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 INTRODUCTION 

 This statement has been prepared on behalf of The Epilepsy Society (‘the Society’), the freeholder and 

promoter of land at draft allocation Policy SP BP7 ‘Land North East of Chalfont St Peter’. The Society 

has engaged in the Local Plan process both in its capacity as a major landowner in Chalfont St Peter 

and as a national charity. As a charity, it delivers world leading research, diagnosis and the treatment of 

epilepsy. In the field of epilepsy, it plays a nationally significant strategic role of critical importance, to the 

future health and wellbeing of the population. The primary purpose of the Society is to deliver a functional 

cure for epilepsy within the next 20-25 years ('the Primary Purpose').  

 The Society supports, in principle, the identification of part of its land for release from the Green Belt to 

help meet local development needs. The 16.3ha of Green Belt proposed for release under Policy SP 

BP7, ('the Proposed Release') has been assessed by the Councils as appropriate. It is not however 

sufficient for the Society to achieve the tangible clinical and research goals that are necessary to meet 

their Primary Purpose, nor to meet its current ongoing operational costs. The Society's current 

operational site is starting to constrain the Society's activities and the future of the Society in Chalfont 

will be put into question if it is not able to achieve its Primary Purpose by a greater release of Green Belt 

land than identified in the Proposed Release ('the Wider Release').   

 The Society’s land ownership extends to some 132 hectares ('the Society's Site) of which the Proposed 

Release is only a small proportion. The Society's Site sits adjacent to the settlement boundary and has 

the ability to contribute significantly to the Councils’ housing need in a highly sustainable location that 

can clearly accommodate more development.  

  The Society’s submissions to the emerging Local Plan consultation process have set out its 

requirements to meet its charitable objectives, including the benefits of how the Wider Release would 

deliver sufficient funding to facilitate a cutting edge research & development operation for the charity to 

achieve its Primary Purpose.  This would form part of the development of a sustainable urban extension 

to Chalfont St Peter on the Society’s Land providing additional much needed housing and important 

community benefits. 

 The Society supports the plan-led approach for Chiltern and South Buckinghamshire Councils in principle 

and it supports elements of the Councils' evidence base. That evidence base provides broad support for 

a spatial strategy that directs growth to the principal sustainable settlements, including Chalfont St Peter. 

It is clear that the Proposed Release in the emerging Local Plan will not provide the full extent of the 

potential benefits to the Councils' existing communities or the Society, which the Wider Release could 

deliver.  

 The Society recognises that a failure to secure an up to date Local Plan in the near future would be highly 

undesirable. It would have a serious detrimental effect on the social, economic and environmental 
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prospects of the Chiltern and South Buckinghamshire authority areas. Effectively it would result in a Local 

Plan vacuum. The respective current Local Plans are out of date, which renders them of no real 

assistance to current planning decision making.  

 Whilst there are a number of shortcomings in the emerging Local Plan of which the Society maintains its 

objections, there is an overriding need to get the emerging Local Plan adopted and to move onto the 

preparation of the Unitary Plan as soon as possible. Such need outweighs the plan’s shortcomings, but 

the clear identification of those shortcomings would be of assistance to the Unitary Plan process.  

 The benefits offered by the Wider Release should then be considered as part of the development of the 

new Buckinghamshire Unitary Plan. The Society remains of the view that the Wider Release will create 

significant and meaningful benefits in a sustainable location and will also enable the Society to achieve 

its purpose of finding a cure for epilepsy.  

 It is on this basis that these Hearing Statements should be read.  
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 MATTER 4: REVISION OF GREEN BELT BOUNDARIES AND 

DEVELOPMENT IN THE GREEN BELT  

 We respond to the specific matters arising in relation to Matter 4 below. 

Issue 1 – Principle of Green Belt Release   

Question 1 - 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 reasons 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? 

Before concluding that exceptional circumstances exist to justify changes to Green 
Belt boundaries, paragraph 137 of the Framework states that the strategic policy-
making authority should be able to demonstrate that is has examined full all other 
reasonable options for meeting its identified need for development. This includes 
whether the strategy:  

a) Makes as much use as possible of brownfield sites and underutilised land;  

b) Optimises the density of development, including whether policies promote a 
significant uplift in minimum density standards in town and city centres and other 
locations will served by public transport; and  

c) Has been informed by discussions with neighbouring authorities about whether 
they can accommodate some of the identified need for development.  

 The emerging Local Plan (Policy SP PP1) confirms the extent of proposed Green Belt release in order to 

accommodate 5,200 new homes and 27,000sqm of employment floor space. The extent of the release 

includes specific development allocations and the amendment to boundaries to remove those settlements 

that do not need to be located within the Green Belt. As such, whilst the total proposed release appears 

to be significant it is: a. comparatively insignificant when compared with the extent of retained Green Belt 

within the area; and b. includes areas of consolidation that are not proposed for development, per se.  

 It is clear that the Councils have sought to maximise the deliverable previously developed land 

opportunities and capacity of brownfield land. Any such exercise is naturally complicated by a number of 
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significant factors, including the impact on heritage assets, sustainability of the location, accessibility of 

key services and facilities and fundamentally, the availability of land. The evidence base demonstrates 

that the Councils have undertaken detailed assessment of the capacity of the urban areas and it cannot 

reasonably be expected to step beyond this.  

 It is important to confirm that the Society's site promoted through the plan process is capable of 

accommodating a greater level of development than is currently suggested within the Proposed Release, 

which will deliver significant benefits for the Councils, the forthcoming Unitary Authority whilst enabling the 

Society to meet its objectives. Whilst this would require an extension of the Proposed Release, it would 

accord with the spatial strategy that seeks to direct growth to sustainable Principal Settlements. This is an 

important for consideration in the forthcoming Unitary Plan, which will need to grapple with the extent of 

need and the sustainability of individual locations and maintaining a balanced strategy for growth.  

 The sustainability benefits of locating a large proportion of development in the Society’s Wider Release 

extends beyond ‘just another housing allocation’ in this instance. The substantial benefits associated with 

the Wider Release include (but are not limited to):  

▪ improvements and enhancement to the existing pedestrian routes to connect into the wider green 

network and nearby AONB; 

▪ improvements and extensions to existing vehicle accesses to create a primary route and in turn 

creating the opportunity to introduce a sustainable bus route;  

▪ extensions and improvements to the existing bus network as part of the sustainable bus route 

connecting into the site; 

▪ the retention and protection of heritage assets including historic buildings and orchards; 

▪ The relocation of existing sports pitches to create new enhanced sports pitches for the local 

community; 

▪ Introduction of appropriate improved amenity and supporting services to the local community 

including a new local centre; 

▪ Ensure important epilepsy research isn’t interrupted through considered phasing; 

▪ Celebration of the work of the epilepsy society - the ‘Chalfont Centre,’ a world-renowned research 

facility; 

▪ Facilitation of a new era of medical discovery and treatment for epilepsy in the UK; and 

▪ Retention and increased local employment and improved employment skills across the site.  

Question 7 - 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?  

 The identification of possible alterations to Green Belt boundaries through the GB Assessment process has 

been undertaken and, it is possible to navigate and understand the process and results. With regards to the 
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Society’s site the evidence presented through the GB assessment process confirms that it is the most 

appropriate location for development of the scale proposed in the emerging Local Plan. Indeed, it provides 

a helpful baseline for the Wider Release through the Unitary Plan.  

 The Society agrees that its location within the borough is sustainable, as noted within the Exceptional 

Circumstances paper. The sustainability credentials of the Society's site can be enhanced further through 

the Wider Release with an enhanced scheme of greater benefits that can accommodate more growth and 

in turn, substantially increase the benefits that have already been identified within the Exceptional 

Circumstances paper.  

Question 8 - 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? 

 Yes, the Part 1 Assessment identified potential sites for further review, of which the Society’s site was one. 

The assessment, as far as it currently goes, is acceptable in principle, but it does not go as far as it could 

in seeking to address the various issues arising in the administrative area of the emerging Local Plan.  

 The identification of RSA-12 (Recommended Sub Area -12), a substantial proportion of the Society’s 

landholdings is proposed for further review on page 127 of the report followed by a statement on p128 

which says: ‘…it is notable that the site [the NSE site] is bounded by features which, for the purposes of 

Green Belt, do not have a strong sense of permanence. As such a wider area, RSA-12, has been 

recommended for further consideration which should be refined further to align with durable, permanent 

physical features. Consideration should also be paid to the acceptability of any loss of Green Belt which 

may compromise the gap between Gerrards Cross / Chalfont St Peter and Chalfont St Giles (though it is 

noted that a degree of separation would still be maintained if the recommendation were to be taken 

forward)’.   

 It is clear, therefore, that there is significant scope for the Unitary Plan to build upon this baseline in 

preparing future allocations cognisant with the Wider Release.  

Question 9 - 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? 

 At the end of the Part 1 Assessment, RSA-12 had been identified for further review. The Part 2 GB 

Assessment re-named the parcel ‘1.10’, with a smaller sub-area (slightly larger than the Proposed 

Release) as ‘1.10a’. Parcel 1.10a is assessed as performing weakly against the Green Belt objectives.  

 There is no indication as part of the Part 2 Assessment process as to how the assessors (Arup) 

arrived at area 1.10a as an appropriate area for GB release as a reduction from 1.10 (RSA-12), particularly 

when the alternative proposed by the Society was clear and capable of mitigation. Table 3 of the Part 2 

Assessment (on page 16) outlines the criterion scoring of boundary features and their contribution to 
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sustaining a permanent boundary. The strongest boundaries identified, which in this situation is an A road 

remains the permanent edge to the western edge of the site. However, in line with Arup’s criterion where 

unprotected woodlands/ hedgerows, field boundaries, footpaths and fences are ‘likely to be weaker’, the 

identification of area 1.10a’s eastern boundary is clearly capable of extension within the ambit of the 

evidence to meet a greater proportion of need.  

 Cognisant of the above, the Council’s Landscape Capacity Assessment should be revisited to consider 

the land promoted by the Society for development for the Wider Release. The conclusions of the 

Assessment (for which there are no page numbers) are capable of being carried forward for the Wider 

Release within the Society's landholdings that would create a permanent Green Belt boundary. They 

display the same fundamental character, as the Proposed Release being:  

▪ Predominantly enclosed site with no views to surrounding countryside 

▪ Mitigation possible and would fit with existing vegetation pattern 

▪ Mature tree belts create robust framework which separates the site from adjacent countryside and 

the Colne Valley Park 

▪ Relatively flat site which is visually contained 

▪ Low noise levels with little visual detractors creates good tranquillity across site 

▪ Mature trees and significant tree groups within Epilepsy Centre site provide scale and maturity of 

landscape 

▪ Weak visual links with adjacent countryside, including adjacent Colne Valley Park 

▪ Well used PRoW dissects site allowing views across whole site and linking to the adjacent Colne 

Valley Park 

 The impact of this, is that the Council’s identification of Exceptional Circumstances for the Proposed 

Release is capable of being extended to the Wider Release to provide proper alignment with the needs of 

the Society. Had a larger parcel been identified through the plan process, a larger scheme inevitably 

contributes a larger number of benefits and to enable the Society to meet its objectives. Although a failing 

within the current Plan, it would be better to proceed to the Unitary Plan without delay. 

Question 10 - 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?  

 The Council’s identification of part of the Society’s landholdings for release from the GB (i.e. the 

Proposed Release) is supported in the emerging Local Plan. However, the full benefits of the contribution 

that the landholdings promoted by the Society as part of the Wider Release can make to promoting 

sustainable patterns of development can be taken forward in the Unitary Plan. It is accepted that the 

strategy is not totally clear, but it is tolerably clear, and the evidence presented through the emerging Local 

Plan provides a powerful case for the Wider Release to be allocated in the Unitary Plan.  
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 Paragraph 9.6 of the Council’s response to the Inspectors Initial Questions states ‘when drawing up 

the lists of reasonable alternative sites for appraisal, a large number had to be ruled out due to being in 

active use or their inaccessibility’. It is clear that this is not the case for the Society’s site, as its Proposed 

Release, or beyond for the Wider Release. With regard to the latter, the extent of the potential benefits 

that would accrue in the interests of meeting the objectives and needs of the charity are significant and 

would continue to support the sustainable pattern of growth followed by meeting the Society's objectives 

that has started within the emerging Local Plan.  

 Furthermore, in identifying the Proposed Release for development, the Councils confirm that its 

location is highly sustainable. The ability to enhance local public transport provision and increase local 

accessibility to services as part of the Wider Release must be considered in the Unitary Plan.  

Question 12 - Are the revised boundaries capable of enduring in the long term, 
beyond the plan period? 

 The Councils have established in the evidence base, specifically the Sustainability Appraisal to the 

Regulation 19 consultation (pg 66), that “…the site can make a very significant contribution to meeting the 

needs of the Districts; its highly sustainable location; the impact on the GB can be mitigated and a firm 

and defensible boundary either exists or can be provided; and the benefits of the release of the site and 

its subsequent development clearly outweigh the disbenefits.” 

 It is clear that the Councils accept that the relevant boundaries either are, or can be made, sufficiently 

strong to endure permanence of the GB. Our submissions have made the case that this conclusion can 

apply equally to the Wider Release promoted by the Society, which presents clear and logical revised 

boundaries that are capable of enduring in the long term beyond the plan period (and indeed beyond the 

Unitary Plan period). Were we not in the position then it is clear that a boundary is capable of being 

established, the effect of which is the emerging Local Plan can be found sound in this regard in the short 

term and the responsibility to revisit the matter will rest with the preparation of the Unitary Plan in due 

course.  

 The Society’s representations have identified how the Wider Release can contribute towards 

establishing a permanent GB boundary that can deliver much needed new homes and deliver the longevity 

required to achieve the charity's aims of making epilepsy irrelevant by 2040. A revisiting of the GB 

boundary through the Unitary Plan is a critical plank of the strategy for growth and must be addressed 

quickly and comprehensively.  

Question 13 - 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 
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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 within separate 
ownership? 

 Planning Practice Guidance (PPG), Paragraph: 002 Reference ID: 64-002-20190722 sets out that, 

following release from the GB, policies should set out Compensatory Improvements to the environmental 

quality and accessibility of the remaining Green Belt land, this could include: 

i. New or enhanced green infrastructure 

ii. Woodland or other appropriate planting 

iii. Landscape and visual impact enhancements 

iv. Biodiversity improvements 

v. New walking or cycling routes 

 The Council’s response to the Inspectors Initial Questions at paragraph 16.5 provides a table of 

compensatory measures that could be achieved on each individual proposed allocation. These are 

naturally limited in their scope as a result of the proposed size of the Proposed Release on the Society's 

site but include the majority of the above measures. The extent of the compensatory measures that can 

be delivered on the wider land promoted by the Society are significantly greater, with each of the above 

measures being capable of being delivered in full to the significant benefit of the local community.  

 The Society’s Wider Release provides a unique opportunity to provide compensatory measures on 

land within the Society’s ownership, which is a unique situation given the extent of landownership. These 

measures would include the ability to secure the long-term maintenance in association with the 

improvements that can be made to land which currently features little biodiversity or ecology as a result of 

intense farming over numerous years.  

 Additionally, the Society notes the representations made by the Colne Valley Country Park to the 

Regulation 19 consultation, highlighting the potential benefit of improved access for existing and future 

residents through the Society’s landholdings. Whilst improvements to existing walking and cycling route, 

and to some extent, biodiversity and woodland improvements would be made as part of the Proposed 

Release scheme, the ability to create a truly unique, enhanced access position to the Country Park for 

existing and future residents alike would not be possible in the short team as a result of the impact on the 

scheme’s viability. The Wider Release, put simply, can provide for larger improvements that are associated 

with more than outweighing losses with gains. It has the ability to create a step change for the region and 

local community in biodiversity and green infrastructure improvements through the creation of a long-

lasting and meaningful legacy benefit.  
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CONCLUSION 

 We support in principle the decision of the Council to undertake a review of its Green Belt in order 

to inform revisions to boundaries that can help facilitate development. It is clear that ‘exceptional 

circumstances’ exist to justify amendments to Green Belt boundaries in general, but this is particularly so 

in the case of the Society's site. The extent of the exceptional circumstances that can be identified is 

increased through the wider site opportunity.  

 The evidence base demonstrates that the Council is seeking to prioritise those sites that would: 

▪ Deliver sustainable development; 

▪ Have the least impact on the purposes of the Green Belt;  

▪ Deliver benefits and compensatory GB measures;  

▪ Contribute to meeting the Exceptional Circumstances tests; and 

▪ Are capable of identifying Green Belt boundaries of sufficient permanence, using physical features 

that are readily recognisable. 

 However, whilst the Councils' approach to arriving at the relevant decisions could have been better 

explained throughout the process there is no rational basis to question the conclusions reached on the 

sustainability and deliverability of the Society’s Wider Release. The Society's site should however be 

considered in the context of the full extent of the deliverable land beyond the Proposed Release. In turn, 

the benefits associated with the exceptional circumstances for the Proposed Release are a 

correspondingly greater resulting opportunity with the Wider Release.  

 It is clear that the Unitary Plan will need to consider and acknowledge the full range of benefits that 

could be provided to deliver the objectives of the Society.  

 

  


