundary.  
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1.9 We consider that, had the council followed their methodology of not precluding 
the use of professional judgement where only limited mitigation would be required 
to identify a readily recognisable boundary that is likely to be permanent, then a 
great many more sites would have progressed from stage 1 into stage 2 and 
therefore may have been found to have exceptional circumstances. 
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5.0 Re-assessment of parcel 4.233 and 4.234 

5.1 This section shows how the incorrect application of the methodology in the Green 
Belt Assessment part 2, when applied to parcel 4.233 and 4.234, has resulted in 
an incorrect assessment. We have therefore re-assessed these parcels. 

5.2 The NPPF paragraph 85 states that Local Authorities should 

“Define boundaries clearly, using physical features that are readily recognisable 
and likely to be permanent.” 

5.3 We believe that the woodland to the south of parcel 4.234 can be described as a 
readily recognisable and likely to be permanent physical feature. This is a 
woodland strip approximately 47m wide with mature trees that are approximately 
15 to 20m tall. It is therefore a readily recognisable physical feature. The question 
of whether it is likely to be permanent therefore arises. It is within the ownership of 
the client and therefore Country Garden Holdings Limited can guarantee its long-
term survival and therefore its permanence. In addition to this the woodland 
connects into an ancient woodland Gladwin’s Wood and the council could protect 
the woodland with a Tree Preservation Order. 

5.4 The Green Belt part 2 methodology paragraph 3.4 lists the durable boundary 
features and paragraph 3.5 states that “this did not preclude the use of 
professional judgement where only limited mitigation would be required to identify 
a readily recognisable boundary that is likely to be permanent.” 

5.5 We believe that the boundary assessment of parcel 4.234 does not reflect the 
methodology stated in paragraph 3.5. The boundary assessment states that, “It is 
not possible to identify a boundary that is permanent and defensible in 
accordance with the NPPF requirements. The site is bounded to the north by 
development in the Green Belt settlement of Tatling End, by Hollybush Lane to the 
east and Pintstone Way to the west. However, the southern boundary is formed 
by a narrow band of trees which are not subject to any form of protection and 
which therefore do not form a permanent or defensible boundary in accordance 
with the requirements of the NPPF.” 

5.6 Following the council’s methodology it should have been acknowledged that 
limited mitigation in the form of protecting the woodland with a tree preservation 
order would create a southern boundary that is recognisable and permanent. 
Other sites such as parcel 1.10A have included mitigation in the form of new 
woodland planting in order to create a defensible boundary. Parcel 4.234 already 
has a thick mature woodland belt therefore this should have been taken into 
account. 

5.7 The council’s assessment of parcel 4.233 also fails to consider this woodland. It 
acknowledges that the defensible boundary to the north could be formed by 
Amersham Road, but does not acknowledge that limited mitigation in the form of 
protecting the woodland with a Tree Preservation Order would create a southern 
boundary. 

Conclusion of parcels 4.233 and 4.234 

5.8 In conclusion the woodland to the south of parcel 4.234 with limited mitigation 
could create a recognisable and permanent southern boundary and the 
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settlement of Tatling End could be removed from the Green Belt without 
impacting on the purposes. 
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6.0 Conclusion 

6.1 This detailed assessment of the Green Belt Assessment part 1 and 2 has 
determined that: 

• The methodology is not sufficiently robust or accurate to reach an informed 
and consistent decision in terms of an appropriate Green Belt boundary. 

• Many of the Arup criteria are not easily applied.  This is predominately due to 
the fact that the criteria are either too simplistic or do not allow for a ‘scoring’ 
of 2 or 4, where there are an insufficient number of criteria prepared. 

• Without being able to score 2 the assessment is heavily weighted in 
preference of finding land parcels that fulfill the green belt purposes, as each 
parcel has to score 1 in order to be considered for green belt boundary 
amendment. 

• The general areas used in the Green Belt Assessment Part one are too large 
and disregard too much land around built-up areas that should be assessed in 
greater detail.  The large general areas should have been sub-divided around 
green belt settlements as well as non-green belt settlements. 

• Part two, concentrated on assessing site parcels according to how they were 
provided in their call for sites and regulation 18 consultation and therefore 
potential sites were missed. 

• By looking at these in isolation almost all were immediately disregarded as 
they failed to provide alternative green belt boundaries.  In this respect we 
consider this methodology flawed.  Parcels have been assessed based on 
their promotion boundaries only. In our professional opinion we consider land 
parcels to be assessed against the NPPF green belt purposes should be 
identified using shared landscape characteristics whereby it is possible to find 
strong permanent and defensible boundaries. 

• For general area 65b these weaknesses in the Green Belt Review have 
resulted in an incorrect assessment. 

• The boundary assessment of parcels 4.233 and 4.234 in the green belt 
assessment part 2 is incorrect. 

6.2 Had general area 65b been assessed correctly, the report should have 
determined that part of the land could be considered for release from the green 
belt, as it can accommodate some development without the perception of sprawl, 
merging and encroachment on the surrounding area. 

6.3 Our assessment shows that within general area 65b there is land to the south of 
Tatling End that has the potential to be released from the Green Belt without 
compromising its defined purposes. 

6.4 Our assessment of parcels 4.233 and 4.234 identifies a strong defensible feature 
that would define the southern boundary, in the form of a mature woodland. With 
limited mitigation in the form of protecting the woodland with a Tree Preservation 
Order it would create a southern boundary that is recognisable and permanent. 

6.5 By re-assessing general area 65b and looking beyond promotion boundaries, in 
our professional opinion, there is an area of land that could be removed from the 
green belt to the south of Tatling End. This would involve the removal of the 
settlement of Tatling End from the Green Belt and the area to the south up to the 
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woodland belt. The western boundary would be the M25 and ancient woodland of 
Gladwin’s Wood and the eastern boundary Hollybush Lane. 

6.6 In terms of sustainability and exceptional circumstances that exist, this is 
examined by the Planning Consultant in their report. 
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Appendix 1 



General Area 65b 
Area (ha) 269.5 
Local 
Authority 

South Bucks 

Location Plan  

 
 

Description General Area 65b is located to the south-east of Gerrards Cross and to the north-west of Uxbridge.  
It is bounded by the A40 (Oxford Road) to the north and east, the M40 to the south and the M25 to 
the west. Part of the Green Belt settlement of Tatling End is located in the north-west of the General 
Area. 

Purpose Criteria Assessment Score 
(1) To check 
the 
unrestricted 
sprawl of 
large built-up 
areas 

(a) Land parcel is at the 
edge of one or more 
distinct large built-up 
areas. 

The land parcel is not at the edge of a distinct large built-up 
area. 

FAIL 

(b) Prevents the outward 
sprawl of a large built-
up area into open land, 
and serves as a barrier at 
the edge of a large built-
up area in the absence of 
another durable 
boundary. 

0 

Purpose 1: Total Score 0/5 
(2) To prevent Prevents development The land parcel forms part of the less essential gaps between 3 



neighbouring 
towns from 
merging 

that would result in 
merging of or significant 
erosion of gap between 
neighbouring 
settlements, including 
ribbon development 
along transport corridors 
that link settlements. 

the non-Green Belt settlements of Gerrards Cross, Uxbridge, 
Denham Green and Iver Heath. These gaps are of such a scale 
that the parcel plays a lesser role in preventing the 
coalescence of these settlements.  
 
The parcel also forms much of the gap between Gerrards 
Cross and the Green Belt settlements of Tatling End and 
Denham; the northern part of the parcel plays a particularly 
important role in preventing additional ribbon development 
along Oxford Road (A40), which may reduce the perceptual 
distance between these settlements. However, the south-east 
of the parcel is less important to preventing the coalescence of 
these settlements. 

Purpose 2: Total Score 3/5 
(3) Assist in 
safeguarding 
the 
countryside 
from 
encroachment 

Protects the openness of 
the countryside and is 
least covered by 
development. 

Overall, less than 5% of the parcel is covered by built form, 
but its sense of openness is diminished somewhat by existing 
development which is clustered around Oxford Road at 
Denham in the south-east of the parcel, and at Tatling End in 
the north-west. The countryside has suffered encroachment 
here and development includes several nurseries and garden 
centres, commercial premises with yards and car parks, public 
houses and residential dwellings. These areas have an urban-
fringe character. 
 
Most of the rest of the parcel has a relatively unspoilt, rural 
character, consisting of paddocks and agricultural fields, 
occasionally punctuated by clusters of trees and more 
substantial areas of woodland, as well as farm buildings and 
isolated dwellings. 
 
Although a relatively low percentage of the parcel is covered 
by development, the concentration of built-form along much 
of Oxford Road detracts from its sense of unspoilt rurality. 
On balance, the parcel in its entirety retains a largely rural, 
open character. 

3 

Purpose 3: Total Score 3/5 
(4) To 
preserved the 
setting and 
special 
character of 
historic towns 

Protects land which 
provides immediate and 
wider context for 
historic settlement, 
including views and 
vistas between the 
settlement and the 
surrounding 
countryside. 

The land parcel does not abut an identified historic settlement 
core and does not meet this Purpose. 

0 

Purpose 4: Total Score 0/5 
  



Site Photos 

 
Photograph 1: Looking north-east across General Area 65b towards Denham at the junction 
between Hollybush Lane and Field Road. 
 

 
Photograph 2: Looking east from Froggy Lane across General Area 65b. 
  



 
Photograph 3: View of Tatling End (Skylark Road) in the north-west of General Area 65b. 
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Classification: OFFICIAL 

Chiltern and South Bucks Green Belt Assessment Part Two 

Reference No. 
4.233 

Area Name 
Tatling End, Denham 

Hectares 
15.37 

Part One Parcel No. 
65a/65b 

 

Boundary Assessment  
It is not possible to identify a boundary that is permanent and defensible in accordance with NPPF 
requirements. The site as proposed is formed of the built-up area of Tatling End, which is not bounded 
by permanent and defensible features as required by the NPPF.  Even if the site were to be extended to 
the north such that the northern boundary was formed of Amersham Road, there are no permanent 
and defensible features with which to define a southern boundary. 
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Green Belt Purpose Assessment  
Not Applicable   

Exceptional Circumstances Assessment  
Not Applicable  
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Chiltern and South Bucks Green Belt Assessment Part Two 

Reference No. 
4.234 

Area Name 
Land off Hollybush Lane, Tatling End 

Hectares 
3.23 

Part One Parcel No. 
63 

 

Boundary Assessment  
It is not possible to identify a boundary that is permanent and defensible in accordance with NPPF 
requirements. The site is bounded to the north by development in the Green Belt settlement of Tatling 
End, by Hollybush Lane to the east and Pintstone Way to the west.  However, the southern boundary is 
formed of a narrow band of trees which are not subject to any form of protection and which therefore 
do not form a permanent or defensible boundary in accordance with the requirements of the NPPF. 
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Classification: OFFICIAL 

Green Belt Purpose Assessment  
Not Applicable   

Exceptional Circumstances Assessment  
Not Applicable  
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