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Classification: OFFICIAL 

Chiltern and South Bucks Green Belt Assessment Part Two 

Reference No. 

3.01A 

Area Name 

Land North of the Bellcote West of 
the A416   

Hectares 6.87 

Part One General 
Area No. 11 

 

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 A416 the other boundaries of the 
proposed area are existing field boundary hedges. There are no NPPF compliant features to define the 
other boundaries.  
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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. 

3.06A 

Area Name 

Land on the East Side of the A355, 
South of the A40, Beaconsfield 

Hectares 

6.44 

Part One General 
Area No. 54 

 

Boundary Assessment 

It is not possible to define an NPPF compliant boundary. The site is bound by the A355 on its western 
extent, Pyebush Lane to the east, M40 to the south, and the northern boundary is woodland which is 
subject to a Tree Protection Order; these are all strong defensible boundaries. The site’s south-eastern 
boundary however is not well-defined; it is a sparse row of trees following a small unmade path, which 
is not a durable, defensible boundary.  
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Green Bet Purpose Assessment  

Not Applicable  

Exceptional Circumstances Assessment  

Not Applicable  
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Chiltern and South Bucks Green Belt Assessment Part Two 

Reference No. 

3.07A 

Area Name 

Land to the South of the M40, to the 
West of New Denham 

Hectares 

3.33 

Part One General 
Area  No. 65b 

 

Boundary Assessment 

It is not possible to identify a boundary that is permanent and defensible in accordance with NPPF 
requirements. The site is bounded to the north-east by the A40 which provides an NPPF compliant 
boundary.  However, the remaining edges are not bordered by permanent features, consisting of a row 
of trees and a hedge to the west and open land to the south. 
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Green Belt Purpose Assessment  

Not Applicable  

Exceptional Circumstances Assessment  

Not Applicable  
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Chiltern & South Bucks Green Belt Assessment Part Two 

Reference No. 

3.07B 

Area Name 

Area to the North West of M40 
Junction, Denham 

Hectares 

8.69 

Part One Parcel No. 

65b 

 

Boundary Assessment 

Boundaries could follow the A40, A40/M40 Junction and Southlands Road.  However, the southern 
boundary is onto open land and is formed of a hedge and therefore not permanent and defensible in 
accordance with the requirements of the NPPF. However, it is possible to identify a boundary that is 
permanent and defensible in accordance with NPPF requirements if the site were to be extended to the 
south west.  In this case, an NPPF compliant boundary could be drawn around a wider area, 
consolidating several study sites into one area for consideration.  This would consist of the entire area 
to the east of Southlands Road in between the A40 and M40 with the boundary following the A40, M40 
and Southlands Road.  This wider area has been assessed below under ref: 3.07B(i) 
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Reference No. 

3.07B(i) 

Area Name 

Land to the west of Southlands Road 

Hectares 

12.04 

Part One Parcel No. 

65b 

 

Boundary Assessment 

It is possible to identify a boundary that is permanent and defensible in accordance with NPPF 
requirements.  See pro forma 3.07B. 

Green Belt Purpose Assessment 

Purpose 1a: FAIL – this option is not at the edge of one of the large built 
up areas identified in the Part 1 Assessment Methodology. 

Purpose 1b: Score: 0/5 

Purpose 2: This option forms part of the wider gap between Gerrards 
Cross and Tatling End and Denham.  It also forms part of 
the wider gap between Iver Heath and Denham.  Should 
this option be removed from the Green Belt, it would not 
decrease this gap as the option does not extend further 
west than the existing settlement of Denham. 

Removal of this option from the Green Belt would slightly 
reduce the wider gap between Denham and Iver Heath, 
however the M40 provides a substantial physical barrier to 
any further encroachment in this direction.  Score:1/5 

Purpose 3: Encroachment has already occurred in this area, with 
existing development in the form of several nurseries and 
commercial premises fronting onto the A40. These land 
uses result in a semi-urban character.  Score: 2/5 

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

Green Belt Purpose Conclusion This option does not score strongly against one or more 
Green Belt purpose(s). 

Exceptional Circumstances Assessment 

Is there a good fit with the spatial 
strategy? 

Development of this option for employment purposes 
would be in keeping with option K.v) of the emerging 
spatial strategy. 
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Would development in the area satisfy 
sustainable development criteria? 

Development could have a moderate adverse impact on: 

 Natural Resources (Objective 6) as this option 
contains Grade I agricultural land and lies within a 
Minerals Safeguarding Area. 

 

Development would have a minor adverse impact on: 

 Landscape (Objective 2) 

 Biodiversity (Objective 3) 

The option falls within the Colne Valley Park and the Colne 
Valley Biodiversity Opportunity Area.   

 

Development would have a neutral impact on: 

 Cultural Heritage (Objective 1) 

 Health (Objective 11) 

 Housing (Objective 10) 

The option is not within the vicinity of a listed building, nor 
does it fall within an archaeological notification area.   

 

Development would have a moderate positive impact on: 

 Transport (Objective 9) 

 Economy (Objective 12) 

The option falls within 2km of Denham Station and within 
400m of a number of bus routes offering access to 
surrounding towns and local centres.  Development as 
employment land would have a positive impact on the 
economy 

 

Development would have an uncertain impact on: 

 Climate Change Mitigation (Objective 4) 

 Climate Change Adaptation (Objective 5) 

 Pollution (Objective 7) 

 Waste (Objective 8) 

 

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)? 

As set out above, there is no significant conflict with the 
purposes of the Green Belt as set out in the NPPF.  
However, development would result in an intensification of 
built form in this location, extending the developed area of 
Denham to the other side of the A40.   
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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? 

The removal of this option from the Green Belt needs to be 
considered in the context of the assessments of 1.18 and 
3.07C. 

Therefore two scenarios need to be considered: 

 

1.  If Denham (1.18) were to remain within the Green 
Belt, then the removal of this option in isolation 
would be illogical and would have a negative 
impact on the surrounding Green Belt.   

 

2.  Equally, if all of these areas, including this option, 
were to be removed from the Green Belt it would 
create a large ‘hole’ within the existing Green Belt, 
in close proximity to London.  This could weaken 
the strategic function of the wider Green Belt in 
this area. 
 
However, removal of option 3.07B(i) from the 
Green Belt would slightly increase the importance 
of parcel 75 in maintaining the gap between 
Denham and Iver Heath.  Development already 
exists on part of this option and this currently 
detracts from the surrounding Green Belt by 
impacting on character and openness, and 
therefore removal of this option from the Green 
Belt would also improve the scoring of the 
remainder of parcel 65b as it would remove a 
portion of existing built development from the 
Green Belt. 

Exceptional Circumstances Conclusion: 

 

Exceptional circumstances may exist.  In isolation, this 
option performs a weak Green Belt function, with existing 
development along the northern boundary currently 
impacting upon the openness of the Green Belt.  Its 
removal from the Green Belt would not cause the 
coalescence of settlements and could meet some 
development needs providing the adverse impacts 
identified could be addressed.   
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Chiltern & South Bucks Green Belt Assessment Part Two 

Reference No. 

3.07C 

Area Name 

Land at Denham M40 Junction 1, 
Denham 

Hectares 

4.72 

Part One Parcel No. 

66 

 

Boundary Assessment 

It is possible to identify a boundary that is permanent and defensible in accordance with NPPF 
requirements.  The boundary could be formed by the rear of properties on Priory Close, Denham Court 
Drive to the east, the A40/M40 Junction to the south and the A40 to the west.  These form substantial 
physical boundaries which are permanent and defensible in accordance with the NPPF. 
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Green Belt Purpose Assessment 

Purpose 1a: FAIL:  This option is not at the edge of a large built up 
settlement as identified by ARUP within the Green Belt 
Assessment Methodology 

Purpose 1b: As this option is not at the edge of a large built up area it 
does not prevent the sprawl of any of these areas.  Score: 
0/5 

Purpose 2: This option forms part of the gap between Denham and 
New Denham/Uxbridge.  Although the gap between 
Denham and New Denham/Uxbridge is particularly narrow, 
the presence of the M40 provides a significant visual and 
physical barrier between the two settlements.  
Development of this option would therefore not cause the 
coalescence or perceived coalescence of the two 
settlements.   

Development of this option would not diminish the gap 
between Denham and Uxbridge as it does not extend 
further than the existing residential properties immediately 
north.  Score: 1/5 

Purpose 3: This option contains no built form, however the presence 
of the existing residential properties to the north and the 
A40 and A40/M40 junction to the west and south have an 
urbanising effect.  Overall, the option has a semi-urban 
character.  Score: 2/5 

Purpose 4: This option does not abut an identified historic core.  
Score: 0/5 

Green Belt Purpose Conclusion This option does not score strongly against one or more 
Green Belt purpose(s). 

Exceptional Circumstances Assessment 

Is there a good fit with the spatial 
strategy? 

Development of this option for employment purposes 
would be in keeping with option K.v) of the emerging 
spatial strategy. 
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Would development in the area 
satisfy sustainable development 
criteria? 

Moderate Adverse Impacts on: 

 Natural Resources (Objective 6) 

The option contains Grade I agricultural land and lies within 
a Minerals Safeguarding Area. 

 

Minor Adverse Impacts on: 

 Landscape (Objective 2) 

 Biodiversity (Objective 3) 

The option falls within the Colne Valley Park and the Colne 
Valley Biodiversity Opportunity Area.   

 

Neutral Impacts on: 

 Cultural Heritage (Objective 1) 

 Health (Objective 11) 

 Housing (Objective 10) 

The option is not within the vicinity of a listed building, nor 
does it fall within an archaeological notification area.   

 

Moderate Positive Impacts on: 

 Transport (Objective 9) 

 Economy (Objective 12) 

The option falls within 2km of Denham Station and within 
400m of a number of bus routes offering access to 
surrounding towns and local centres.  Development as 
employment land would have a positive impact on the 
economy 

 

Uncertain Impacts on: 

 Climate Change Mitigation (Objective 4) 

 Climate Change Adaptation (Objective 5) 

 Pollution (Objective 7) 

 Waste (Objective 8) 

 

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)? 

As set out above, the removal of this option from the 
Green Belt would not create significant conflict with the 
purposes of the Green Belt.  It would potentially provide 
for a sustainable pattern of development as required by 
paragraph 84 of the NPPF by channelling development 
towards the village of Denham in a location with good 
transport links.   
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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? 

Although this option forms part of the gap between 
Denham and New Denham/Uxbridge, the presence of the 
A40 and M40 provide a visual and physical barrier between 
this piece of land and the surrounding areas.  This both 
severs its relationship with the surrounding Green Belt and 
also acts as a physical barrier to prevent any onward 
sprawl.  The removal of this option from the Green Belt 
needs to be considered in the context of the strategic 
importance that the Green Belt plays in restricting the 
sprawl of London, however development here would not 
result in the physical or perceptual coalescence of Denham 
with New Denham, given the severance caused by the 
M40. 

 

The removal of this option from the Green Belt needs to be 
considered in the context of the assessments of 1.18 and 
3.07B(i).  Therefore, two scenarios need to be considered: 

 

1.  If Denham (1.18) were to remain within the Green 
Belt, then the removal of this site in isolation 
would be illogical and would have a negative 
impact on the surrounding Green Belt.   
 

2. If all of these areas, including this option, were to 
be removed from the Green Belt it would create a 
large ‘hole’ within the existing Green Belt, in close 
proximity to London.  This could weaken the 
strategic function of the wider Green Belt in this 
area. 
 
Removal of option 3.07C would increase the 
importance of surrounding parcels; particularly 
parcel 77 which provide separation between 
Denham and New Denham.  However, given that 
this option is enclosed by substantial infrastructure 
(M40 junction and the A40) and the existing 
properties on Priory Close, its role in preventing 
further encroachment on the countryside is 
limited. 

Exceptional Circumstances Conclusion: 

 

Exceptional circumstances may exist.  In isolation, this 
option performs a weak Green Belt function, being 
effectively enclosed by the surrounding infrastructure and 
residential development.  Its removal from the Green Belt 
would not cause the coalescence of settlements and could 
meet some development needs providing the adverse 
impacts identified could be addressed.   
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Chiltern and South Bucks Green Belt Assessment Part Two 

Reference No. 

3.07D 

Area Name 

Land to South East of Denham Court 
Drive, Denham 

Hectares 

4.82 

Part One General 
Area No. 66 

 

Boundary Assessment  

It is possible to identify a boundary that is permanent and defensible in accordance with NPPF 
requirements.  A boundary could follow Denham Court Drive to the north and west, the A40/M40 
junction to the south and the existing lake at the former gravel pit to the east.   
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Green Belt Purpose Assessment  

Purpose 1a: FAIL: This option is not at the edge of a large built up area 
as identified by ARUP in the Part 1 Green Belt Assessment 
Methodology 

Purpose 1b: Score: 0/5 

Purpose 2: This option forms part of the wider gap between Denham 
and Uxbridge to the east.  This option forms part of the gap 
between Denham and New Denham/Uxbridge to the south 
east.  The gap between Denham and New 
Denham/Uxbridge is particularly narrow in this area; 
however the presence of the M40 creates a prominent 
visual barrier between the two settlements.  Score: 3/5 

Purpose 3: This option consists of open land through which an access 
road to the adjacent restored mineral workings used to 
run.  The access road has since been removed and this area 
restored an open field.  Although the A40/M40 junction is 
clearly visible to the south of the site, the site itself 
contains no built form and retains a largely rural open 
character. Score: 3/5 

Purpose 4: This option 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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Green Belt Assessment Part Two 

Pro Forma Version 4 Revised 29-Jul-2016 

All other areas of land within scope of Green Belt Assessment Part Two (ie. those not identified by 
Arup) 

 

Reference No. 

3.09A 

Area Name 

Land South of Taplow Station 

Hectares 

3.70 

Part One Parcel No. 

90 

 

It is possible to identify a clear boundary to the proposed site as it abuts the main railway line to 
the north, Bath Road to the south and Station Road to the east. These features provide clear 
containment and definition to the identified land. The land is previously and currently developed 
and its release would represent a continuation of a well-defined spur of non-Green Belt land to the 
west of Slough/Burnham.  
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Purpose 1a: PASS 

Purpose 1b: The option is connected to Burnham/Slough to the 
east across Station Road, comprising largely a retail 
park. The area includes Taplow Railway Station and 
previously developed uses.  Visually the area forms 
part of Burnham.  Score 3/5 

Purpose 2: The land is already developed and therefore does not 
constitute a gap between settlements.  Score 0/5 

Purpose 3: The land is already developed, it is sandwiched 
between major infrastructure and is contiguous with 
the settlement of Burnham/Slough. It is therefore 
considered to possess a predominantly urban 
character.  Score 1/5 

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). 

Is there a good fit with the spatial 
strategy? 

Yes. Options G, J and K3 fit best.  

Would development in the area 
satisfy sustainable development 
criteria? 

Yes. The location is immediately south of a current 
mainline railway and future Crossrail station.   
 

Development could have a minor negative  impact on: 

- Landscape (Objective 2) 

-             Biodiversity (Objective 3)  
 

Development would have a neutral impact on: 

- Cultural heritage (Objective 1)  
- Climate Change Adaptation (Objective 5)  
- Natural Resources (Objective 6)   
- Housing (Objective 10)   

 

Development would have a minor positive impact on: 

- Climate Change Mitigation (Objective 4)  
 

Development would have a moderate positive impact on: 

- Transport (Objective 9) 
- Economy (Objective 12) 

 

Development would have an unknown impact on: 

- Pollution (Objective 7)   
- Waste (Objective 8)   
- Health (Objective 11)  
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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)? 

Although the area scores a 3 against Purpose 1 this does 
not take into account that the area is already largely 
developed and as such the impact on this purpose of the 
Green Belt will be reduced if the area were redeveloped.  
In relation to other purposes the area performs Green Belt 
functions weakly.  Releasing the area from the Green Belt 
would therefore be unlikely to result in substantial conflict 
with the purposes and integrity of the Green Belt.  

Loss of this area from the Green Belt would not impact on 
Green Belt objectives. 

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 the area from the Green Belt  would be of 
limited impact to surrounding areas of Green Belt as the 
area is well defined and previously developed. The 
presence of the railway line and associated embankment 
along the proposed site’s northern boundary acts as a 
strong visual barrier from the north. Approach from the 
east is from an area of urban character and the area  
makes very little contribution to a transition in character 
from urban to rural.  

 

Exceptional circumstances 

conclusions 

Do exceptional circumstances apply? 

Exceptional circumstances could exist despite the scoring 
against Purpose 1 given the other considerations, 
particularly the extent of existing development in the area. 
 

The option makes a negligible contribution to the wider 
Green Belt. The uniquely well-defined and permanently 
defensible boundaries ensure that release of the site will 
not create pressure on other Green Belt areas.   
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Chiltern and South Bucks Green Belt Assessment Part Two 

Reference No. 

3.09B 

Area Name 

Land South of Bath Road, Taplow 

Hectares 

3.70 

Part One General 
Area No. 90 

 

Boundary Assessment  

It is not possible to identify a boundary that is permanent and defensible in accordance with NPPF 
requirements. The proposed site has no durable boundary to the south where it meets open green 
fields. Although it is well defined on its three other sides the lack of defensible boundary to the south 
means that the site as a whole cannot provide new permanent and defensible Green Belt boundaries.  
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Green Belt Purpose Assessment  

Not Applicable  

Exceptional Circumstances Assessment  

Not Applicable  
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