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Chiltern and South Bucks Green Belt Assessment Part Two 

Reference No. 

2.01 

Area Name 

Chesham Lycrome Road Area 

Hectares 66.31 

Part One General 
Area No. 13a/16b 

 

Boundary Assessment  

It is not possible to identify a boundary that is permanent and defensible in accordance with NPPF 
requirements. To the north east the boundary follows the A416 Nashleigh Hill it then follows Lycrome 
Road to the east, both permanent boundaries. However from this point the boundary cuts south along 
the edge of Deer Park Walk. Following the rear hedge line of properties fronting that road. It then cuts 
further south following a field boundary before cutting south east across an open field with no 
boundary feature. The boundary crosses another field following no feature/boundary on the ground 
before running alongside a boundary of a residential curtilage fronting Lye Green Road. The boundary 
then briefly follows the road to the east and then cuts South following another field boundary (fence?) 
and then a series of field boundary hedges and through the middle of an agricultural nursery business 
site before hitting Botley Road and following that road to the west. The remaining boundary is the 
existing built up area. All of the boundaries from the northern most point on Lycrome Road until it 
reaches Botley Road are not permanent NPPF compliant features. Thus a defensible boundary for the 
area cannot be defined.  
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Green Belt Purpose Assessment  

Not Applicable  

Exceptional Circumstances Assessment  

Not Applicable  
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Chiltern and South Bucks Green Belt Assessment Part Two 

Reference No. 

2.02 

Area Name 

Prestwood – East of Wycombe Road 

Hectares 

10.74 

Part One General 
Area No. 21a 

 

Boundary Assessment 

It is not possible to identify a boundary that is permanent and defensible in accordance with NPPF 
requirements. The identified land is able to demonstrate a defensible boundary with a non-Green Belt 
settlement to the north but not all of the remaining sides offer the same degree of durability or 
permanence. The identified land abuts an area of ancient woodland to the south which may afford it a 
degree of permanence and defensibility.  To the east the site has no immediate defensible perimeter 
but the pattern of existing development means the nearest defensible features are close by. However, 
the site’s western boundary is considered to be soft and not defensible and it is therefore considered 
that the identified land as a whole is not appropriate to bring forward.  
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Green Belt Purpose Assessment 

Not Applicable  

Exceptional Circumstances Assessment  

Not Applicable  
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Green Belt Assessment Part Two 

Reference No. 

2.03 

Area Name 

Amersham Quill Hall Farm Area  

Hectares 31.49 

Part One General 
Area No. 22b 

 

Boundary Assessment  

It is possible to identify a boundary that is permanent and defensible in accordance with NPPF 
requirements. The boundary of the site follows the Metropolitan Chesham Branch line as its outer 
boundary whist the inner boundary is the back gardens of properties in the existing built up area and 
follows the existing Green Belt boundary. 
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Green Bet Purpose Assessment  

Green Belt Purpose Assessment  

Purpose 1a: PASS – Site adjoins the identified large built up area of 
Amersham 

Purpose 1b: The land parcel is connected to the large built-up area of 
Amersham, preventing its outward sprawl into open land. 
The large built-up area is predominantly bordered by 
features lacking in durability or permanence, consisting of 
detached and semi-detached homes with large gardens 
bounded by softer natural features as well as Quill Hall 
Lane. The land parcel is an important barrier to sprawl. 
Score: 3+/5 

Purpose 2: The land parcel forms a small part of the wider gap 
between the non-Green Belt settlements of Amersham 
and Little Chalfont. However, the parcel makes limited 
contribution due to its physical severance from the wider 
Green Belt by the railway, and is less important for 
preventing the merging of these settlements. Score: 1/5 

Purpose 3: Less than 5% of the land parcel is covered by built form. 
The land parcel is characterised by fields, agricultural use, 
scrubland and some woodland in the north-west of the 
land parcel. There is little built-form in the land parcel, 
which comprises Quill Hall Farm in the south of the land 
parcel. The land parcel slopes up from the railway line 
towards Amersham and there is a strong sense of 
openness supported by an absence of built form and 
strong visual connection with the surrounding countryside. 
The sense of openness is partly diminished in the north of 
the land parcel by the physical severance of the land parcel 
from the surrounding countryside by the railway line. 
However, overall the land parcel has a strong unspoilt rural 
character. Score: 5/5 

Purpose 4: The land parcel does not abut an identified historic 
settlement core and does not meet this Purpose. Score: 
0/5 

Green Belt Purpose Conclusion:  The area of land scores strongly against one or more Green 
Belt purpose(s).  

Removing the area of land from the Green Belt would 
contribute to the outward sprawl of a large built-up area 
into open land and allow encroachment into the 
countryside. 

Exceptional Circumstances Assessment  

Not Applicable  

 

  



ClassificationMarking 
 

 
ClassificationMarking 

Chiltern & South Bucks Green Belt Assessment Part Two 

Reference No. 

2.04 

Area Name 

Amersham Copas Farm Area  

Hectares 13.59 

Part One General 
Area No. 23a/23b 

 

Boundary Assessment  

It is possible to identify a boundary that is permanent and defensible in accordance with NPPF 
requirements. The boundary of the site could follow School Lane to the north and the High Street to 
the west with the A413 by-pass providing the southern boundary. Where the proposed area cuts back 
towards the built area on the High Street there is no physical boundary. 
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Green Belt Purpose Assessment  

Purpose 1a: PASS – Site adjoins the identified large built up area of 
Amersham 

Purpose 1b: The land parcel is connected to the large built-up area of 
Amersham, preventing its outward sprawl into open land. 
The boundaries at Mill Lane and to the eastern end of the 
High Street are made up of back garden hedgerows and 
fences lacking in durability. Score: 3+/5 

Purpose 2: The land parcel is severed from the wider green belt by the 
Amersham Bypass and School Lane and as such it forms a 
less essential gap between Amersham and the surrounding 
identified non Green Belt settlements. The remainder of 
parcel 23a providing the wider gap between the 
settlements to the west. Score: 1/5 

Purpose 3: Built-form is concentrated in the north of the proposed 
area and includes residential uses, a large farm complex on 
School Lane and a football pitch, which has a semi-urban 
character. Overall though, the limited presence of built-
form means that overall the land parcel has a largely rural 
open character. Score: 3/5 

Purpose 4: The proposed area abuts the historic core of Old 
Amersham. The fields surrounding the historic core at this 
point help to provide the setting of the settlements and 
permit views into the town from surrounding countryside. 
Score: 3/5 

Green Belt Purpose Conclusion:  The area of land scores strongly against one or more Green 
Belt purpose(s). Removing the area of land from the Green 
Belt would harm the historic setting of Old Amersham and 
contribute to the outward sprawl of a large built-up area 
into open land. 

Exceptional Circumstances Assessment  

Not Applicable  
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Chiltern and South Bucks Green Belt Assessment Part Two 

Reference No. 

2.08 

Area Name 

Little Chalfont – Stony Lane   

Hectares 11.34 

Part One General 
Area No. 22a 

 

Boundary Assessment  

It is possible to identify a boundary that is permanent and defensible in accordance with NPPF 
requirements. The boundary of the option area follows Stony Lane to the East, a block of ancient 
woodland forming part of the historic parkland of Latimer House (Grade II historic Park and Garden) to 
the north and a hedgerow to the west forming the boundary with the public park Westwood Park. To 
the south the boundary is formed by the existing rear gardens of properties in Chessfield Park many of 
which have been extended into the Green Belt. 
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Green Belt Purpose Assessment  

Purpose 1a: Fail – Site does not adjoins an identified large built up area 

Purpose 1b: Score: 0/5 

Purpose 2: The land parcel is severed visually from the wider Green 
Belt by the ancient woodland block to the north and Stony 
Lane to the east therefore the area does not provide a gap 
between any identified settlements and makes no 
discernible contribution to separation. Score: 0/5 

Purpose 3: Although there is no built form on the parcel the site is 
closely associated with the adjoining settlement and the 
adjacent public park which give it a largely rural open 
character. Score: 3/5  

Purpose 4: The proposed area does not adjoin a historic town. Score: 
0/5 

Green Belt Purpose Conclusion: The area of land scores weakly against one or more Green 
Belt purpose(s). 

Exceptional Circumstances Assessment  

Is there a good fit with the spatial 
strategy? 

Yes Option C Built extensions to the principal settlements 
including Little Chalfont.  

Would development in the area satisfy 
sustainable development criteria? 

Yes the option area is well located in relation to the 
facilities within the settlement of Little Chalfont. The SA 
highlights potential impact of development upon the 
historic parkland to the north but the block of ancient 
woodland provides a backdrop/buffer to the wider historic 
parkland and provides screening to the wider Green Belt. 

Development could have a moderate adverse impact on: 

• Cultural Heritage (Objective 1) as the area adjoins a 
 historic parkland setting 

• Landscape (Objective 2) as the area is within the 
 Chilterns Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty. 

Development could have a minor adverse impact on: 

• Biodiversity (Objective 3). 

• Climate Change Adaptation (Objective 5). 

• Health (Objective 11) 

Development could have a neutral impact on: 

• Climate Change Mitigation (Objective 4) 

• Natural Resources (Objective 6) 

• Pollution (Objective 7) 

• Waste (Objective 8) 

• Economy (Objective 12) 

Development could have a moderate positive impact on: 

• Housing (Objective 10) 

• Transport (Objective 9). 
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Looking just at the area of land in 
question, to what extent would there be 
conflict with the purposes and integrity 
of the Green Belt as set out in the NPPF 
(including wider objectives)? 

Unlike the wider parcel of land which includes this option 
(1.06) removal of this smaller area of land from the Green 
Belt in itself is unlikely to have a significant detrimental 
impact on the purposes of the Green Belt. The ancient 
woodland to the north and the established Stony Lane 
boundary to the east split this option area from the wider 
Green Belt, to the west is a public park with an urban fringe 
character and the south is already excluded from the Green 
Belt. In terms of the wider objectives. If the area was 
developed there would be access to the adjacent park 
alongside any recreational or sporting facilities provided as 
part of the development. The biodiversity features mostly 
surround the site and could be protected by appropriate 
buffers in any development. 

Looking at the strategic context of the 

wider area, to what extent is there 

conflict with the wider strategic function 

of the Green Belt in the form of 

cumulative impacts: would release from 

the Green Belt affect the scoring in 

surrounding parcels and/or is the scoring 

affected by judgements about 

exceptional circumstances in other 

parcels? 

Removal of this area from the Green Belt is unlikely to 
conflict with the wider strategic functions of the Green 
Belt. The proposed area forms part of a larger Green Belt 
parcel 22a which surrounds the proposed area to the north 
and the west. The remainder of parcel 22a would remain in 
the Green Belt if the proposed area was removed from the 
Green Belt and the scoring of the remaining parcel would 
remain unaffected. To the east of the proposed area there 
is a separate parcel number 14b the scoring of this parcel 
would be unaffected by the removal of this area from the 
Green Belt. Therefore given the location of the area 
proposed, enclosed by an existing road and ancient 
woodland, there would be no impact on the scoring of 
adjacent parcels. 

Exceptional Circumstances Conclusion: 

 

This parcel of land performs a limited Green Belt function 
and could be removed from the Green Belt without wider 
harm to the remaining area and as such exceptional 
circumstances could exist to remove this site from the 
Green Belt subject to non-Green Belt considerations.  
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Chiltern and South Bucks Green Belt Assessment Part Two 

Reference No. 

2.09 

Area Name 

Little Chalfont – Area south of Little 
Chalfont   

Hectares 9.06 

Part One Parcel No. 

27 

 

Boundary Assessment  

It is not possible to identify a boundary that is permanent and defensible in accordance with NPPF 
requirements. The area follows an existing hedge line to the south before cutting across the middle of a 
field. The boundary to the north doesn’t appear to align with any feature cutting through the middle of 
two fields before cutting across residential curtilages and the rear of a tennis court before joining Snells 
Lane. Whilst the eastern boundary could be moved outwards to align with a field boundary hedge line 
none of the features which form the boundary of the proposed area follow permanent NPPF compliant 
indicators. 
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Green Belt Purpose Assessment  

Not Applicable  

Exceptional Circumstances Assessment  

Not Applicable  
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Chiltern and South Bucks Green Belt Assessment Part Two 

Reference No. 

2.10 

Area Name 

Little Chalfont – Area West of Lodge 
Lane   

Hectares 51.22 

Part One General 
Area No. 35 

 

Boundary Assessment  

It is possible to identify a boundary that is permanent and defensible in accordance with NPPF 
requirements. The northern boundary is the Metropolitan railway line. The eastern boundary is Lodge 
Lane, the Southern Boundary is Long Walk and the western boundary is Burtons Lane. 
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Green Belt Purpose Assessment  

Scoring is the same as Arup’s  

Purpose 1a: FAIL – note area is the same as Green Belt Assessment Part 
1 area 35 

Purpose 1b: Score: 0/5 

Purpose 2: Score: 1/5 

Purpose 3: Score: 3/5 

Purpose 4: Score: 0/5 

Green Belt Purpose Conclusion:  The area of land scores weakly against one or more Green 
Belt purpose(s). 

Exceptional Circumstances Assessment  

Is there a good fit with the spatial 
strategy? 

Yes – Option C  

Would development in the area satisfy 
sustainable development criteria? 

Yes the site is well located to reach the services offered by 
Little Chalfont. It is outside of the AONB and areas of 
ancient woodland, the only significant feature within the 
area, could be incorporated into any development 
proposed. 

Development could have a minor adverse impact on: 

• Landscape (Objective 2) – the site is immediately 
 adjacent to the AONB so any development of the 
 area is likely to affect the setting of the AONB.  

• Biodiversity (Objective 3) development of the area 
 could affect existing biodiversity assets such as 
 ancient woodland and existing hedgerows. 

• Health (Objective 11). The nearest existing public 
 park is some distance away and the nearest 
 doctors surgery is over 1KM away from the area 

Development could have a neutral impact on: 

• Cultural Heritage (Objective 1)  

• Climate Change Mitigation (Objective 4). 

• Pollution (Objective 7) 

• Waste (Objective 8) 

• Economy (Objective 12) 

Development could have a moderate positive impact on: 

• Housing (Objective 10) 

• Transport (Objective 9). 

Development could have an uncertain impact on: 

• Climate Change Adaptation (Objective 5) 

• Natural Resources (Objective 6)  
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Looking just at the area of land in 
question, to what extent would there be 
conflict with the purposes and integrity 
of the Green Belt as set out in the NPPF 
(including wider objectives)? 

The area is isolated from the rest of the Green Belt by the 
network of roads and associated development fronting 
them to the extent that removal of this area of land from 
the Green Belt is unlikely to have any conflict with Green 
Belt purposes. Although the site scores moderately in 
terms of protecting the countryside from encroachment 
_Purpose 3 – the presence of development to the west, 
south and north of the proposed area along with the 
former golf course buildings and depot site to the east 
mean the area has already suffered a level of 
encroachment. In terms of wider objectives although the 
former golf course could be lost if the area was developed 
there would be opportunities to provide new recreational 
facilities as part of the development and the existing 
biodiversity elements such as ancient woodland and 
hedgerows etc could be protected in any new 
development. 

Looking at the strategic context of the 

wider area, to what extent is there 

conflict with the wider strategic function 

of the Green Belt in the form of 

cumulative impacts: would release from 

the Green Belt affect the scoring in 

surrounding parcels and/or is the scoring 

affected by judgements about 

exceptional circumstances in other 

parcels? 

The isolated nature of this area defined as one parcel in the 
Arup county wide assessments (parcel 35) mean its 
removal from the Green Belt is unlikely to have wider 
cumulative impacts. The Green Belt elements of the parcel 
are surrounded by parcel 29 in the same assessment and as 
such the scoring of that parcel will not alter as a result of 
the removal of the proposed site from the Green Belt. 

Exceptional Circumstances Conclusion: 

 

This area is separated from the adjacent Green Belt by 
existing roads. The existing developed roads and the 
presence of a depot in the middle of the area already give 
an urban fringe character to the area. The site could be 
removed from the Green Belt without harming the wider 
Green Belt and as such exceptional circumstances exist to 
justify the sites removal from the Green Belt. 
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Chiltern and South Bucks Green Belt Assessment Part Two 

Reference No. 

2.13 

Area Name 

Chalfont  St Peter – Mill Meadow   

Hectares 11.51 

Part One General 
Area No. 41b 

 

Boundary Assessment  

It is not possible to identify a boundary that is permanent and defensible in accordance with NPPF 
requirements. Although the Eastern Boundary is formed by the A413 and the western boundary by the 
rear gardens of existing dwellings excluded from the Green Belt there are no recognisable features to 
define a northern boundary which would, if this area was to be removed from the Green Belt, need to 
be a permanent defensible feature. 
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Green Belt Purpose Assessment  

Not Applicable  

Exceptional Circumstances  

Not Applicable  
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Green Belt Assessment Part Two 

Reference No. 

2.15  

Area Name 

Gerrards Cross – North (Raylands 
Farm) 

Hectares 

39.69 

Part One Parcel No. 

47b 

 

Boundary Assessment 

It is not possible to identify a boundary that is permanent and defensible in accordance with NPPF 
requirements. The area identified in the Regulation 18 Consultation is a general area for testing and 
does not have a defined boundary;. A more defensible boundary would be to extend the boundary 
slightly to the west follow the extent of Giblets Wood to the east, however to the south-west there is 
only a line of trees which would not represent a defensible, permanent and durable boundary. 
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Green Bet Purpose Assessment  

Not Applicable  

Exceptional Circumstances Assessment  

Not Applicable  

 

  



ClassificationMarking 
 

 
ClassificationMarking 

Chiltern and South Bucks Green Belt Assessment Part Two 

Reference No. 

2.16 (and 2.16A) 

Area Name 

Seer Green – 400m radius around 
Train Station 

Hectares 

50.25 

Part One General 
Area No. 
32b/41a/47a/47b 

 

Boundary Assessment   

It is possible to identify a boundary that is permanent and defensible in accordance with NPPF 
requirements. Within the area of search identified within 400m of Seer Green railway station there is a 
parcel of land which is enclosed by dense woodland to the east and south as well as Long Bottom Road 
to the north and Farm Lane to the east. The area is connected to Seer Green by Long Bottom Road. 
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Reference No. 

2.16A 

Area Name 

Land to the East of Seer Green Train 
Station 

Hectares 

3.04 

Boundary Assessment  

See 2.16 

Green Belt Purpose Assessment  

Purpose 1a: Fail 

Purpose 1b: The site’s northern boundary is connected to the built-up 
area of Seer Green. The site’s northern boundary is Long 
Bottom Road, Farm Road to the East and south, a dense 
woodland encloses the site to the east. These boundaries 
are all durable, permanent and defensible. Score: 3/5 

Purpose 2: In the context of purpose 2 the nearest non-Green Belt 
settlements are Beaconsfield to the south and Chalfont St 
Giles to the east. Given the scale of the gap between 
Chalfont St Giles and Seer Green the site does not 
contribute to this gap. In the context of Beaconsfield, at 
present the site falls within the wider gap between these 
settlements. Recommended Area 1.14 is being considered 
as part of the Green Belt Assessment, and should this be 
released it would not have an adverse effect on the wider 
gap given that this gap is already effectively closed due to 
Wilton Park MDS.  If 2.16A is released from the Green Belt 
then this gap becomes more and more important. Score: 
3/5 

Purpose 3: The site does not have any built development on it. Given 
the lack of urbanising features it possesses a largely rural 
open character. Score: 4/5 

Purpose 4: N/A Score: 0/5 

Green Belt Purpose Conclusion: The area of land scores strongly against one or more Green 
Belt purpose(s). 

Exceptional Circumstances Assessment  

Not Applicable  
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Green Belt Assessment Part Two 

Reference No. 

2.17 

Area Name 

Beaconsfield – Area to the East 
(Including Wilton Park) 

Hectares 

97.79 

Part One Parcel No. 

47a/47b 

 

Boundary Assessment 

It is not possible to identify a boundary that is permanent and defensible in accordance with NPPF 
requirements. Already defined by parcels 1.13 and 1.14. 1.13 redefined to reflect the proposed A355 
relief road and 1.14 redefined as two sites to reflect the current construction of a new access road off 
of Pyebush Roundabout: 1.14A (Area to East of Beaconsfield (Including Wilton Park) - MDS Sub Parcel) 
and 1.14B (Land East of Beaconsfield – Western Sub-Parcel).  

See assessment of these parcels for in-depth assessment. 
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Green Belt Purpose Assessment 

Not Applicable 

Exceptional Circumstances Assessment 

Not Applicable  
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Green Belt Assessment Part Two 

Reference No. 

2.18 (2.18A, 2.18B and 
2.18C) 

Area Name 

Beaconsfield – Area to the South 

Hectares 

69.68 

Part One Parcel No. 

53a/53b 

 

Boundary Assessment 

Within the option 6 potential defensible sub-areas/sites can be identified which may have an NPPF 
compliant boundary: 

 

 Site 1.15 which has been identified through Green Belt Assessment Part 1 (RSA18);  

 2 stand-alone site nominations put forward through the Regulation 18 consultation and the Call for 
Sites processes (4.212 and 4.219). Explanations on how these boundaries could be defined are 
detailed in the respective pro forma for each of the sites; and 

 A further 3 sub-areas, could also be defined: 2.18A (Beaconsfield Rugby Club), 2.18B (Land South of 
Beaconsfield including Hall Barn Estate Land), and 2.18C (Land South of A40 Incorporating South 
Drive) – explanations below. 

 

2.18A: the recreation ground used by Beaconsfield Rugby Club. A boundary could be defined by Lakes 
Lane/Hedgerley Lane to the north, north-east and east, Cross Lane to south-east, Windsor End to south-
west and the north-western boundary consists of rear-gardens of neighbouring properties on Windsor 
Lane and Hedgerley Lane.  

2.18B: the A40 to the north and the M40 to the south. The north-east boundary borders the rear of 
properties within the Town Centre and the estate’s external wall bordering Windsor End to the east. 

2.18C: a boundary could be drawn around the various site nominations which have come forward as part 
of both the Call for Sites and Regulation 18 consultation. A boundary could be defined by the A40 to the 
north and the M40 to the south and contains South Drive (a row of residential properties) and its western 
boundary is defined by Broad Lane. 
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Reference No. 

2.18A 

Area Name 

Beaconsfield Rugby Club 

Hectares 

4.97 

Part One Parcel No. 

53b 

 

Boundary Assessment  

See 2.18 

Green Belt Purpose Assessment 

Purpose 1a: PASS 

Purpose 1b: Currently the site is connected to the large built-up area 
of Beaconsfield along the north-western and north-
western edges.  Lakes Lane/Hedgerley Lane to the 
north, north-east and east, Cross Lane to south-east, 
Windsor End to south-west are all permanent, 
defensible boundaries. The north-western boundary 
consists of side/rear gardens of neighbouring properties 
on Windsor Lane and Hedgerley Lane which are softer, 
less durable and defensible; this and the north-eastern 
boundary (Hedgerley Lane) connects the parcel with the 
non-Green Belt settlement of Beaconsfield. 

The south-eastern boundary is defined by Cross Lane 
and the southern boundary is where this terminates 
and turns, into Windsor End at its south-western 
boundary. These boundaries are strong and defensible. 

It is considered that as the north-western boundary is 
weaker and therefore could be more susceptible to 
potential encroachment, however this is a small part of 
the parcel.  3+/5  

Purpose 2: Currently the site forms a very small part of the less 
essential gap between the non-Green Belt settlements 
of Beaconsfield and Farnham Royal/Farnham Common. 
As 4.129 is being recommended for release this parcel 
will form no function in meeting this purpose as the gap 
between this parcel and Farnham Common/Farnham 
Royal would no longer exist. 0/5 

Purpose 3: Less than 5% of the area of the site is covered by 
development consisting of Beaconsfield Rugby Club 
Clubhouse situated in the southern corner of the site 
and a detached residential dwelling to the eastern part 
of the site. The remaining parts of the site are in use as 
open recreation, by Beaconsfield Rugby Club. The 
presence of rugby goal-posts and well-maintained lawns 
detract from any rural or open-countryside feel 
although are appropriate facilities in the Green Belt. 2/5  

Purpose 4: The site directly abuts the historic core of Beaconsfield 
and plays an important role in maintaining the unique 
setting of the town. Windsor End, which defines the 
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western extent of the site is the approach to 
Beaconsfield old town and is within the setting of the 
historic entrance to the Hall Barn Estate.  

Vistas into the open countryside are limited as the 
visual and literal connection is severed by the M40 to 
the south (and its surrounding tree cover). 3/5  

Green Belt Purpose Conclusion: The site performs moderately against two Green Belt 
purposes and therefore Exceptional Circumstances 
should not be considered. 

Exceptional Circumstances Assessment 

Not Applicable 

Reference No. 

2.18B 

Area Name 

Area to South of Beaconsfield, North 
of the M40 (Land within Hall Barn 
Estate) 

Hectares 

21.32 

Part One Parcel No. 

53b 

 

Boundary Assessment  

See 2.18 

Green Belt Purpose Assessment 

Purpose 1a: PASS 

Purpose 1b: The site is connected to the large built-up area of 
Beaconsfield along the northern and north-eastern 
edges. The northern boundary is defined by the A40, 
which is defensible, with the exception of a petrol filling 
station and residential dwellings which weaken this 
boundary. The north-eastern boundary is defined by the 
rear of residential properties, which creates a softer, 
less defensible boundary. 

The eastern and southern boundaries are defined by 
Windsor End (and the Estate wall and entrance which 
run along it) and the M40, which are both strong, 
defensible boundaries against potential sprawl. 
Internally there is heavy tree cover which almost 
compartmentalises the parcels into different areas but 
for the purposes of this assessment these are not 
considered to be defensible. Overall the site is enclosed 
to the north and north-east by the built-up area of 
Beaconsfield and the M40 to the south these are 
permanent features which would create permanent and 
consistent boundaries against sprawl. 1/5  

Purpose 2: The site forms a very small part of the less essential gap 
between the non-Green Belt settlements of 
Beaconsfield and Farnham Royal/Farnham Common. As 
4.129 is being recommended for release this parcel will 
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serve very little function in meeting this purpose given 
the scale of the gap between these settlements. 1/5 

Purpose 3: Less than 5% of the site is covered by development; the 
eastern extent of the site is aligned with the edge of 
Beaconsfield, especially along Windsor End which 
allows direct views into the Old Town. The majority of 
the parcel however is within the setting of the parkland 
and historic lodge of the Hall Barn Estate which 
contribute to the rural feel. As a result the parcel has a 
semi-rural feel. 3/5  

Purpose 4: The site parcel directly abuts the historic core of 
Beaconsfield and plays an important role in maintaining 
the unique setting of the town. Windsor End, which 
defines the eastern extent of the site is the approach to 
Beaconsfield Old Town. The Estate entrance and wall 
which runs along the eastern boundary contribute to 
the historic setting of the Hall Barn Estate.  

Vistas into the open countryside are limited as the 
visual and literal connection is severed by the M40 to 
the south (and its surrounding tree cover). 3/5   

Green Belt Purpose Conclusion: The site performs moderately against two Green Belt 
purposes and therefore Exceptional Circumstances 
should not be considered. 

Exceptional Circumstances Assessment 

Not Applicable 

Reference No. 

2.18C 

Area Name 

Area South of A40, Incorporating 
South Drive, Beaconsfield  

Hectares 

8.15 

Part One Parcel No. 

53b 

 

Boundary Assessment  

See 2.18 

Green Belt Purpose Assessment 

Purpose 1a: PASS 

Purpose 1b: The site is connected to the large built-up area of 
Beaconsfield along the northern and north-eastern 
boundaries, which are defined by the A40. The M40 
defines the southern boundary, and the western 
boundary is defined by Broad Lane. These are all 
defensible, permanent boundaries against sprawl. 

 

Given the scale and narrowness of the parcel it is 
increasingly enclosed between the built-up area to the 
North (A40) and the M40 to the South. These are 
permanent features which would create permanent and 
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consistent boundaries against sprawl. 1/5  

Purpose 2: The site forms a part of the essential gap between the 
settlements of Beaconsfield/Knotty Green and High 
Wycombe. Currently the gap between the settlements, 
either travelling from the A40 to the east or Woodburn 
Green to the south is approximately 1.2km 
(approximately 1km as the crow flies). Development in 
the parcel would erode this gap significantly and reduce 
the perceived and actual distance between these 
settlements. 5/5 

Purpose 3: Less than 5% of the site is covered by development, this 
includes a row of dwellings along South Drive, which 
intersects the centre of the site.  Despite the majority of 
the site being undeveloped it retains an urban character 
given the proximity of the built-up area of Beaconsfield 
to the north and the urbanising influence of the M40. 
2/5  

Purpose 4: This site does not abut an identified historic settlement 
core. 0/5   

Green Belt Purpose Conclusion: The site performs moderately against two Green Belt 
purposes and therefore Exceptional Circumstances 
should not be considered. 

Exceptional Circumstances Assessment 

Not Applicable 
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Chiltern and South Bucks Green Belt Assessment Part Two 

Reference No. 

2.20 

Area Name 

Gerrards Cross South 

Hectares 

42.24 

Part One General 
Area No. 69 

 

Boundary Assessment  

It is possible to identify a boundary that is permanent and defensible in accordance with NPPF 
requirements, as defined by Parcel 69.  The boundary could follow the existing development in 
Gerrards Cross to the north, and to the south, east and west it could follow the M4, Fulmer Road and 
Windsor Road, which provide recognisable permanent physical boundaries. 
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Green Belt Purpose Assessment  

As set out in the Green Belt Assessment Part 1 Parcel 69 Pro forma: 

Purpose 1a: PASS:  The area is at the edge of Gerrards Cross 

Purpose 1b: The area is connected to Gerrards Cross.  The boundary 
between this area and Gerrards Cross is weak, consisting of 
detached homes with large gardens bounded by woodland. 
Score: 3+/5 

Purpose 2: The area forms part of the wider gap between the non-
Green Belt settlements of Gerrards Cross and Stoke Poges 
and Farnham Common.  It also forms part of the gap 
between Gerrards Cross and the Green Belt settlement of 
Fulmer.  Score: 3/5 

Purpose 3: Less than 5% of the area is covered by built form.  The land 
use is mostly characterised by woodland with some open 
fields in the east.  Despite the scale of the area and the 
close influences of infrastructure, built form and the M40, 
the area possesses a strong unspoilt rural character.  Score: 
4/5 

Purpose 4: The area does not abut an identified historic settlement 
core.  Score: 0/5 

Green Belt Purpose Conclusion: The area of land scores strongly against one or more Green 
Belt purpose(s). 

Exceptional Circumstances Assessment 

Not Applicable  
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Chiltern and South Bucks Green Belt Assessment Part Two 

Reference No. 

2.21 

Area Name 

Iver Heath North of Pinewood 

Hectares 

14.31 

Part One General 
Area No. 74 

 

Boundary Assessment 

It is not possible to identify a boundary that is permanent and defensible in accordance with NPPF 
requirements. There is no defensible boundary on the western side of the sub-area. The M25/M40 
junction provides the boundaries to the North and East and Severnhills Road to the south. 
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Green Belt Purpose Assessment 

Not Applicable  

Exceptional Circumstances Assessment  

Not Applicable  
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Chiltern and South Bucks Green Belt Assessment Part Two 

Reference No. 

2.22 (part of 1.19 and 
includes 4.279) 

Area Name 

Iver Heath – South East of Pinewood 

Hectares 

19.23 

Part One General Area 
No. 74 

 

Boundary Assessment  

It is possible to identify a boundary that is permanent and defensible in accordance with NPPF 
requirements. The option abuts the existing non-Green Belt settlement of Iver Heath to the south and 
south west. The eastern boundary is marked by Denham Road and the northern boundary by the M25. At 
present the site meets open green fields at its north west which, in isolation, would see it fail to 
demonstrate a defensible boundary. However, the site should be viewed in the context of the Pinewood 
Studios expansion and associated forthcoming Green Belt release. Once the extended Pinewood site is no 
longer in the Green Belt then the parcel in question will lose its only connection to the wider Green Belt 
and find itself isolated. At this point it will be possible to identify a permanent defensible boundary 
around the entire site. The Pinewood project is already underway and it is reasonable to presume it will 
be completed. With this in mind the scoring below reflects the site’s anticipated status following the 
Pinewood expansion.  



ClassificationMarking 
 

 
ClassificationMarking 

Green Belt Purpose Assessment  

Purpose 1a: FAIL – Iver Heath is not considered to be a large built-up 
area in the Part 1 methodology 

Purpose 1b: As above. Score: 0/5 

Purpose 2: The option faces north, away from Iver Heath and Iver 
village and towards the M25. There is no settlement 
nearby from which a sense of separateness and gap is 
derived from the option. Additionally, the option’s 
containment by highly durable infrastructure features 
and existing development ensures that there is no scope 
for release to represent a ‘chipping away’ of settlement 
gap and it is considered that release at this location is 
therefore unlikely to provide precedent for further 
release at nearby parcels. This is supported by the 
Inspector’s report which notes that the area containing 
the Pinewood expansion – and by extension the option 
site - is “not in any particularly sensitive or narrow gap 
between settlements”. Score: 1/5 

Purpose 3: The option contains little existing development aside 
from dwellings at Laurel Court off Denham Road to the 
east of the area. The majority of the option appears to 
be open fields and grassland crisscrossed by footpaths 
and hedgerows. There appears to be some denser 
vegetation at the far south where the option interfaces 
with Iver Heath settlement. However, the rural 
character of the area is compromised by the presence of 
an 8-lane stretch of the M25 immediately north and the 
busy Denham Road to the east. The Pinewood 
expansion will further detract from rural character and 
openness and it is considered that the option possesses 
a semi-urban character as per the Part 1 methodology. 
Score: 2/5 

Purpose 4: Although the option’s extreme southern point is in close 
proximity to the roundabout at the fringe of central Iver 
Heath it does not abut an historic core. Score: 0/5 

Green Belt Purpose Conclusion:  The area of land scores weakly against one or more 
Green Belt purpose(s). 

Exceptional Circumstances Assessment  

Is there a good fit with the spatial strategy? Yes. Option E.   
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Would development in the area satisfy 
sustainable development criteria? 

Development would have a minor negative impact on: 

- Landscape (Objective 2)  
- Biodiversity (Objective 3)  
- Waste (Objective 8)   

Development would have a neutral or unknown impact 
on: 

- Cultural heritage (Objective 1)  
- Climate Change Mitigation (Objective 4)  
- Climate Change Adaptation (Objective 5)  
- Natural Resources (Objective 6)   
- Pollution (Objective 7)   

Development would have a minor positive impact on: 

- Transport (Objective 9) 
- Housing (Objective 10)   
- Health (Objective 11)  
- Economy (Objective 12) 

Looking just at the area of land in question, to 
what extent would there be conflict with the 
purposes and integrity of the Green Belt as set 
out in the NPPF (including wider objectives)? 

Release of this area of land would not conflict with the 
purposes and integrity of the Green Belt as its Green 
Belt functions will be reduced following the Pinewood 
development and its subsequent removal from the 
Green Belt. It thus becomes isolated from the wider 
Green Belt. Constrained by surrounding development 
the land will make a negligible contribution to checking 
sprawl, preventing neighbouring towns from merging, 
preserving the character of a historic town or assisting in 
urban regeneration. Whilst it will still be open in the 
sense that there is currently little development present 
it is considered that the semi-urban character of the 
area means that this open land is not analogous with 
countryside and therefore future development would 
not represent encroachment into the countryside.  
Consideration will need to be given to retaining open 
space benefits which support wider Green Belt 
objectives. 
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Looking at the strategic context of the wider 

area, to what extent is there conflict with the 

wider strategic function of the Green Belt in 

the form of cumulative impacts: would 

release from the Green Belt affect the scoring 

in surrounding parcels and/or is the scoring 

affected by judgements about exceptional 

circumstances in other parcels? 

Given the durable and defensible boundaries for the 
option it is considered that the Green Belt to the east of 
Denham Road would not be under significant threat 
from the option’s release. There are no stronger 
boundary features in this eastern parcel than Denham 
Road and so it is considered unlikely that release of the 
option would facilitate a domino effect of Green Belt 
release in this neighbouring eastern Green Belt parcel. 
Similarly, Green Belt parcels across the M25 to the north 
and east are considered to be under very limited 
influence from land at Pinewood due to the severance 
effect of such a significant infrastructure feature.  

Given that the remaining parcels of land surrounding the 
option are all subject to existing or imminent 
development it is considered that the cumulative impact 
on the wider Green Belt would be negligible.  

Exceptional Circumstances Conclusion: The Pinewood Studio expansion was approved on 
appeal by the Secretary of State on 18th June 2014 and 
this will materially alter the conditions on the ground in 
such a way that the option’s Green Belt status is 
fundamentally undermined. Whilst this development is 
currently incomplete the Inspector effectively justified 
its removal by identifying its unique national 
significance. The Inspector concludes that there are four 
components to the Very Special Circumstances case 
which support Pinewood Studio’s expansion: 

1. “Delivering sustainable economic growth through the 
appeal scheme to a world-leading business in a priority 
sector for the UK. 

2. “The absence of a credible and viable alternative” 
3. “The range and scale of the socio-economic and other 

benefits from the appeal scheme” 
4. “The harm to the PSL business and the creative 

industries sector that would arise from a rejection of the 
appeal proposal”  

On this basis it is reasonable to assess the option in the 
context of the full Pinewood Studio expansion and the 
transformational impact this will have upon the option’s 
Green Belt status rather than viewing its current spatial 
characteristics in isolation.  Once isolated the option no 
longer performs Green Belt functions strongly; it 
satisfies sustainable development criteria; development 
would no longer conflict with the purposes of the Green 
Belt; and the impact on surrounding areas in Green Belt 
terms would be negligible.  The unique wider context 
within which the option lies contributes to the 
exceptional circumstances which support its release.  
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Chiltern and South Bucks Green Belt Assessment Part Two 

Reference No. 

2.26 

Area Name 

Stoke Poges –Area to the South 

Hectares 

43.7 

Part One General 
Area No. 76 

 

Boundary Assessment 

It is possible to identify a boundary that is permanent and defensible in accordance with NPPF 
requirements. The Northern boundary includes the back gardens of West End Lane, Elizabeth Way and 
Roberts Lane. The remaining boundaries to the west and east are roads including Park Road, Bells Hill, 
Church Lane and Grays Park Road. 
. 
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Green Belt Purpose Assessment 

Purpose 1a: FAIL 

Purpose 1b: The land is not at the edge of a large built up area. Score: 
0/5 

Purpose 2: The option forms part of a vital gap between Slough and 
Stoke Poges. It is considered that development anywhere 
within the option would be likely to negatively impact the 
perceived gap. Score: 5/5 

Purpose 3: There is existing residential development along Park Road 
and in the south east corner but the land is predominantly 
open adjacent to the urban area of Stoke Poges and in 
agricultural use. Development on  this parcel would Score: 
3/5 

Purpose 3: There is existing residential development along Park Road 
and in the south east corner but the land is predominantly 
open adjacent to the urban area of Stoke Poges and in 
agricultural use. Development on  this parcel would Score: 
3/5 

Purpose 4: The option would affect the setting of an historic garden 
and adjacent conservation area. Score: 3/5 

Green Belt Purpose Conclusion:  The area of land scores strongly against one or more Green 
Belt purpose(s). 

Exceptional Circumstances Assessment 

Is there a good fit with the spatial 
strategy? 

Yes Option E built area extensions to a wider range of 
settlements including Stoke Poges. 

Would development in the area satisfy 
sustainable development criteria? 

This is a large parcel of land remote from local facilities. It 
is adjacent to an historic park and conservation area to the 
south and a local wildlife site to the north east.  
Development might be seen to affect the integrity of the 
historic setting.  The agricultural land is classified Grade 3.  
In addition there are hedgerows and areas of woodland.  A 
number of footpaths cross the site. 

 

Development would have an adverse impact on: 

- Cultural heritage (Objective 1) 

- Landscape (Objective 2)  

- Biodiversity and geodiversity (Objective 3) 

- Climate change adaptation (Objective 5)  

- Natural resources (Objective 6) 

- Health (Objective 11) 

-  

 

Development would have a neutral impact on: 
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- Climate change mitigation (Objective 4) 

- Pollution (Objective 7) 

- Waste (Objective 8) 

- Employment (Objective 12) 

 

Development would have a positive impact on: 

- Transport and accessibility (Objective 9) 

- Housing (Objective 10) 

 

Looking just at the area of land in 
question, to what extent would there be 
conflict with the purposes and integrity 
of the Green Belt as set out in the NPPF 
(including wider objectives)? 

This large parcel, if removed, much of which is currently 
either open countryside or has a very rural feel to it would 
fail the Green Belt purpose to prevent encroachment on 
open countryside. It would also erode the essential gap 
between Stoke Poges and Slough and would significantly 
affect the setting on an Historic garden and Conservation 
Area.  It scores strongly on these 3 purposes of the Green 
Belt. It also scores poorly in sustainability terms. 

Looking at the strategic context of the 

wider area, to what extent is there 

conflict with the wider strategic function 

of the Green Belt in the form of 

cumulative impacts: would release from 

the Green Belt affect the scoring in 

surrounding parcels and/or is the scoring 

affected by judgements about 

exceptional circumstances in other 

parcels? 

There is no conflict as there is no justification for removing 
this land from the Green Belt. 

Exceptional circumstances conclusions: 

 

The parcel scores strongly on three separate purposes in 
the Green belt assessment and there are no exceptional 
circumstances to justify a release from the Green Belt. 
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Chiltern and South Bucks Green Belt Assessment Part Two 

Reference No. 

2.28 

Area Name 

Iver 400m radius around Taplow 
station  

Hectares 

50.25 

Part One General 
Area No. 73/90 

 

 

Boundary Assessment 

It is possible to identify a boundary that is permanent and defensible in accordance with NPPF 
requirements. There are two parcels with defensible boundaries wholly or partially within the 400m 
area of search. One of these has been identified and assessed already (3.09A). 
(a) The triangular parcel of land to the south of Taplow station has been identified and assessed 
for release from the GB (3.09A). 

(b) To the north of the station the only area with defensible boundaries is the land bounded by 
Station Road, Boundary Road, Institute Road and Hitcham Road.  

Given the previous work on 3.09A this parcel is not assessed again on this pro forma see 2.28A.  
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Green Belt Purpose Assessment  

Not Applicable  

Exceptional Circumstances Assessment  

Not Applicable  
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Chiltern and South Bucks Green Belt Assessment Part Two 

Reference No. 

2.28A (intersects 
with 4.309A, 3.09A) 

Area Name 

Land east of Station Road and south 
of Boundary Road, Burnham/Taplow  

Hectares 

8.82 

Part One General 
Area No. 73 
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Boundary Assessment  

It is possible to identify boundaries that are permanent and defensible in accordance with NPPF 
requirements. There are three parcels with boundaries wholly or partially within the 400m area of 
search. One of these has been identified and assessed under 3.09A. The area of land directly north of 
the railway line between the railway and Institute Road has been identified and assessed under 4.309A. 
The only other area with defensible boundaries is the land bounded by Station Road, Boundary Road, 
Institute Road and Hitcham Road and this is assessed further below.  

Given the previous work on 3.09A and 4.309A these parcels are not assessed again on this pro forma. 
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Green Belt Purpose Assessment 

Purpose 1a: PASS 

Purpose 1b: Parcel is connected to Burnham to the east across Hitcham 
Road.  Score: 3+/5 

Purpose 2: The parcel is part of the important gap between the non-
Green Belt settlements of Burnham/Slough and 
Maidenhead to the west. Whilst development in this gap 
would not directly contribute to settlement coalescence it 
would lessen the perceived gap between these settlements 
and would negatively impact the sense of openness of the 
area. Additionally, development of this gap might encroach 
upon the Green Belt settlement of Taplow as the distance 
between Burnham/Slough and the village could be quite 
significantly reduced. Score: 3/5 

Purpose 3: The parcel is currently in use primarily as a sports and 
recreation area. It is therefore very open but not 
necessarily of a rural character. Views north over the 
allotments are back dropped by existing development in 
Burnham and just to the south is a busy railway line which 
suppress a particularly rural character from developing. 
However, the openness and greenness of the land in its 
current use are key to its open urban fringe character and 
development could have a transformative effect upon this. 
Score: 3/5  

Purpose 4: The land does not abut a historic settlement core. Score: 
0/5 

Green Belt Purpose Conclusion: The area of land scores strongly against one or more Green 
Belt purpose(s). 

Exceptional Circumstances Assessment  

The parcel scores strongly on three separate purposes in the Green belt assessment and there are no 
exceptional circumstances to justify a release from the Green Belt. 
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Chiltern and South Bucks Green Belt Assessment Part Two 

Reference No. 

2.29 

Area Name 

George Green – Area to West of 
Wexham Park Hospital 

Hectares  

91.44 

Part One General 
Area No. 81 

 

Boundary Assessment 

It is possible to identify a boundary that is permanent and defensible in accordance with NPPF 
requirements. The option is well defined by encircling infrastructure – Church Lane to the west and 
south west, the A412 to the east and south east and Wexham Park Lane to the North. These features 
provide clear defensible and durable boundaries.  
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Green Belt Purpose Assessment 

Purpose 1a: PASS 

Purpose 1b: The land is contiguous with the Slough built up area. To the 
north east of the option development has spilled over 
Church Lane but elsewhere the option is faced across 
Church Lane by the Slough settlement.  Score: 5/5 

Purpose 2: The option forms a vital gap between Slough/Wexham and 
George Green. Development at the southern part of the 
option in particular could critically impact the real gap 
between George Green and Slough though it is considered 
that development anywhere within the option would be 
likely to negatively impact the perceived gap. Score: 5/5 

Purpose 3: The option is considered to be under greater influence 
from Slough built area than from the countryside beyond. 
This is partly due to the fact that it directly abuts the 
Slough urban area to the west but also because there is a 
concentration of existing residential development in the 
option’s north west and further dispersed development 
around the option’s southern perimeter. Additionally, a 
large portion of the northern and central part of the area is 
in use as a gravel and mineral extraction site which further 
detracts from a rural character. The remaining areas are in 
agricultural use but the character is considered to be semi-
urban. Score: 2/5 

Purpose 4: The option does not abut a historic settlement core. Score: 
0/5 

Green Belt Purpose Conclusion:  The area of land scores strongly against one or more Green 
Belt purpose(s). 

Exceptional Circumstances Assessment 

Not Applicable 
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Chiltern and South Bucks Green Belt Assessment Part Two 

Reference No. 

2.30 

Area Name 

Middle Green – Area to North of 
Slough 

Hectares  

207.28 

Part One General 
Area No. 88 

 

Boundary Assessment  

It is not possible to identify a boundary that is permanent and defensible in accordance with NPPF 
requirements. The option abuts Langley to the south and Slough to the west and so these boundaries 
are well defined by existing urban infrastructure. However, where the option faces north there are few 
natural features from which to derive a boundary and consequently the northern and eastern 
boundaries as proposed lack definition and durability. The eastern boundary as proposed could be 
realigned to follow the course of Love Hill Lane/Trenches Lane south to the B470. However, the 
northern boundary offers no defensibility as it only marked by field boundaries. As there appear to be 
no natural durable features to which the northern boundary could be realigned it is considered that no 
permanent defensible boundary can be identified for the site as a whole.  

 

 

 



ClassificationMarking 
 

 
ClassificationMarking 

Green Belt Purpose Assessment  

Not Applicable  

Exceptional Circumstances Assessment  

Not Applicable  
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Chiltern and South Bucks Green Belt Assessment Part Two 

Reference No. 

2.31 (part of 1.28 
and 1.29) 

Area Name 

Iver Heath – Area to the south 

Hectares 

67.41 

Part One General 
Area No. 87b/92 

 

Boundary Assessment  

It is possible to identify a boundary that is permanent and defensible in accordance with NPPF 
requirements, with a minor adjustment. See 2.31A. 
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Green Belt Purpose Assessment 

Not Applicable  

Exceptional Circumstances Assessment 

Not Applicable  
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Chiltern and South Bucks Green Belt Assessment Part Two 

Reference No. 

2.31A (includes 
1.28, 1.29, 4.327, 
4.328 and 4.329) 

Area Name 

Iver Heath – Area to the south 

Hectares 

67.41 

Part One General 
Area No. 87b/92 

 

Boundary Assessment 

It is possible to identify a boundary that is permanent and defensible in accordance with NPPF 
requirements with a minor adjustment. The option occupies a wedge of land between Iver Village and 
the Ridgeway Business Park/Grand Union Canal. As such the non-Green Belt settlement of Iver forms 
the northern boundary, the M25 forms the short eastern boundary, a combination of Ridgeway and the 
Canal form the southern boundary. The option as proposed has no natural western boundary features 
as the proposed western boundary cuts through open fields. However, if the western boundary is 
extended to Mansion Lane then the option would be fully encircled by defensible features.  
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Green Belt Purpose Assessment  

Purpose 1a: FAIL 

Purpose 1b: Iver is not a major settlement as per the Part 1 
methodology. Score: 0/5 

Purpose 2: The land represents an important gap between Iver Village 
and Richings Park to the south as well as Langley/Slough to 
the west. Score: 3/5 

Purpose 3: The land use is predominantly agricultural consisting 
mainly of open fields. Development is limited to structures 
associated with agriculture. The open rural character of the 
area is tempered by the presence of Ridgeway Business 
Park to the south. Score: 4/5 

Purpose 4: The land does not directly abut the historic core of Iver. 
Score 0/5  

Green Belt Purpose Conclusion  

 

The area of land scores strongly against one or more Green 
Belt purpose(s). 

Exceptional Circumstances Assessment  

Not Applicable. However, 2.31A contains the much smaller parcel 1.29 for which defensible boundaries 
and exceptional circumstances for release can be identified. See pro forma 1.29 for further details.  
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Chiltern and South Bucks Green Belt Assessment Part Two 

Reference No.2.32 
(Intersects with 
4.330, 4.331, 4.332) 

Area Name 

Iver 400m around station 

Hectares 

50.25 

Part One General 
Area No. 94, 95, 99 

 

Boundary Assessment  
Within the 400m radius of Iver Station it is possible to identify three areas with permanent and 
defensible boundaries. These are 4.332 which was identified through the HELAA call for sites (see pro 
forma 4.332 for conclusions) and Green Belt Assessment Part 1 Parcel 94 and Parcel 95 (see  Part 1 
Conclusions. See below for further assessment of Parcel 95.  
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Green Belt Purpose Assessment 

Not Applicable  

Exceptional Circumstances Assessment 

Not Applicable  
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Chiltern and South Bucks Green Belt Assessment Part Two 

Reference No. 

2.32A 

Area Name:  

Land East of Thorney Lane Industrial 
Estate (North of Iver Station) 

Hectares:  

34.28 

Part One General 
Area No. 94/95 
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Boundary Assessment  

It is possible to identify a boundary that is permanent and defensible in accordance with NPPF 
requirements. Land bounded by Grand Union Canal to the north, Thorney Business park to the west, 
Thorney Lane South to the east and the Great Western Mainline to the south.  The land is in one 
ownership. It forms the parcel identified in the Part 1 Assessment as 95.  
 

Parcel 95 “forms part of the essential gap between the non-Green Belt settlements of Iver (Ridgeway 
Trading Estate) and Richings Park, preventing development that would significantly reduce the distance 
between these settlements. The parcel also forms part of the wider gap between the non-Green Belt 
settlements of West Drayton in the London Borough of Hillingdon and Slough.” 

 

To the west of the parcel is Thorney Business Park which has already been removed from the GB. The 
land to the west of the existing Business Park is mainly required for two major infrastructure projects 
Western Rail Link to Heathrow and the new Heathrow Express depot for HS2.  The land to the east of 
the Business Park alongside Thorney Lane South is former landfill and potentially contaminated land. 
Redeveloping the business park is in accordance with existing core strategy policy to reduce HGV traffic 
in Iver.  The site currently generates in excess of 50% of the HGV’s generated by the 4 different 
industrial sites in Iver. The existing business park is not Green Belt, although the boundaries of the site 
appear to have encroached upon the Green Belt to the east, the parcels to the west 96 and east 95 are 
in the Green Belt.  The parcel to be considered further for release from the Green Belt should only be 
the land to the east of Thorney Business Park – Parcel 95.  Parcel 94 is also included in the assessment. 

Green Belt Purpose Assessment  

Purpose 1a: FAIL - The land parcel is not at the edge of a large built up 
area. 

Purpose 1b: Score: 0/5 

Purpose 2: Although the land forms part of the essential visual gap 
between Iver and Richings Park there is considerable 
existing development in this gap including the Ridgeway 
Business Park and Thorney Business Park.  Both of these 
sites have previously been excluded from the Green Belt.    
Score: 5/5 

Purpose 3: Due to the access to Thorney Business Park and nature of 
activities on the site along with the railway and station to 
the south parcel no.95 has an urban feel. The parcels on 
either side 94 and 96 are mainly open land with the 
exception of the Mansion Lane gypsy and travellers site in 
Parcel 96 and a small amount of residential and 
commercial development south of the Grand Union canal 
in parcel 94. Score 2/5 

Purpose 4: This land does not abut an identified historic settlement 
core and does not meet this purpose. Score 0/5 

Green Belt Purpose Conclusion:  The area of land only performs strongly against one Green 
Belt purpose(s). 

Exceptional Circumstances Assessment 
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Is there a good fit with the spatial 
strategy? 

Yes Options J and K in relation Parcel 95 only. 

Would development in the area satisfy 
sustainable development criteria? 

Yes Parcel 95 is adjacent to the railway station.  
Crossrail/TFL are proposing a new station car park on the 
eastern edge of the parcel to create a new 500 vehicle car 
park.  The land was formerly used as landfill and suffers 
from contamination. Health services and shops are 
available in Iver village and Richings Park both a short 
distance from the site.  The land is within the Colne Valley 
Regional Park.  Part of the eastern end is a biological 
notification area.  
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Looking just at the area of land in 
question, to what extent would there be 
conflict with the purposes and integrity 
of the Green Belt as set out in the NPPF 
(including wider objectives)? 

This parcel performs relatively weakly against the purposes 
of the Green Belt in terms of safeguarding the countryside 
from encroachment.  In terms of merging settlements the 
Part 1 assessment scores the site as performing strongly 
(5).  Clearly loss of this area from the Green Belt could 
significantly reduce the gap between Iver Village and 
Richings Park and as such was correctly scored 5 in Part 1.  
However in considering this option in more detail it is 
considered that the score of 5 could be reduced if the gap 
can be visually and physically maintained along Thorney 
Road South within the context of an area of land already 
being bound by development excluded from the Green Belt 
on three sides, two of which are not settlements.   This 
could be for example through the provision of significant 
public open space as part of a development.  The scope for 
this would need to be considered in the context of other 
advantages that development in this location could secure 
in contributing to exceptional circumstances.   Therefore 
this option should be considered further in relation to 
planning controls that could be incorporated so as to 
visually protect this important gap.  The benefits 
contributing to exceptional circumstances could include 
removing a major HGV generating industrial site causing 
local nuisance if Thorney Business Park redevelopment was 
part of a comprehensive development proposal;  helping 
secure a relief road option for Iver Village through the site, 
maximising sustainable development by locating 
development alongside a railway station where services 
will be improved considerably as part of the new Crossrail 
service in 2019 and addressing potential  landfill historic 
land contamination/damaged land.   
 

In terms of promoting wider objectives of the Green Belt its 
removal from the Green Belt could deliver Green Belt 
objectives as set out in the NPPF (para 81) on key parts of 
the area (enabled by development on other parts) which 
are unlikely to be delivered if the land was retained in its 
entirety in the Green Belt.  Namely access opportunities 
could be secured on active open space, other open space 
areas and enhanced links to the Canal towpath; outdoor 
sport and recreation could be included in the open space; 
landscape features on the open space areas can be 
enhanced; and improvements could be carried out to 
damaged land.  In relation to biodiversity a significant part 
of the area is being considered for wildlife value and 
whether this could be incorporated in open space areas 
and/or open space areas prepared and maintained for 
enhance biodiversity.  Conversely if the wildlife assessment 
reduces the development area to make a development 
unviable or unacceptable in planning terms then the area 
as a whole should be retained in the Green Belt. 
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Looking at the strategic context of the 

wider area, to what extent is there 

conflict with the wider strategic function 

of the Green Belt in the form of 

cumulative impacts: would release from 

the Green Belt affect the scoring in 

surrounding parcels and/or is the scoring 

affected by judgements about 

exceptional circumstances in other 

parcels? 

By removing parcel 95 from the Green Belt the surrounding 
parcels are strengthened as they become more important 
in maintaining the essential gap between Iver and Richings 
Park and the gap between Slough and Uxbridge/West 
Drayton.   With controls to maintain a visual gap along 
Thorney Lane South the loss of the remainder of this area 
from the Green Belt could be mitigated.   

Exceptional Circumstances Conclusion: 

 

Exceptional circumstances could exist however this is 
dependent on the outcome of further work (e.g. Biological 
Notification Area assessment) and willingness of the 
landowner to secure development benefits to retain the 
visual and physical gap between Richings Park and Iver 
Village and deliver planning benefits to contribute to 
providing exceptional circumstances. 
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Chiltern and South Bucks Green Belt Assessment Part Two 

Reference No. 

2.34 

Area Name 

Denham - 400m radius around Train 
Station 

Hectares 

50.27 

Part One General 
Area No. 
40a/40b/63 

 

Boundary Assessment  

An area to the south west of the train station can be identified for further testing.  This area consists of 
the Martin Baker Sports and Social Club, and could be bounded by the railway line to the north, the N. 
Orbital Road to the east and Tilehouse Lane to the southwest.  This area is assessed under ref: 2.34A 
below 
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Reference No. 

2.34A 

Area Name 

Martin Baker Sports and Social Club 

Hectares 

6.58 

Part One Parcel No. 

63 

 

Boundary Assessment  

See 2.34 

Green Belt Purpose Assessment  

Purpose 1a: FAIL:  The area does not border a large built up area as 
defined in the Part 1 Green Belt Assessment Methodology. 

Purpose 1b: The area does not contribute toward the prevention of 
sprawl of these large built up areas. Score: 0/5 

Purpose 2: The area forms part of the gap between Denham and 
Denham Green.  This gap is particularly narrow and the 
development of this area would contribute towards the 
perceived coalescence of these settlements. Score: 5/5 

Purpose 3: The area consists of a number of detached residences and 
a sports field and associated facilities, which result in an 
urban character. Score: 1/5 

Purpose 4: The area does not abut an identified historic core. Score: 
0/5 

Green Belt Purpose Conclusion:  The area of land scores strongly against one or more Green 
Belt purpose(s). 

Exceptional Circumstances Assessment  

Not Applicable  
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Chiltern and South Bucks Green Belt Assessment Part Two 

Reference No. 

2.35 

Area Name 

Chesham– 400m radius around train 
station 

Hectares 

50.25 

Part One General 
Area No. 10e/16b 

 

Boundary Assessment  

It is not possible to identify a boundary that is permanent and defensible in accordance with NPPF 
requirements. The area of search is a 400m radius around Chesham train station. It is not possible to 
identify a Green Belt parcel of land with defensible boundaries within this area of search.  
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Green Belt Purpose Assessment 

Not Applicable  

Exceptional Circumstances Assessment  

Not Applicable  
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Chiltern and South Bucks Green Belt Assessment Part Two 

Reference No. 

2.36 

Area Name 

Great Missenden – 400m radius 
around train station 

Hectares 

50.25 

Part One General 
Area No. 
10b/19/21a/9f 

 

Boundary Assessment  

It is possible to identify a boundary that is permanent and defensible in accordance with NPPF 
requirements. Within the area of search 400m in radius around Great Missenden station a parcel of 
land can be identified which is abuts the Village to the west and south and is bounded by Link Road to 
the north and Buryfield Lane to the east. The land’s current use is as a recreation ground.  
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Green Belt Purpose Assessment  

Purpose 1a: PASS 

Purpose 1b: The land is contiguous with Great Missenden and directly 
abuts a large number of buildings in the town centre. 
Score: 5+ -/5 

Purpose 2: The space does not provide a significant gap between non-
Green Belt settlements as it faces to the north of GM away 
from Prestwood and therefore is not facing another non-
Green Belt settlement. Score: 1/5 

Purpose 3: The land is used as a recreation and sports area and as such 
is almost entirely open and undeveloped. Score: 5/5 

Purpose 4: The land directly abuts the historic core of GM and plays a 
critical role in maintaining the views in and out of the town 
centre. Views east out of the town centre over the wider 
countryside are heavily reliant on the recreation ground 
land remaining open and undeveloped. Score 5/5 

Green Belt Purpose Conclusion:  

 

The area of land scores strongly against one or more Green 
Belt purpose(s). 

Exceptional Circumstances Assessment  

Not Applicable  
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