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1 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 We enclose representations to Matter 4 of the Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan Examination 

on behalf of our client the Option 12 Group (OP12G). 

1.2 The Option 12 Group currently consists of three families who are the landowners of 13 hectares 

(approx.) within the  proposed allocation west of Iver Heath (now given the reference SP BP10). 

The site is being promoted by OP12G led by Leigh M Tugwood, RIBA A+ Studio as Development 

Agent and Delivery Manager.  

1.3 OP12G is an open group promoting its own interests in land within SP BP10 as a landowner-led 

development process in close co-operation with other stakeholders and SBDC/CDC Planning 

Policy Team.  

1.4 Our clients fully support the proposed allocation and are proactively working together under a 

Memorandum of Understanding which has enabled them to promote the site positively and 

holistically. This approach can give the Council confidence that the site is in the hands of willing 

landowners with a shared commitment to delivery.   

1.5 We have limited our responses to the key issues of relevance to our client. 

 



 

  
 

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

Issue 1 – Principle of Green Belt Release 

Q1. – Q6. 

2.1 Whilst these questions are largely for the Council to respond to, our assessment is that the 

principle of Green Belt release is fully justified within Chiltern and South Bucks.  

2.2 We are aware that the Council seeks to meet only its minimum housing requirement and has 

agreed, through the Duty to Cooperate, to export approximately a third of its minimum growth 

to Aylesbury Vale.  

2.3 Our assessment is that there is a high and ongoing requirement for housing development within 

both Chiltern and South Bucks and that the evidence fully justifies the release of sites which are 

currently within the Green Belt.  

2.4 Needs should be met close to where they arise and we consider that it is a justified approach to 

release areas from the Green Belt which are supported by evidence as not making a strong 

contribution to the purposes of designation of the Green Belt, and where defensible boundaries 

can be defined which will endure in the longer term.  

2.5 This is particularly relevant to our clients’ site at Iver Heath which is enclosed by the existing 

road network and existing residential development and is a location that makes a limited 

contribution to the purposes of the Green Belt and where development will not result in urban 

sprawl. The review of the Green Belt boundary in this location will promote sustainable patterns 

of development and is therefore consistent with national policy set out in the NPPF 2019 (para 

138).  

2.6 Whilst Aylesbury Vale is close to some areas of Chiltern District, it is some distance from South 

Buckinghamshire and therefore unlikely to be able to realistically  contribute to meeting the 

local needs of South Bucks.  

2.7 It is therefore a fully justified approach to release Green Belt land within South Bucks in order 

to make a positive contribution to meeting  needs closest to where they arise.  



 

  
 

2.8 We also note that Slough Borough Council is unlikely to be able to meet its own housing needs 

in full and has formally requested that a northern extension to the Borough, on land within the 

administrative area of South Bucks, is progressed.  

2.9 Whilst agreement to this has not yet been reached, the need to address the ongoing needs of 

Slough give further justification to the release of Green Belt sites within South Buckinghamshire.  

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? 

2.10 This is a largely a question for the Councils to answer – however, the Green Belt Assessment 

Part 1 focused on the main towns and settlements which is a sound approach in terms of 

conformity with Government policy as it promotes sustainable patterns of development from 

the outset.  

2.11 The GB Assessment Part 1 identified land at Iver Heath for release from the Green Belt, given its 

weak performance against Green belt purposes and the fact that the release of this land from 

the Green Belt would create a more defensible and permanent boundary. . 

2.12 Part 2 of the GB Assessment supports this assessment, describing the site’s overall contribution 

to the Green Belt as ‘relatively weak’.  

Q10. – Q11. Alignment of the Green Belt revisions with the spatial strategy for the area 
and will the revisions promote sustainable patterns of development.  

2.13 It would be helpful if the Council could confirm a spatial strategy, potentially through a policy to 

be included within the Plan through a modifications, however, within the Sustainability 

Appraisal, Iver Heath is identified within Option E which was an option which explored built area 

extensions to settlements. The assessment of our clients’ site within the SA confirms that the 

site is in a ‘highly sustainable location’. This means that the allocation of the site is in sound in 

terms of its conformity with national policy.  

2.14 In terms of the proposed Green Belt revision in Iver Heath, this will promote sustainable patterns 

of development.  



 

  
 

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

2.15 The allocation of land at Iver Heath is logical and in accordance with Government policy. Given 

that the boundaries of the site are defensible – consisting of main roads and existing residential 

development – they will endure in the longer term, beyond the plan period. The site is very well 

contained and its allocation will not result in urban sprawl. A landscape-led masterplan for the 

developable area of the allocation offers the opportunity to reinforce existing topographic 

features, further preventing urban sprawl.  

2.16 We do feel that given the extent of the housing needs and pressures from other areas, including 

Slough and Greater London, and the fact that the infrastructure projects that are due to be 

delivered during the plan period will result in additional growth, that the Councils need to 

consider whether any additional Green Belt releases could be made to add some flexibility into 

the housing land supply in the longer term and to provide long term, enduring boundaries.  

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? 

2.17 The Exceptional Circumstances Report (Ref. CSBLP15.1) does set out clear and justified reasons 

why there are exceptional circumstances for the revision of Green Belt boundaries which we 

fully support. 

2.18 Additionally, 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 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). 

2.19 The London Plan includes a target of 52,000 homes a year, some 14,000 homes short of the 

66,000 additional homes identified for Greater London in the Strategic Housing Market 

Assessment. Slough has an unmet need of 6,000-8,000 homes a year, which Chiltern and South 

Bucks cannot ignore in the long-term. 

2.20 The Councils need to be factoring flexibility for releasing additional Green Belt land for major 

infrastructure projects, including HS2 (which has now been given the go-ahead by the 

Government), the additional runway at Heathrow Airport and the Elizabeth Line. These projects 

are highly likely to increase housing demand for the plan area. The only reference to these 

matters within the plan is set out within the strategic context chapter which identifies the 

strategic plans and projects which may affect the Plan over the plan period. It states (at 

paragraph 3.6.2) that they “may result in the need for additional growth to be accommodated 

within the Plan area”. This is not sufficiently positive. 

2.21 Modifications to the draft Aylesbury Vale Local Plan includes reference to meeting Chiltern and 

South Bucks unmet need (5,725 homes) across the plan period. However, doubts have been 

raised since Chiltern and South Bucks’ objected to the moving of the unmet need from the 

relevant policy to supplementary text, therefore adding less weight to the expectations of the 

plan in meeting this housing need. 

2.22 Taking this evidence into account gives additional justification and support for the revisions to 

the Green Belt boundaries in this part of the plan area.  

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? 

2.23 Yes, the plan adequately identifies the Green Belt revisions in relation to our clients’ site at Iver 

Heath.  We note some issues with some allocations where the area of land to be removed from 

the Green Belt is larger than the corresponding allocation and agree that it needs to be clarified 

which areas are being released from the Green Belt.  



 

  
 

2.24 This is not, however, an issue for land to the west of Iver Heath where the site allocation is 

entirely logical and enclosed by the existing road network and existing areas of residential 

development.  


