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1.0

Introduction

1.1

This topic paper summarises the background, context and evidence which has
informed the drafting of the Proposed Submission Draft Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan
(VALP) (Regulation 19) Green Belt policies. The topic paper details the approach to
whether the Green Belt boundaries are amended and the approach to planning
applications.

1.2

This topic paper relates to the following VALP policies set out in the proposed
submission plan:


S4 Green Belt



D-HAL003 RAF Halton

1.3

The paper should be read with the following documents:


Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan - Proposed Submission VALP - 2013 - 2033,
September 2017



Buckinghamshire Green Belt Assessment Report Part 1 (March 2016)



Buckinghamshire Draft Green Belt Assessment Methodology Part 2 (July 2016)



Aylesbury Vale Green Belt Assessment Report Part 2 (July 2016)

1.4

This topic paper is one in a series, which sets out how we have developed the
proposed submission Local Plan. Each topic paper will look at relevant national and
local policy and guidance that informs the VALP. Topic papers explain how the
strategy has developed and the data, evidence and feedback that has informed
choices made in formulating policies. The topic papers aim to provide background
information; they do not contain policies, proposals or site allocations. All topic
papers will be finalised to accompany the submission of the VALP to the Secretary of
State for examination.

2.0

National Context

2.1

The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) sets out that the protection of the
Green Belts around urban areas is a core planning principle. Policy for protecting
Green Belt land is contained in section 9 of the Framework which emphasises the
great importance which the Government places on Green Belts. Paragraph 80 of the
NPPF states the five main purposes of the Green Belt as being:


to check the unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas;



to prevent neighbouring towns merging into one another;



to assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment;



to preserve the setting and special character of historic towns; and
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to assist in urban regeneration, by encouraging the recycling of derelict and other
urban land.

2.2

Paragraph 81 of the Framework promotes enhancement of the existing Green Belt
land stating ‘local planning authorities are required to plan positively to enhance the
beneficial use of the Green Belt’.

2.3

Paragraph 83 allows for the review of Green Belt boundaries in exceptional
circumstances, through the preparation of a Local Plan. It follows this with
acknowledging the permanence of the Green Belt boundaries and the need for Green
Belt to endure beyond the Plan period. Paragraph 85 states that ‘when defining
boundaries, local planning authorities should:


ensure consistency with the local plan strategy for meeting identified requirements for
sustainable development;



not include land which it is unnecessary to keep permanently open;



where necessary, identify in their plans areas of ‘safeguarded land’ between the
urban area and the green belt, in order to meet longer-term development needs
stretching well beyond the plan period;



make clear that the safeguarded land is not allocated for development at the present
time. planning permission for the permanent development of safeguarded land
should only be granted following a local plan review which proposes the
development;



satisfy themselves that green belt boundaries will not need to be altered at the end of
the development plan period; and



define boundaries clearly, using physical features that are readily recognisable and
likely to be permanent.’

2.4

The NPPF has a general presumption against development in the Green Belt unless
very special circumstances are demonstrated. There are however, some uses that
are an exception to this, which paragraphs 89 and 90 set out as:


buildings for agriculture and forestry



provision of appropriate facilities for outdoor sport, outdoor recreation and for
cemeteries, as long as it preserves the openness of the green belt and does not
conflict with the purposes of including land within it;



the extension or alteration of a building provided that it does not result in
disproportionate additions over and above the size of the original building;



the replacement of a building provided the new building is in the same use and not
materially larger than the one it replaces



limited infilling in villages, and limited affordable housing for local community needs
under policies set out in the local plan; or
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limited infilling or the partial or complete redevelopment of previously developed sites
(brownfield land), whether redundant in or continuing uses (excluding temporary
buildings), which would not have a greater impact on the openness of the green belt
and the purpose of including land within it than the existing development



mineral extraction



engineering operations



local transport infrastructure which can demonstrate a requirement for a green belt
location



the re-use of buildings provided that the buildings are of permanent and substantial
construction; and development brought forward under a community right to build
order

3.0

Local Context and planned growth

3.1

The south-eastern part of Aylesbury Vale contains a relatively small amount of the
Metropolitan Green Belt that surrounds London. Approximately 48 square kilometres
of the district is currently designated as Green Belt which equates to just over 5% of
the total district area. The Green Belt in Buckinghamshire was first designated in
1954 through the Buckinghamshire County Development Plan but didn’t cover any
areas in Aylesbury Vale. The boundaries were reviewed in 1972 with the
Buckinghamshire County Development Plan and again in 1979 through the
Buckinghamshire County Structure Plan. The extent of Green Belt land in the district
hasn’t been altered since 1979.

3.2

The town of Wendover, one of the strategic settlements in the district, is largely
surrounded by Green Belt land and the villages of Halton and Dagnall are washed
over by the Green Belt.

3.3

The Metropolitan Green Belt within Central Bedfordshire District currently adjoins the
eastern boundary of the district and the Green Belt around Oxford currently adjoins
part of the western boundary of the district.
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Fig.1; The Buckinghamshire & Neighbouring Authority Green Belt (Map 2.1;
Buckinghamshire Green Belt Assessment Report Part 1, 2016)
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4.0

Neighbourhood Plans

4.1

The policies in the proposed VALP are strategic in nature to allow for some of the
detail to be shaped by communities through neighbourhood planning where
applicable. This may be through a Neighbourhood Development Plan,
Neighbourhood Development Order, or the Community Right to Build. There are a
number of parishes which have expressed an interest in developing neighbourhood
plans to supplement the proposed VALP Strategy and provide greater detail on what
the strategic policies will mean for the settlement.

4.2

Within Aylesbury Vale, 14 neighbourhood plans have been ‘made’ at Buckingham,
Buckland, Cheddington, Edlesborough, Great Horwood, Haddenham, Long Crendon,
Marsh Gibbon, Pitstone, Quainton, Waddesdon, Wing, Wingrave with Rowsham, and
Winslow. These neighbourhood plans are now an integral part of the local planning
system. The following list of ‘made’ neighbourhood plans contain land within the
Green Belt:


Edlesborough (passed referendum) - no specific policies on the Green Belt



Pitstone - no specific policies on the Green Belt



Buckland – Policy BP2 resists any significant development in the Green Belt except
in very exceptional circumstances

4.3

The following neighbourhood plans that are emerging contain land within the Green
Belt:


Ivinghoe (Pre Submission) - Policy HSG1 states that inappropriate development in
the Green Belt will be resisted unless exceptional circumstances can be
demonstrated



Aston Clinton (Pre Submission) – no specific policies on the Green Belt



Halton (early stages)



Wendover (early stages)

5.0

Green Belt Assessment Part 1

5.1

The Green Belt assessment has been split into two parts. Part 1 of the assessment
was carried out by Arup planning consultants as a joint piece of evidence on behalf of
the Buckinghamshire district councils (Aylesbury Vale District Council, Chiltern
District Council, South Bucks District Council and Wycombe District Council) and
Buckinghamshire County Council. The purpose of this assessment was to establish
any differentiation in terms of how the general areas in the existing Green Belt
function and fulfil the purposes of the Green Belt at a strategic level. For those
general areas outside of the current Green Belt, the assessment considered how
these strategic land parcels might fulfil the purpose if designated.

5.2

Stage one of this work was to identify and delineate logical and justified land parcels
for assessment. This included all Green Belt land and non-Green Belt land,
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specifically around major settlements at the outer edge of the Green Belt, that might
be considered for inclusion in the Green Belt. These land parcels were identified on
the basis that they were contained by permanent and defensible boundaries and then
refining further using additional durable boundaries. This led to 157 Green Belt
general areas and 14 non-Green Belt areas being identified.
5.3

Each parcel was then assessed against the four relevant purposes of the Green Belt
(purpose five, which is to assist in urban regeneration was excluded from the
assessment as it was considered all Green Belt achieves this purpose to the same
extent. For each purpose a score out of five was given with five being meeting the
purpose strongly. Each of the purposes were considered to have equal weighting,
therefore a composite judgement was used to determine whether overall general
areas were meeting Green Belt purposes strongly or not. Where general areas were
judged as meeting Green Belt purposes, consideration was given to the identification
of smaller sub-areas within general areas which may have the potential to score
differently to the general areas as a whole and might be suitable for further
consideration.

5.4

A map showing the general areas identified within Aylesbury Vale is on the following
page, followed by a table showing the summary of findings for those areas.
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Fig. 2; General Areas (North) (Map 4.3a, Buckinghamshire Green Belt Assessment Report Part 1, 2016)

Table 1: Green Belt Assessment Part 1 scores for parcels within Aylesbury Vale
General
Area

Local Authority

Area
(ha)

Purpose Assessments
Purpose 1 – To check the
unrestricted sprawl of large built-up
areas

Purpose 2 – To prevent
neighbouring towns from
merging

Purpose 3 – Assist in
safeguarding the
countryside from
encroachment

Purpose 4 – To
preserve the setting and
special character of
historic towns

(a) Land
parcel is at
the edge of
one or more
distinct
large builtup areas

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

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

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

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

Overall
Summary

General Areas currently within the Green Belt
1

Aylesbury Vale /
Central
Bedfordshire

278.1

FAIL

0

0

5

0

Strong

2a

Aylesbury Vale /
Central
Bedfordshire

605.7

FAIL

0

1

3

0

Medium

2b

Aylesbury Vale /
Central
Bedfordshire

365.7

FAIL

0

0

3

0

Medium

3

Aylesbury Vale

127.4

FAIL

0

1

5

1

Strong

4

Aylesbury Vale

1390.2

FAIL

0

1

5

0

Strong

5

Aylesbury Vale

80.9

FAIL

0

3

5

0

Strong

6

Aylesbury Vale /
Dacorum

275.6

FAIL

0

3

5

0

Strong

7a

Aylesbury Vale

145.3

PASS

3+

3

3

0

Medium

7b

Aylesbury Vale

168.0

FAIL

0

3

3

0

Medium

8a

Aylesbury Vale /
Chiltern

256.9

PASS

3

1

5

1

Strong

8b

Aylesbury Vale

368.1

PASS

3

3

3

0

Medium
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8c

Aylesbury Vale /
Dacorum

604.9

FAIL

0

5

5

0

Strong

8d

Aylesbury Vale /
Chiltern /
Dacorum

3186.8

FAIL

0

3

5

0

Strong

9d

Aylesbury Vale /
Wycombe

279.8

PASS

3

1

4

1

Strong

9e

Aylesbury Vale /
Chiltern /
Wycombe

1580.7

PASS

3

1

5

0

Strong

10a

Aylesbury Vale

125.7

PASS

3+

1

5

3

Strong

10b

Aylesbury Vale /
Chiltern

1507.1

FAIL

0

3

5

1

Strong

General Areas currently not within the Green Belt
105 Aylesbury Vale

81.0

PASS

3+

3

3

0

Medium

106 Aylesbury Vale

96.6

FAIL

0

3

3

0

Medium

107 Aylesbury Vale

171.3

PASS

3

5

4

0

Strong

108 Aylesbury Vale

273.8

FAIL

0

3

3

0

Medium

109 Aylesbury Vale
/ Central
Bedfordshire

155.6

PASS

3+

1

5

0

Strong

110 Aylesbury Vale
/ Central
Bedfordshire

99.3

PASS

3+

1

5

0

Strong
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5.5

5.6

Following the assessment the report makes a series of recommendations which it
suggests the Buckinghamshire authorities may wish to take forward in Part 2 of the
Green Belt assessment. These areas have been given a new reference ID and are
shown on a map on the following page. The recommendations that relate to land
within Aylesbury Vale are:


RSA-1 – There is a substantial contrast between the south-east and north-west of the
General Area, RSA-1. The openness of RSA-1 is substantially diminished by built
form around Whipsnade Zoo and Whipsnade Park Golf Course. These land uses
diminish the rural feel of the parcel and impinge upon the integrity of the wider Green
Belt. As such, in isolation, this area may meet all purposes weakly.
Recommendation: General Area 2a meets the NPPF purposes but there is scope
for sub-division; the identified north-western area sub-area (RSA-1), which may score
weakly, could be considered further.



RSA-2 – The southern part of parcel 7a, RSA-2, is likely to score weakly if
considered separately. This area is deemed to be less important for preventing
merging between Wendover and Halton, (Purpose two), or encroachment into the
countryside (Purpose three), given it is disconnected from the countryside further
north and effectively enveloped by built development to the east, south and west,
strengthening the visual and functional relationship of the area with Wendover. RSA2 is effectively within the settlement footprint of Wendover, thus may be considered
as ‘enclosed’ within the large built-up area (as opposed to preventing outward
sprawl), and durable boundary features in the form of the disused Grand Union Canal
to the west, a disused railway line partially to the north and a dense planting buffer at
the edge of Halton Camp to the north and east would ensure a logical, strongly
defined area for further consideration.
Recommendation: General Area 7a meets the NPPF purposes, but there is scope
for sub-division; the identified southern area (RSA-2), which may score weakly, could
be considered further.



RSA- 3 -- The identified sub-area in the west, RSA-3, has a contrasting character. It
contains substantial built-form which diminishes the openness of the countryside, and
is characterised by urban land uses, including various structures associated with the
Halton Camp RAF Base such as barracks, offices and other ancillary structures. It is
effectively urbanised and strongly linked with the urban form of Wendover to the
south, thus making little contribution to Purpose three (as encroachment has already
occurred). While the role of RSA-3 in preventing the further perceptual coalescence
of Wendover and Tring from ribbon development along the B4009 (Upper Icknield
Way) is recognised, it is felt that a consolidation of the Green Belt in this location
would better maintain the integrity of the wider Green Belt designation around
Wendover and more appropriately reflect the status of this distinct land parcel.
Recommendation: General Area 8b meets the NPPF purposes, but there is scope
for sub-division; the identified area in the west (RSA-3), encompassing Halton Camp,
may score weakly and could be considered further.
With regard to the non-Green Belt areas, the study concludes that all of the nonGreen Belt areas considered as part of the study meet the NPPF purposes to varying
extents. It recommends that the Buckinghamshire authorities should consider, at a
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strategic level, the relative merits and drawbacks of extending the Green Belt in these
areas, taking into account the use of other local designations in the relevant
development plans and whether exceptional circumstances are present to justify
adding them to the Green Belt.
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Fig. 3; Areas for Further Consideration at Stage 2 (North), (Map 6.1a, Buckinghamshire Green Belt Assessment Report Part 1, 2016)
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6.0

Green Belt Assessment Part 2

6.1

Following Part 1 of the Green Belt assessment by Arup, the Buckinghamshire
authorities have individually carried out Part 2 of the Green Belt assessment. A draft
joint methodology was published in July 2016 for carrying out the Part 2 assessments
to ensure consistency between the authorities.

6.2

The joint methodology sets out the process that Part 2 should follow and details
further consideration will be given to the areas identified in Part 1 as performing
weakly against the Green Belt purposes, sub areas that have the potential to perform
weakly, areas which although are medium or strongly scoring have particular
characteristics or synergies with neighbouring weaker general areas and non-Green
Belt areas that could be considered for inclusion in the Green Belt. The methodology
set out that Part 2 assessments should
i.

assess the suitability of areas for development using the HELAA methodology
that was jointly agreed by the Buckinghamshire authorities;

ii.

whether the boundaries meet the NPPF requirements;

iii.

whether exceptional circumstances justify the release if the land from the
Green Belt;

iv.

whether there are reasons for including new land within the Green Belt and;

v.

6.3

what the cumulative impacts of the proposed changes to the Green Belt would
be.

For Aylesbury Vale the Green Belt Assessment Part 2 looked at the three sub areas
identified above and the six areas with potential to be included in the Green Belt. The
conclusions on these sites were as follows:


RSA-1 – this sub-parcel is partly within Aylesbury Vale and partly within Central
Bedfordshire. When this sub-parcel was identified for further consideration in the Part
1 assessment the buildings that formed part of the zoo and golf club were identified
as diminishing the openness. The majority of these buildings are within the part of the
parcel that falls within Central Bedfordshire. Considering the section of the parcel
that falls within Aylesbury Vale it scores strongly against the NPPF purposes.



RSA-2 -- Exceptional circumstances are likely to be justified if there is a large amount
of outstanding housing need that cannot be met on land outside of the Green Belt.
The settlement of Wendover, is one of the largest in the district but it is highly
constrained as it is surrounded almost entirely by the Green Belt and the Chilterns
Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB). While development within the built-up
limit of Wendover will be prioritised, the current capacity of Wendover without
releasing land from the Green Belt is very low, at only 36 dwellings in the latest
HELAA (May 2016). This, along with the completions since the beginning of the plan
period, represents approximately a 3% growth of housing stock over 20 years. This is
much lower than the growth that the district as a whole needs to take and lower as a
percentage than even the smaller villages are proposed to take in the Draft Vale of
Aylesbury Local Plan.
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This is in the wider context of the large amount of housing need across the Housing
Market Area (HMA) which includes Wycombe, Chiltern and South Bucks District
Councils. These other councils within the HMA are all very constrained, having large
amounts of Green Belt and Chilterns AONB in their district. As a result they are likely
to have a large amount of unmet needs that they will be asking Aylesbury Vale to
accommodate. Wendover, being in the south of the district, therefore relates
relatively well to where this unmet need requirement arises.
In the draft VALP the overall unmet need number is still an estimate whilst relative
authorities work on their capacity.
As well as the opportunity provided by the site and justification for potentially
removing it from the Green Belt, consideration also needs to be given to the amount
of harm to the Green Belt that this removal would create. The purposes of the Green
Belt are only met moderately or weakly, as the site is surrounded by development on
many sides giving an urbanising influence. In addition the current boundary is not
easily defined and recognisable in places, therefore the harm to the Green Belt is
considered to be fairly low.
This harm is likely to be outweighed by the need for housing in this area. However,
as the housing figure for Aylesbury Vale has not been finalised yet it cannot be fully
assessed at this time. Consideration will need to be given to whether there are
alternative sites outside of the Green Belt to meet this housing figure although the
latest HELAA is showing this as being unlikely and it should therefore be considered
for potential release for development. Removal of this land from the Green Belt,
could be also defined as safeguarded land (i.e. for use beyond the plan period) to
meet longer-term development needs if more appropriate.


RSA-3 - Exceptional circumstances to remove this sub-parcel from the Green Belt
are justified because of the substantial amount of built development that exists. As a
result of the build development this area is not meeting the purposes of the Green
Belt as set out in the NPPF. Removing it from the Green Belt would better maintain
the integrity of the wider Green Belt designation around Wendover and more
appropriately reflect the status of this distinct land parcel.



105 – Not recommended for designation as Green Belt, as exceptional
circumstances haven’t been identified. The site is already within the Chilterns AONB
which offers the site a level of protection from major development. It is not thought
that it can be demonstrated that the Green Belt is necessary and there haven’t been
any major changes in circumstances.



106 - Not recommended for designation as Green Belt, as exceptional circumstances
haven’t been identified. It is not thought that it can be demonstrated that the Green
Belt is necessary and there haven’t been any major changes in circumstances.



107 – Not recommended for designation as Green Belt, as exceptional
circumstances haven’t been identified. It is not thought that it can be demonstrated
that the Green Belt is necessary and there haven’t been any major changes in
circumstances.
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108 - Not recommended for designation as Green Belt, as exceptional circumstances
haven’t been identified. The site is already within the Chilterns AONB which offers
the site a level of protection from major development, it is not thought that it can be
demonstrated that the Green Belt is necessary and there haven’t been any major
changes in circumstances.



109 – Recommended for designation as Green Belt, as exceptional circumstances
have been identified. A new road has been built in the area which provides a
stronger more defensible boundary than the existing quite weak boundary. The
parcel performs strongly, against the Green Belt purposes. Designating this land
would complete the Green Belt around Leighton-Linslade and help compensate for
the losses of Green Belt elsewhere.



110 - Recommended for designation as Green Belt, as exceptional circumstances
have been identified. A new road has been built in the area which provides a
stronger, more defensible boundary than the existing quite weak boundary. The
parcel performs strongly against the Green Belt purposes. Designating this land
would complete the Green Belt around Leighton-Linslade and help compensate for
the losses of Green Belt elsewhere.

6.4

Chapter 4 of the Green Belt assessment Part 2 gives more detail about the
background of parcels 109 and 110. As a update to this section, since it was written
there has been a further planning inspectors decision (APP/J0405/W/16/3146817)
relating to the development of land in Parcel 109. The inspector dismissed the appeal
on the basis that the scheme would harm the physical characteristics of the site,
curtailing and damaging fundamental natural qualities and features evidence within
the surroundings.

6.5

Things have also progressed with plan-making in Central Bedfordshire. Work is
progressing on a new Local Plan with the Regulation 18 consultation being
undertaken in July - August 2017. This consultation explained that the Council
believe there is exceptional circumstances for releasing land from the Green Belt and
the options for this are currently being considered. As well as this planning
permission was granted for a north east urban extension to Leighton Linslade on the
site which was proposed for allocation in the previous Local Plan before it was
withdrawn. This large urban extension is currently being built on land that is still
designated as Green Belt as amendments to the Green Belt can only be made
through a Local Plan, the land therefore may be proposed for release in the emerging
Local Plan. The Regulation 19 publication consultation is now timetabled for
December 2017-January 2018. Luton’s Local Plan has also been found sound by an
inspector, confirming a unmet need figure of 9,300 dwellings to be provided for
outside of the Borough.

7.0

Draft Plan

7.1

The Draft Plan contained a policy on Green Belt – S4. In this, it proposed three
potential revisions to the boundary of the Green Belt. Firstly, a revision to the north of
Wendover to allow for 800 dwellings to meet the housing requirement. The Plan
stated that while Wendover is the third largest settlement in the district and contains a
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wide range of shops it is very heavily constrained, with the Housing and Economic
Land Availability Assessment (HELAA) only identifying a capacity of 36 dwellings. It
was acknowledged that the shortage of land for housing around Wendover was
potentially the exceptional circumstances needed to justify the removal of land from
the Green Belt. However, it would depend on the final housing requirement and
whether there is alternative capacity elsewhere. It set out that the site may become a
reserve site even if it is allocated in this plan.
7.2

The second revision proposed was to remove part of RAF Halton as it is built up and
has an urbanising effect within the Green Belt.

7.3

The third revision was the proposed inclusion of land to the west of Leighton-Linslade
as it helps to balance the loss of the Green Belt in other areas (including land
removed from the Green Belt around Leighton Buzzard) and will provide a more
recognisable boundary than currently used.

8.0

Issues raised in consultation responses

8.1

There were 84 responses submitted in relation to Policy S4, concerning proposed
revisions to Green Belt boundaries. The positive respondents all agreed with the
principle of protecting the Green Belt and supported the provisions within the policy.
The negative comments were concerned with the potential removal of land near
Wendover from the Green Belt, a proposal detail within Policy S4 with which the
respondents did not agree.

8.2

A minority of respondents, particularly those with a development interest in the
matter, disagreed and thought the Green Belt to the north of Wendover should be
removed from the Green Belt and others suggested that more development in the
Green Belt was desirable. Some respondents thought that Policy S4 should be
further strengthened to assure Green Belt Protection.

8.3

There were seven responses relating to the Green Belt assessments. The release of
Green Belt land at Wendover was a specific concern highlighted and it was
considered by a respondent that the assessment had undervalued this. There was a
suggestion that the assessment may not align with the NPPF. Leighton-Linslade
Town Council commented that the proposed designation of Site 109 was supported.
The Defence Infrastructure Organisation (DIO) welcomes and supports the Council’s
proposal to remove part of RAF Halton (East Camp) from the Green Belt and the
recognition by the Council through the conduct of the Joint Green Belt Study that that
part of the site has limited value in terms of the role and function of the Green Belt.

8.4

In relation to the three maps, concerns were raised, and support was given in relation
to Green Belt changes at Wendover. An objection was raised in relation to revised
boundaries, particularly the removal of RSA-2 and/or RSA-3, with an alternative
suggested (see section below). A specific query was raised where site RSA-2
overlaps with school playing fields. A respondent requested an understanding of the
rationale for adding parcels 109 and 110, west of Leighton-Linslade.

8.5

Central Bedfordshire commented that they supported the inclusion of land in the
Green Belt adjoining their boundary.
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9.0

Changes made at Proposed Submission Stage (Regulation 19)

9.1

Since the publication of the Draft Plan, the Ministry of Defence has made the
announcement that the whole base at RAF Halton is to close down by 2022. This has
impacted the proposed submission in two ways. The proposed removal of the land to
the north of Wendover for around 800 houses has now not been taken forward as the
exceptional circumstances needed to justify its removal were based on a lack of
capacity around Wendover. RAF Halton is proposed for redevelopment in the Local
Plan for around 1,000 dwellings. The site is within Halton parish but relates well to
the built up area of Wendover, therefore the justification for exceptional
circumstances for this site no longer exists.

9.2

The other impact this announcement had was that the proposed removal of part of
the RAF Halton site from the Green Belt hasn’t been taken forward. At the time of the
Green Belt Assessment Part 2 the parcel of land relating to RAF Halton wasn’t
considered for development as it was in use, not promoted to us and therefore not
available for development. The HELAA also automatically regarded Green Belt sites
as unsuitable. The parcel RGA-3 covers the main part of the built-up area of the base
but there are further buildings outside of the allocated area that are proposed for
release. These may have some capacity for re-use or redevelopment but their
capacity is not likely to be significant.

9.3

It is still early in the process of planning for the site’s redevelopment and the exact
potential for re-use and redevelopment isn’t clear, therefore it is considered
premature to alter the Green Belt here. Nevertheless VALP proposes to allocate the
site for around 1,000 dwellings based on an initial assessment of likely capacity and
this will be refined through the proposed masterplan for the site. It is proposed that
the Local Plan review will consider whether there is justification for the release of land
from the Green Belt. At present it is considered that to deliver the level of
development projected in VALP will involve the re-use and redevelopment of existing
buildings on site and therefore isn’t dependent on the site being released from the
Green Belt. As the proposed form of development is in accord with paragraph 89 of
the NPPF very special circumstances do not need to be demonstrated.

9.4

The Proposed Submission Plan continues to propose the inclusion of parcels 109
and 110 as Green Belt. Part of the justification for this was to compensate for the loss
in other locations. While there isn’t any proposed loss of Green Belt in the district in
this Plan, it is expected that there will be a loss of Green Belt land for development
elsewhere within Central Bedfordshire and to the south of the district in Wycombe,
Chiltern and South Bucks.
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