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           Matter 4 

CHILTERN AND SOUTH BUCKS LOCAL PLAN EXAMINATION 

STATEMENT ON BEHALF OF CATESBY ESTATES  

Matter 4 – Revision of Green Belt Boundaries and Development in the Green Belt  

Preamble 

This Hearing Statement is made on behalf of our Client, Catesby Estates, in advance of making 

verbal representations to Stage 1 of the Examination in Public into the Chiltern and South Bucks 

Local Plan.   

 Catesby Estates have interests in two sites in Stoke Poges, which they have promoted  for 

housing through the preparation of the Plan.  These two sites are: Land off Rogers Lane and 

Land off Gerrards Cross Road (omission sites 1224463).  Each site has a capacity to deliver 

130 homes.  These sites are not included in the Plan as draft allocations and are proposed to 

remain in the Green Belt.   

 Issue 1  

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. Yes.  With regard to making as much use as possible of suitable brownfie ld sites and 

underutilised land, Paragraphs 3.16 and 3.17 of the Chiltern and South Bucks Green 

Belt Exceptional Circumstances Report (May 2019) [CSBLP15.1] identify that the 

Chiltern and South Bucks brownfield register includes a small supply of available 

brownfield site across the administrative authorities and that the HELAA has highlighted 

that there is capacity for 1,458 dwellings over the plan period,  without considering 

Green Belt options.  

 2. In terms of optimising density, Paragraph 3.18 of Chiltern and South Bucks Green Belt 

Exceptional Circumstances Report confirms that the capacity of 1,458 dwellings on 

brownfield sites has been assessed using density standards of 50 dwellings per hectare 

(dph) for town centre sites and 30dph for all other areas.  

3.  With regards to discussions with neighbouring authorities, the Chiltern and South Bucks 

Duty to Cooperate Statement (September 2019) [CSBLP12] confirms that the Councils 

have been in discussions with Aylesbury Vale District, Wycombe District, Dacorum 

District, Three Rivers, Slough Borough Council, Royal Borough of Windsor and 
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Maidenhead and London Borough of Hillingdon in relation to the ir unmet needs.  As a 

result of these discussions, Aylesbury Vale have agreed to provide 5,750 dwellings 

towards Chiltern and South Bucks’ unmet housing needs in their Local Plan.  

4. In light of the above, it is considered that the Councils have fully examined all other 

reasonable options for meeting the identified need for development outside of the Green 

Belt in line with the ‘tests’ within Paragraph 137 of the Framework.  

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? 

5. Our response to the proceeding question is also relevant to the first part of this question 

in relation to how the results from the Part 1 Green Belt Assessment [CSBLP15.7] have 

been taken forward via the Part 2 Green Belt Assessment [CSBLP15.3].  In relation to 

specific sites and how they were considered further, the Part 1 Green Belt Assessment 

takes the approach of dividing the Green Belt into high level ‘General Areas’ for 

assessment.  In relation our Client’s sites, Land off Gerrards Cross Road is situated 

within General Area 70, which covers 573 hectares of land to the north-east of Stoke 

Poges.  Land off Rogers Lane is situated within General Area 76, which covers 387 

hectares of land to the north, west and south of Stoke Poges.  The Part 1 Green Belt 

Assessment also identified a series of ‘Recommended Sub Areas’ within these ‘General 

Areas’.    

6. The Part 1 Green Belt Assessment provides an analysis of the performance of the areas 

identified against the purposes of the Green Belt.  It recommended a number of General 

Areas and Sub Areas for further consideration in a Part 2 Green Belt Assessment, namely 

those General Areas that performed more weakly against the Green Belt purposes (as 

set out in Paragraph 134 of the Framework) or those where the General Areas were 

medium-strongly performing but there was scope for sub-division to identify more 

weakly performing ‘Sub Areas’ (taking into account the presence of permanent boundary 

features).  These areas were then taken forward for further, more detailed assessment 

in the Part 2 Green Belt Assessment.   

7. However, the General Areas and Recommended Sub Areas are both at a scale above 

the level of individual development sites, for example our Client’s sites at Stoke Poges, 

which measure 7.4 hectares (Land off Gerrards Cross) and 14.4 hectares (Land off 

Rogers Lane).  In relation to Catesby’s sites, both General Areas 70  (measuring 573 

hectares) and 76 (measuring 387 hectares) within which the sites are situated were 
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considered to make a strong contribution to the Green Belt (in the Part 1 Green Belt 

Assessment).  The sites were not identified in any Recommended Sub Areas. By not 

considering a more settlement based or site-specific scale of individual development 

sites, the potential for more localised permanent and defensible boundaries  to be taken 

account of and used to identify sites that are more weakly performing in relation to 

Green Belt purposes is therefore overlooked.  For example, the implication of this is 

demonstrated by Catesby’s Representations to the Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan 

2036 Regulation 19 Consultation, which included Landscape and Visual Appraisal and 

Green Belt Reviews in relation to Land at Gerrards Cross and Land off Rogers Lane.   As 

detailed further in our response to the proceeding question, Catesby’s assessments of 

the development sites demonstrate that permanent and defensible boundaries are 

identifiable for both sites and both sites make either a limited or very limited 

contribution to Green Belt purposes.      

8. The approach of the Part 1 Green Belt Assessment (combined with the approach 

subsequently employed by the Part 2 Green Belt Assessment) means there is no smaller 

scale of assessment.  In the case of Stoke Poges, the parcels are 573 and 387 hectares 

in size.  This approach results in the omission of potentially reasonably alternative sites 

for development within the Green Belt.  Paragraph 35(b) of the Framework highlights 

that the Plan should be ‘justified’, providing an appropriate strategy, taking into account 

the reasonable alternatives, based upon on proportionate evidence base.  By not 

providing a more site-specific evidence base in order to justify the strategy and 

allocations within the Green Belt it is considered that the Plan is not ‘justified’. 

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? 

9. It is understood that the Part 2 Green Belt Assessment [CSBLP15.3] builds upon the 

findings of the Part 1 Assessment [CSBLP15.7] and is intended to provide a more 

detailed assessment of the appropriateness of any adjustments to the Green Belt 

boundary.   

10. The Part 2 Green Belt Assessment methodology and conclusions have evolved over the 

course of the Local Plan preparation, from an initial draft version in October 2016 to 

the current updated version of April 2019 [CSBLP15.3].  The draft version of October 

2016 was published alongside the Local Plan Green Belt Preferred Options consultation 
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December 2016; however, it does not appear to have been submitted as an Examination 

Document.   

11. In the 2016 draft version, the methodology followed a three-stage approach.  The first 

stage centred on an assessment of potential boundaries and focussed on the presence 

of existing durable features.  Where it was considered that it was not possible to define 

a boundary that was permanent and defensible, the area was discounted.  Following 

this the second stage related to an assessment of each parcel against the purposes of 

the Green Belt as set out in the Framework, and the third stage was an exceptional 

circumstances assessment.  The assessment took forward 400 areas of land from a 

range of sources namely those areas considered in the Part 1 Green Belt Assessment, 

including those that were considered to make a strong contribution to Green Belt , 

previous Local Plan options and responses as well as Call for Sites submissions.    

12. Both of Catesby’s sites (Land off Rogers Lane and Land off Gerrards Cross Road) were 

assessed in the 2016 draft version of the assessment.  Land off Gerrards Cross Road 

was considered under reference 4.267 and Land off Rogers Lane was considered under 

reference 4.275.   

13. In the 2019 updated version of the Part 2 Green Belt Assessment [CSBLP15.3] the 

methodology was amended.  This resulted in only 30 areas of land being taken forward 

for further assessment based upon the recommendation of the Part 1 Green Belt 

Assessment, which were those considered to perform more weakly in terms of the 

Framework Green Belt purposes (General Areas and Recommended Sub Areas).  This 

meant that Areas 70 and 76 from the Part 1 Green Belt Assessment (containing 

Catesby’s two sites) were not taken forward for further assessment.  Although, it is 

noted that part of Area 76 was included in RSA-25 Stoke Park Area (site 1.27), which is 

in proximity to Land at Rogers Lane.  This area was identified as having capacity for 

sub-division and further consideration as it was likely to contribute weakly to the 

purposes of the Green Belt.   

14. The updated 2019 methodology does not, therefore, appear to provide a more granular 

level of assessment of specific parcels of land and sites within these higher level General 

and Recommended Sub Areas, compared to the previous 2016 draft version.  There will 

be variations of Green Belt performance within these areas based upon individual sites 

and smaller scale parcels of land.  In taking forward only those areas that perform more 

weakly against the Green Belt purposes the methodology employed risks overlooking 

opportunities for sites, which at a smaller scale, also perform more weakly against 
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Green Belt purposes but may be situated within the more strongly performing General 

or Recommended Sub Areas (which are significant in scale).  Individual sites, or smaller 

scale parcels of land should be assessed in further detail against the Green Belt 

purposes in order to provide a proportionate evidence base to inform the local plan 

policies.   

15. This issue of a more granular level of assessment being required is illustrated by 

Catesby’s Representations to the Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan 2036 Regulation 

19 Consultation, which included Landscape and Visual Appraisal and Green Belt Reviews 

in relation to Land at Gerrards Cross Road and Land off Rogers Lane.   

16. In relation to Land off Gerrards Cross Road, Catesby’s assessment of how the site 

performs against the purposes of the Green Belt concludes that it makes a very limited 

contribution.  This takes into the more detailed, site level context including the fact that 

the site adjoins the existing settlement of Stoke Poges to the south west and an 

expansive area of woodland to the north.  The eastern boundary is defined by a t reebelt.  

The assessment also takes into account the existing settlement pattern which means 

development of the site would not result in a reduced separation distance between 

Stoke Poges and surrounding settlements i.e. it is separated from neighbouring Fulme r 

via Stoke Common (an area of heathland and woodland) .  The site was previously 

discounted at Stage 1 of the 2016 draft version of the Part 2 Green Belt Assessment on 

the basis it was not possible to identify a boundary that is permanent and defensible.   

Catesby’s assessment identifies that an amended southern boundary to the site 

corresponds with a treebelt that forms a readily recognisable feature in the landscape, 

whilst the northernmost extent is defined by an area of ancient woodland.  The 

remaining boundaries adjoin the built -up area.  The site is therefore formed by readily 

recognisable boundary features at the site-specific level.   

17. In relation to Land off Rogers Lane, Catesby’s assessment of how the site performs 

against the purposes of the Green Belt concludes that it makes a limited contribution.  

This takes into account the more detailed, site level context including the fact that the 

site adjoins the existing settlement of Stoke Poges and is surrounded by built 

development to the north and north west, whilst residential development lining Park 

Road and the southern end of West End Lane frames the site.  The eastern and southern 

boundaries are formed by treebelts.  The assessment also takes into account the local 

settlement pattern which means development of the site would not result in a reduce d 

separation distance between Stoke Poges and Slough.  As existing development defines 

the western and northern boundaries, the site makes no contribution to preventing 
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merging of settlements.  The site was previously discounted at Stage 1 of the 2016 

draft version of the Part 2 Green Belt Assessment on the basis it was not possible to 

identify a boundary that is permanent and defensible.  Catesby’s assessment identifies 

that the boundaries to the site are formed by readily identifiable treebelts that would 

require minimal additional planning to bolster their appearance and structure in the 

landscape.  The assessment also identifies that the site boundary could be amended to 

include land to the south up to existing residential development along Par k Road, 

creating a further defensible boundary.  The site is therefore formed by readily 

recognisable boundary features at the site-specific level.   

18. In summary, a more granular level of assessment at the individual development site 

level identifies that there are alternative, suitable sites for development within the 

Green Belt.  The Plan should be ‘justified’, providing an appropriate strategy, taking 

into account the reasonable alternatives, based upon on proportionate evidence base 

(Paragraph 35b of the Framework).  By not providing a more granular and settlement 

specific evidence base in order to justify the strategy and allocations it is considered 

that the Plan is not ‘justified’. 

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, were settlements scored on their sustainability merits to first 

establish whether they represented an appropriate location for new 

development, having regard to accessibility to services or public transport 

provision? 

19. It is considered that the Spatial Strategy in the Plan does not set out a clear strategy 

for the pattern and scale of development, particularly as there is no settlement 

hierarchy.  It is considered that further areas of Green Belt need to be released to meet 

the housing needs of Chiltern and South Bucks and that there are additional areas in 

other settlements that would promote sustainable patterns of development.  The Plan 

should be ‘justified’, providing an appropriate strategy, taking into account the 

reasonable alternatives, based upon on proportionate evidence base (Paragraph 35b of 

the Framework).  By not providing for allocations within the Spatial Strategy that have 

been based upon proportionate evidence relating sustainability considerations 

(including local housing needs and a robust Sustainability Appraisal) it is considered 

that the Plan is not ‘justified’.   
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Q11.  Why is the Green Belt proposed to be altered in some settlements (such as 

Amersham, Beaconsfield and Chesham) but not others (such as Gerrards 

Cross)? 

20. As outlined in Catesby’s response to the preceding question and in the separate Matter 

3 Hearing Statement, it is considered that the current proposals do not represent an 

appropriate strategy and that other settlements should be considered for further 

sustainable development, including the release of Green Belt.   

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? 

21. Yes. As outlined under Question 6 above, it is considered that the exceptional 

circumstances exist to justify revisions to the Green Belt boundary to provide for 

objectively assessed needs for housing and employment land (as required by the 

Framework, Paragraphs 136- 137).  However, as detailed further in the preceding 

sections of this Hearing Statement, and in Catesby’s response to Matter 3, it is 

considered that in relation to Paragraphs 138 and 139a of the Framework the Plan does 

not effectively promote sustainable patterns of development in i ts current approach to 

reviewing Green Belt boundaries.  The Plan also needs to have further regard to defining 

boundaries that are readily recognisable and likely to be permanent at the more site -

specific development scale (Paragraph 139e of the Framework).   

 


