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1 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 We enclose representations to Matters 3 and 4 of the Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan 

Examination on behalf of our client – Offington Resources. 

1.2 We have previously promoted our client’s site – Richings Park Golf Club, Iver – for residential 

development. By way of context, the ownership of the land at Richings Park Golf Club, is in the 

process of being transferred from Deer Park Hotel & Golf Courses, the parent company of 

Richings Park Golf Ltd (who was our client when we submitted representations to the most 

recent Local Plan consultation) to Offington Resources. 

1.3 We have limited our responses to the key issues of relevance to our client. The particular 

concern of our client is the failure of Chiltern and South Bucks in meeting their local housing 

requirement through a lack of sites allocated for residential development. 



 

  
 

3 MATTER 4 – REVISION OF GREEN BELT BOUNDARIES AND 
DEVELOPMENT IN THE GREEN BELT 

Issue 1 – Principle of Green Belt Release 

Q1. – Q7. 

3.1 No Response. 

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? 

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? 

3.2 This is a joint response to Q8 and Q9. 

3.3 We have concerns over the Councils’ approach to the Green Belt Assessment (GBA) as it is 

inconsistent and does not conform with national policy. 

3.4 The approach to assessing General Areas is inconsistent as some General Areas identified 

through the features set out in paragraph 4.3.3 of the GBA Part 1 were further subdivided. 

This was a subjective rather than objective process, as acknowledged in paragraph 4.3.5. There 

has also been a lack of understanding of the context of separate General Areas. For example, 

why was General Area No.99 not split in multiple parcels, with Richings Park Golf Course being 

a separate parcel, given that the General Area wraps around Richings Park settlement. A more 

granular approach would have identified genuine development potential in smaller sites. 

3.5 The GBA places too much emphasis on maintaining existing separation between all 

settlements, as set out in paragraph 4.4.17 of the GBA Part 1: 

‘Given the dispersed settlement pattern, the assessment of General Areas primarily considered 

strategic gaps between all non-Green Belt settlements, but also included a more local 

interpretation of the purpose where instances of the Green Belt protecting gaps between 

smaller Green Belt settlements, regardless of size or function, were identified.’ (our emphasis). 



 

  
 

3.6 This approach is inconsistent with purpose b) of the Green Belt, as set out in Paragraph 134 of 

the NPPF, which is to prevent neighbouring towns from merging. This is an important 

distinction and one that should have been recognised in the GBA. 

3.7 In Paragraph 2.5.3 of the GBA Part 1, the definition given to ‘neighbouring town’ is not made 

clear. However, not all the Non-Green Belt Settlements listed in Table 4.2 of the GBA Part 1 

are towns. Any local reasons for maintaining gaps between smaller settlements but should be 

kept distinct from the GBA. 

3.8 It is stated in paragraph 2.5.3 of the GBA Part 1 that a hybrid approach may be used given the 

area’s historic settlement pattern. However, preserving settlement patterns is not one of the 

purposes of the Green Belt. Furthermore, purpose d) already a separate assessment for 

preserving the setting and special character of historic towns. 

3.9 The Councils decided, as set out in paragraph 14.5 of their response to the Inspector’s Initial 

Questions (Ref. Exam 2), to only examine opportunities for further development where 

recommended in the GBA Part 1. However, this may have led to the premature exclusion of 

some smaller parcels from more detailed consideration, such as at Richings Park Golf Club. By 

disregarding some sites so early on in the process, the Councils have failed to take a sufficiently 

fine-grained consideration as to the potential impacts of all sites on the purposes of Green 

Belt and the degree to which any impacts could be mitigated. 

Q10. – Q11. 

3.10 No response. 

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

3.11 No. Chiltern and Souths Bucks is adjacent to Slough and Greater London, which have significant 

unmet housing needs that need to be addressed. There are also short, medium and long-term 

major infrastructure projects nearby that will have a significant impact on housing demand for 

the area. 

3.12 The version of the plan that the Mayor of London intends to publish includes a target of 52,000 

homes a year, whereas the Strategic Housing Market Assessment identifies a need for 66,000 

additional homes in Greater London. This represents a shortfall of 14,000 homes a year. 



 

  
 

3.13 Slough Borough Council have made clear that they have an unmet need of 6,000-8,000 homes 

a year. It is not sufficient for the Councils to ignore the high housing needs of Slough and the 

issue is not going to go away. This is an area that would benefit from additional allocations 

given Slough’s unmet need. Slough Borough Council and Chiltern and South Bucks Councils 

still need to do more work to resolve the pressures facing Slough therefore, at the very least, 

land should be safeguarded around Slough to remedy any potential defects. 

3.14 Another issue which should have encouraged the Councils to add additional flexibility into the 

Green Belt releases is the infrastructure projects which are proposed for the area. These 

include HS2 (now confirmed to go ahead by the Government), the additional runway at 

Heathrow and the Elizabeth Line. Whilst the impact of these projects on housing growth is 

unknown, they are highly likely to boost housing demand. 

3.15 It would therefore be a fully justified approach to either make additional allocations now or to 

identify safeguarded land to address this issue. The only reference to these matters within the 

plan is set out within the strategic context chapter which identifies (at paragraph 3.6.2) the 

strategic plans and projects which may affect the Plan over the plan period but just states that 

they “may result in the need for additional growth to be accommodated within the Plan area”. 

This is insufficiently positive. 

3.16 It is essential that the Councils identifies safeguarded land in this plan that could be used to 

meet the needs for longer term development. It is particularly important as safeguarded sites 

can be allocated through a review of the Local Plan and enable the Councils to bring forward 

sites much faster than if it had to prepare a whole new local plan. 

Q13. 

3.17 No response. 

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? 

3.18 Yes, the Exceptional Circumstances Report (Ref. CSBLP15.1) sets out clear and justified reasons 

why there are exceptional circumstances for revising Green Belt boundaries. However, this 

Report has not assessed whether there are exceptional circumstances that could support the 

Councils from meeting the unmet housing needs of neighbouring areas, including Slough and 



 

  
 

Greater London. The Councils have referenced paragraph 11(b) of the NPPF as justification for 

not meeting the unmet need. However, the Councils appear to have not considered the 

significant constraints faced by Slough and how some of those needs could begin to be 

addressed through additional allocations in the plan. This is an important consideration and 

one necessitated by the proper application of paragraph 11(b). 

3.19 In their response to the Inspector’s Initial Questions, the Councils’ wrote (in paragraph 4.6): 

‘Secondly, considerable doubt still remains over the exact level of growth which Slough Council 

are looking to accommodate outside of its own boundaries as the Inspectors noted under 

Paragraph 3. The overall housing need for Slough is assessed as 20,000 homes between 2016 

and 2036. Slough Council’s Regulation 18 Issues and Options consultation document (2017) 

indicated that unmet need was ‘significant’ at 6-8,000 homes, and that they had found 

sufficient land has for around 12,000 homes. The exact level of the shortfall needs to be 

clarified, as the Regulation 18 document stated that the ‘Northern Extension’ could contain 

5,000 homes. Slough then commissioned Atkins to prepare a report on the Northern Extension 

in 2017. The phasing and delivery plan made provision for 7,500 homes, nearly all of which will 

be located in South Bucks. These homes would cover an area stretching from the Slough 

boundary up to Richings Park, Iver, Langley Park and Black Park.’ (our emphasis). 

3.20 Therefore, we are of the view that the failure to refine the General Areas identified in GBA 

Part 1 has meant that sites in sustainable locations adjacent major urban areas located 

adjacent the Councils’ boundaries. 

3.21 In terms of the methodology for assessing sites in the Report, we question the weight given to 

meeting the objectives of the Colne Valley Regional Park, as this has limited status compared 

to the landscape designations recognised in the NPPF, such as National Parks and Areas of 

Outstanding Natural Beauty. 

Issue 2 – Boundary Changes 

Q1. – Q4. 

3.22 No response. 


