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Chiltern & South Bucks Green Belt Assessment Part Two
Reference No.
1.01

Area Name Area north East of
Chesham (Lye Green Road Area)

Hectares 57.26

Part One General
Area No. 13a

Part One Recommended General Area (RGA) No.
RGA 3

Boundary Assessment
It is possible to identify a boundary that is permanent and defensible in accordance with NPPF
requirements. The boundary could follow existing roads on the north east and west and the edge of the
built up area to the south.

Green Belt Purpose Assessment
Arup Recommended General Area: Green Belt Purpose Assessment therefore not required.
Exceptional Circumstances Assessment
Is there a good fit with the spatial
strategy?

Fits Option C.

Would development in the area satisfy
sustainable development criteria?

Elements of harm identified in the Sustainability Appraisal
of the Regulation 18 Initial Consultation relate to a larger
Issues and Options site which would cover more land and
visually close the gap between Chesham to Botley. An
archaeological notification site falls to the south of this
area being assessed.
Development could have a moderate adverse impact on:
•
Cultural Heritage (Objective 1) – one listed building
within the area ‘Whitehouse’ and Brockhurst Farm
complex immediately to the south of the proposed
area.
•
Landscape (Objective 2). - Development on this
land could affect the setting of the AONB which lies
immediately to the west of this proposed area.
Development could have a minor adverse impact on:
•
Biodiversity (Objective 3). Development at this site
is likely to result in a loss of habitats of principal
importance, including a loss of hedgerows and
habitat connectivity at the site.
Development could have a neutral impact on:
•
Natural Resources (Objective 6)
•
Health (Objective 11)
•
Waste (Objective 8).
Development could have a moderate positive impact on:
•
Housing (Objective 10)
•
Transport (Objective 9).
Development could have an uncertain impact on:
•
Pollution (Objective 7)
•
Economy (Objective 12)
•
Climate Change Mitigation (Objective 4)
•
Climate Change Adaptation (Objective 5).

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)?

There would be limited conflict with Green Belt purposes.
The area could be regarded as preventing the outward
sprawl of Chesham. However the proposed outward
boundaries of the area are permanent roads (A, B and C
class) and the inner edge is the existing settlement. As such
the new boundary would prevent sprawl and joining of
Chesham with Berkhamsted and at a local level Chesham
with the Green Belt settlement of Botley. In terms of the
wider Green Belt objectives the area currently makes
limited contribution to opportunities for outdoor sport and
recreation (predominantly agricultural land) or biodiversity
(not a protected area or having a specific asset which
cannot be retained).

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?

If this area is released from the Green Belt then the
importance of the remaining gap between the extended
settlement area and the surrounding settlements
increases. As such some of the scoring on adjacent General
Areas may strengthen, eg. General Areas 13b and 15.

Exceptional Circumstances Conclusions

Exceptional circumstances may apply.
The area is in a sustainable location, outside of the AONB.
It would meet some development needs with limited harm
to the remaining Green Belt.

Chiltern & South Bucks Green Belt Assessment Part Two
Reference No.
1.02

Area Name
Botley

Hectares
34.12

Part One General
Area No. 15

Part One Recommended General Area or Recommended Sub Area No.
RSA 6

Boundary Assessment
There are few permanent features which could provide a boundary around the settlement of Botley
other than existing rear garden boundaries. Garden boundaries do not follow physical features which
are likely to be permanent.
The access road Kiln Lane to the south of the Recommended General Area (RGA) is an exception which
can provide a permanent boundary to a section of the RGA in the south east. Further to the south
western end of the area the boundary of the settlement is partially formed by Broomstick Lane.
However at the point where this lane forms the outer edge of the settlement it is an unmade footpath
and is therefore not considered to be a permanent defensible boundary in this part. All the other
potential boundaries of the built up area of Botley/Ley Hill are the outer edge boundaries of properties
fronting the village roads mostly comprised of hedgerows. There are no nearby permanent physical
boundaries which could form a realistic alternative permanent boundary to the existing settlement
edges.
Therefore it is not possible to identify a boundary that is permanent and defensible in accordance with
NPPF requirements.

Green Belt Purpose Assessment
Not applicable.
Exceptional Circumstances Assessment
Not applicable.

Chiltern & South Bucks Green Belt Assessment Part Two
Reference No.
1.03

Area Name
Area South of Holmer Green
(Skimmers Orchard)

Hectares
17.63

Part One General Area
No. 24a

Part One Recommended Sub Area (RSA) No.
RSA 9

Boundary Assessment
It is possible to identify a boundary that is permanent and defensible in accordance with NPPF
requirements. The area has been defined in Green Belt Assessment Part 1.
A boundary could be defined bound by Earl Howe Road to the East, the A404 (Amersham Road) to the
south and built-up area of High Wycombe (Hazlemere/Holmer Green) to the north. The boundary of the
area to the west consists of a row of trees and woodland which borders a land parcel within Wycombe
District which is currently greenfield, but this is also enclosed by the A404 (Amersham Road) to the south
and built-up area of High Wycombe (Holmer Green/Hazlemere) to the north and west; this area has been
identified by Wycombe District Council for release from the Green Belt in their emerging Local Plan.
It is important to note that the land was also nominated in the Regulation 18 consultation and this
included the land which is within Wycombe District Council, so this is reflected in the assessment of this
area. Map below shows both areas.

Green Belt Purpose Assessment
Purpose 1a:

PASS

Purpose 1b:

The land is connected to the large built-up area of High
Wycombe (Holmer Green/Hazlemere) to the north. The
boundary between the land parcel and the High
Wycombe built-up area is predominantly bordered by
semi-detached, detached, and terraced homes with
gardens, some of which have regular, rectangular
boundaries but the majority are bound by softer, natural
features, whereas some are less well defined and lack
durability such as hedgerows.
The western boundary is currently weak consisting of a
row of trees and hedgerows which at present do not act
as a sufficient boundary. However, the land which it
borders (remaining part of RSA9) has been identified by
Wycombe District Council as an area for potential
release from the Green Belt.
Two potential scores are possible against this purpose
depending on the outcome for the adjacent area within
Wycombe District:
i) If the area to the west (within Wycombe District ) were
to be released from the Green Belt and developed, the
land would effectively be enclosed by the built-up area
to the north and west, Earl Howe Road to the east and
the A404 (Amersham Road). Score: 1/5
ii) If the area to the west within Wycombe District is not
released from the Green Belt then the western boundary
would not be defensible, permanent or durable. The
land parcel would only be connected to the built-up area
of High Wycombe (Hazlemere/Holmer Green) to the
north. Score: 3/5

Purpose 2:

The Part 1 Green Belt Assessment concludes that Holmer
Green and Hazelmere should be treated as one
settlement in built form terms as the two areas are
physically joined by development. Therefore there is no
coalescence issue between Holmer Green and
Hazelmere.
The land parcel forms a small part of the less essential
gap between the non-Green Belt settlements of High
Wycombe (Hazlemere/Holmer Green) and Knotty
Green/Beaconsfield. It does not provide a contribution
to the gap between High Wycombe (Hazlemere/Holmer
Green) and Amersham given the scale of the gap
between 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 fairly flat fields. There
is an area of woodland to the east and south-west of the
land and the south-east of the site is in use as a

travelling show people yard, so this is proliferated with
hardstanding and structures. The presence of
agricultural uses within the area of land and other small
scale paddocks are ruralising factors, however there is a
strong visual connection to the residential dwellings to
the north and A404 to the south, which effectively
encloses the area of land and gives it a semi-urban
character. This would be further re-enforced if the
adjacent area to the west were to be released from the
Green Belt and fully developed. Score: 2/5
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 within Chiltern District does not score
strongly against one or more Green Belt purpose(s) if the
land within Wycombe District is released from the Green
Belt. If the land within Wycombe District is not released
from the Green Belt, the area of land within Chiltern
District scores strongly against one or more Green Belt
purpose(s).

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

Fits Option D.

Would development in the area satisfy
sustainable development criteria?

Development could have a minor adverse impact on:
•
Biodiversity (Objective 3).
Development could have a moderate adverse impacts
on:
•
Landscape quality (Objective 2).
Development could have uncertain benefits on:
•
Climate Change Mitigation (Objective 4);
•
Natural Resource (Objective 6);
•
Pollution (Objective 7); and
•
Economy (Objective 12).
Development could have minor benefits on:
•
Climate Change Adaptation (Objective 5); and
•
Transport (Objective 9) and Health (Objective
11).
Development could have moderate benefits on:
•
Housing (Objective 10).

Looking just at the area of land in question, to
what extent would there be conflict with the

The assessment of the area has been carried out
factoring in the impact of the recommended release of

purposes and integrity of the Green Belt as
set out in the NPPF (including wider
objectives)?

the neighbouring parcel within Wycombe District, within
their Draft Local Plan. Removing the adjoining area from
the Green Belt would effectively create a parcel of Green
Belt enclosed by the built-up settlement of High
Wycombe (Hazlemere/Holmer Green) to the north and
west, and the A404 to the south and Earl Howe Road to
the east which could be vulnerable to sprawl in the
absence of a permanent, defensible western boundary.
In this scenario removing the area from the Green Belt
would create a more defensible boundary along these
permanent features: the A404 (Amersham Road) to the
south and Earl Howe Road to the east and thus create a
more effective boundary to restrict urban sprawl.
If the site within Wycombe District were not removed
from the Green Belt then the justification for releasing
the area from the Green Belt would be removed as the
area would not have a permanent defensible boundary
along its western edge.
As Hazlemere and Holmer Green are physically part of
the same built-up area coalescence between these areas
already exists and as a result this potential boundary
would not result in the merging of the two.
In terms of the wider Green Belt objectives the area
currently makes limited contribution to opportunities for
outdoor sport and recreation or biodiversity (not a
protected area or having a specific asset which cannot
be retained).

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?

Release of Area 1.03 may strengthen General Area 24a's
performance in Purposes 1 (urban sprawl) and 3
(encroachment) by the creation of a more permanent
boundary along Earl Howe Road.
The release of Area 1.03 would improve the scoring of
General Areas 33a and 33b to the south. General Areas
33a and 33b, to the south of area 1.03, are currently
scoring poorly against Purpose 2 (preventing
neighbouring towns from merging). Removing Area 1.03
from the Green Belt (subject to the neighbouring site in
Wycombe District also being released) may increase the
significance of the wider General Area in maintaining the
strategic gap between the settlements of High Wycombe
(Hazlemere/Holmer Green) and Beaconsfield /Knotty
Green.
The wider strategic gap between the settlements of High
Wycombe (Hazlemere/Holmer Green) and Amersham
(east-west direction) is such that release of Area 1.03 is
unlikely to have a negative effect on the overall
openness and scale of this gap.

Exceptional Circumstances Conclusion:

Exceptional circumstances may apply if the neighbouring
area in Wycombe District is released from the Green
Belt. If the neighbouring area in Wycombe is not
released then exceptional circumstances are unlikely to
apply.
Area 1.03, on balance, scores well against the
sustainability indicators in the Sustainability Appraisal,
potentially delivering moderate benefits to housing;
minor benefits to transport and health; only minor disbenefits to biodiversity; and moderate dis-benefits to
landscape.
It is considered that should the neighbouring parcel in
Wycombe be released then release of 1.03 would create
a more permanent and defensible Green Belt boundary
than that which currently exists. This would be defined
by the A404 to the South and Earl Howe Road to the East
and would therefore more effectively restrict potential
urban sprawl of the large built-up area of High
Wycombe. Scoring of Green Belt purposes for General
Areas which maintain the strategic gap between the
settlements of High Wycombe (Hazlemere/Holmer
Green) and Beaconsfield/Knotty Green would be
strengthened as these General Areas would become
more important in maintaining this gap.
If the neighbouring area of land in Wycombe is not
released from the Green Belt then a permanent western
boundary cannot be defined so the area remains
connected to the built-up area of High Wycombe
(Hazlemere /Holmer Green), rather than being enclosed.

Chiltern & South Bucks Green Belt Assessment Part Two
Reference No.
1.04

Area Name Area
North of High Street Amersham Old
Town

Hectares
11.36

Part One General
Area No. 23a

Part One Recommended Sub Area (RSA) No.
RSA 8

Boundary Assessment
It is possible to identify a boundary that is permanent and defensible in accordance with NPPF
requirements. The boundary, as defined by the Part 1 Green Belt Assessment, follows the permanent
roads of School Lane to the north and the High Street to the south.

Green Belt Purpose Assessment
Purpose 1a:

Pass

Purpose 1b:

The RSA is connected to the large built up area but the
existing built up area boundary lacks features which are
permanent or durable. Score 3+/5

Purpose 2:

The removal of the RSA parcel from the Green Belt would
not cause merging between Amersham and Great
Missenden. Score 1/5

Purpose 3:

The appearance of the land gives it a semi-urban fringe
character. Score 2/5

Purpose 4:

Protects open land which has a connection with the setting
of the town from this northern approach. 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.

Chiltern & South Bucks Green Belt Assessment Part Two
Reference No.
1.05

Area Name Area South of Amersham
(Land at Crown Farm)

Hectares 5.99

Part One General
Area No. 31

Part One Recommended General Area (RGA) No.
RGA 5

Boundary Assessment
It is possible to identify a boundary that is permanent and defensible in accordance with NPPF
requirements. The boundary could follow the rear of existing properties, the A413 Amersham by-pass
and Whielden Street.

Green Belt Purpose Assessment
Green Belt Assessment Part 1 Recommended General Area: Green Belt Purpose Assessment therefore
not required.
Exceptional Circumstances Assessment
Is there a good fit with the spatial
strategy?

Fits Option C.

Would development in the area satisfy
sustainable development criteria?

Development could have a moderate adverse impact on:
•
Cultural Heritage (Objective 1) by reason of the
proximity to Amersham Old Town Conservation
Area and listed buildings.
•
Landscape (Objective 2) by reason of the site being
part of the Chilterns Area of Outstanding Natural
Beauty, adjacent to Amersham Old Town
Conservation Area and potential loss of some
landscape features .
Development could have a minor adverse impact on:
•
Biodiversity (Objective 3)
•
Health (Objective 11)


Climate Change Adaptation (Objective 5)

Development could have a neutral impact on:
•
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:

•
•

Pollution (Objective 7)
Climate Change Mitigation (Objective 4)
Natural Resources (Objective 6).

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)?

Given the containment of the area by the Amersham bypass, topography, and relationship to the area with the
existing built environment there would be limited conflict
with the NPPF Green Belt purposes in terms of preventing
urban sprawl and or safeguarding the countryside. There is
no conflict with preventing coalescence of settlements.
There could however be impacts on the protection of the
setting of a historic town if key views of the open spaces
from the Conservation Area are lost to development
and/or views from the area (e.g. public rights of way) of the
historic settlement if obscured by development.
In terms of the wider Green Belt objectives the area
currently contributes to opportunities for outdoor
recreation (public footpaths and informal access to open
space) which unless retained would have a detrimental
impact. The area is not a protected biodiversity area but
could have some biodiversity assets although currently
they do not appear to be managed. Biodiversity objectives
could be enhanced through a mixed limited housing and
open space 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 separation of the area from the wider Green Belt by
the by-pass means there would be no conflict with the
wider strategic functions of the Green Belt.

Exceptional Circumstances Conclusion:

Exceptional circumstances may apply.
The area is in a sustainable location. It would meet some
development needs with limited harm to the remaining
Green Belt providing the adverse impacts identified can be
addressed through scale and siting of development and
provision of open space.

Chiltern & South Bucks Green Belt Assessment Part Two
Reference No.
1.06

Area Name Area south of Amersham
(Between the A413 and A355)

Hectares 9.66

Part One General
Area No. 30

Part One Recommended General Area (RGA) No.
RGA 4

Boundary Assessment
It is possible to identify a boundary that is permanent and defensible in accordance with NPPF
requirements. The boundary could be made up of some of the rear of properties fronting, London Road
West, A355 and the Amersham by-pass.

Green Belt Purpose Assessment
Arup Recommended General Area: Green Belt Purpose Assessment therefore not required.
Exceptional Circumstances Assessment
Is there a good fit with the spatial
strategy?

Fits Option C.

Would development in the area satisfy
sustainable development criteria?

Development could have a moderate adverse impact on:
•
Cultural Heritage (Objective 1) due to the proximity
of listed buildings.
•
Landscape (Objective 2) by reason of the site being
part of the Chilterns Area of Outstanding Natural
Beauty, long distance views from the countryside
and potential loss of some landscape features.
Development could have a minor adverse impact on:
•
Biodiversity (Objective 3)
•
Health (Objective 11)
•
Climate Change Adaptation (Objective 5).
Development could have a neutral impact on:
•
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:
•
Pollution (Objective 7)
•
Climate Change Mitigation (Objective 4)
•
Natural Resources (Objective 6).

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)?

Given the containment of the area by the Amersham bypass and A355 there would be limited conflict with the
NPPF Green Belt purposes. There would be no conflict with
Purpose 2 preventing coalescence and limited conflict with
Purpose 1 preventing sprawl. The by-pass would prevent
encroachment into the countryside. There could be some
impact on protection of the historic setting of the town but
this area is separated from the core of the historic
settlement so its role is not significant in terms of
protecting the setting of the town and the area is
considered to be unaffected by the setting of nearby listed
buildings.
In terms of the wider Green Belt objectives the area
currently contributes to opportunities for outdoor

recreation (public footpaths) which unless retained would
have a detrimental impact. The area is not a protected
biodiversity area but could have some biodiversity assets.
Biodiversity objectives could be enhanced through a mixed
limited housing and open space 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 separation of the area from the wider Green Belt by
the by-pass means there would be no conflict with the
wider strategic functions of the Green Belt.

Exceptional Circumstances Conclusion:

Exceptional circumstances may apply.
The area is in a sustainable location. It would meet some
development needs with limited harm to the remaining
Green Belt providing scale, siting and design of
development was compatible with the Chilterns AONB.

Chiltern & South Bucks Green Belt Assessment Part Two
Reference No.
1.07

Area Name
Area north of Little Chalfont
(including Stony Lane)

Hectares 56.32

Part One General
Area No. 22a

Part One Recommended Sub Area (RSA) No.
RSA-7

Boundary Assessment
It is possible to identify a boundary that is permanent and defensible in accordance with NPPF
requirements. The boundary could follow existing roads Stony Lane to the east, Latimer Road to the
north, Bell Lane to the west and the rear of existing residential curtilages to the south.

Green Belt Purpose Assessment
Purpose 1a:

Fail - Not connected to an identified large built-up area.

Purpose 1b:

Score: 0/5

Purpose 2:

The RSA does not provide a gap between either Amersham
and Little Chalfont or Chorleywood and Little Chalfont.
Score: 0/5

Purpose 3:

Due to the edge of built area location and the public
playing fields the sub area has a semi urban character.
Score: 2/5

Purpose 4:

Although the site overlaps with identified historic parkland
this is not adjacent to an historic town. Score: 0/5

Green Belt Purpose Conclusion:

The area of land does not score strongly against one or
more Green Belt purpose(s).

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

Fits Option C.

Would development in the area satisfy
sustainable development criteria?

No when considering the area as a whole given potential
harm to historic parkland (Grade II Latimer Parkland),
ancient woodland, conservation areas (Chenies and
Latimer conservation area), archaeological notification site
and major development in the Chilterns AONB. A smaller
area as identified in the issues and options consultation is
considered under 2.08.
Development could have a Major adverse impact on:
•
Cultural Heritage (Objective 1) for the reasons
given above.
•
Landscape (Objective 2) due to major development
in the Chilterns AONB.
Development could have a moderate adverse impact on:
•
Biodiversity (Objective 3) due largely to the extent
of loss of open space and potential impact on the
ancient woodland.
Development could have a minor adverse impact on:
•
Climate Change Adaptation (Objective 5).
•
Health (Objective 11)
Development could have a neutral impact on:
•
Climate Change Mitigation (Objective 4)

•

Natural Resources (Objective 6)
Waste (Objective 8).

Development could have a moderate positive impact on:
•
Housing (Objective 10)
•
Transport (Objective 9).
Development could have an uncertain impact on:
•
Pollution (Objective 7)
•
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)?

Given the location of the proposed area and its relative
self-containment there would be limited conflict with the
purposes of including land in the Green Belt as all scores
are below 3. In terms of wider objectives whilst
development might improve opportunities for sport and
recreation it is considered that development of the whole
area would be likely to harm visual amenity and harm the
landscape.

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 area of land identified forms part of the wider Green
Belt parcel 22a, however the scoring of the remaining
parcel would be unaffected should this sub area be
removed from the Green Belt. The adjoining parcels would
be unaffected by the removal of the identified area from
the Green Belt.

Exceptional Circumstances Conclusion:

Exceptional circumstances do not apply.
Removal of this area from the Green Belt would lead to
significant harm to the AONB by reason of major
development in the AONB and would harm identified
historic features outweighing any benefits of permitting
development on this site.

Chiltern & South Bucks Green Belt Assessment Part Two
Reference No.
1.08

Area Name
Area south of Little Chalfont (Lodge
Lane and Burtons Lane)

Hectares 163.16

Part One General
Area No. 29/35

Part One Recommended Sub Area (RSA) No.
RSA-10

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 Metropolitan railway to the north, Lodge Lane
and Roughwood Lane to the east and Nightingales Lane and to the west.

Green Belt Purpose Assessment
Purpose 1a:

Fail - Not connected to an identified large built up area.

Purpose 1b:

0

Purpose 2:

The parcel does not provide a gap between either
Amersham and Little Chalfont or Chorleywood and Little
Chalfont. However if the whole RSA was removed from the
Green Belt it would reduce the non-essential gap between
Little Chalfont and Chalfont St Giles although General Areas
38b and 36 protect this gap. Score: 1/5

Purpose 3:

Due to the edge of built area location and the former golf
club the northern part of the sub area has a semi urban
character. The southern and eastern parts of the area due
to the amounts of existing properties fronting the roads
share a semi urban character but to a slightly lesser degree.
Score: 2/5

Purpose 4:

The area is not adjacent to a historic town. Score: 0/5

Green Belt Purpose Conclusion:

The area of land does not score strongly against one or
more Green Belt purpose(s).

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

Fits Option C.

Would development in the area satisfy
sustainable development criteria?

If the northern part of the area (Arup General Area 35) was
removed from the Green Belt, development could impact
on the two areas of ancient woodland. However any
development could be designed to leave ancient woodland
in place. Development of the southern area south of Lodge
Lane would affect the AONB and ancient woodland.
Additionally one listed building to the east would be
affected and the setting of listed buildings to the south
would also be impacted by any development. The smaller
northern area (north of Lodge Lane - Arup area 35) as
proposed in the Issues and Options consultation would
avoid some of the concerns identified for the area south of
Lodge Lane.
Development could have a minor adverse impact on:
•
Landscape (Objective 2) development of the whole
recommended area would impact on the AONB



Biodiversity (Objective 3) development of the area
could impact on the Green Infrastructure network.
Health (Objective 11). The nearest leisure centre
and existing doctor’s surgery are some distance
away. The existing public park is over 1.5kms away
from the proposed area.

Development could have a neutral impact on:
•
Cultural Heritage (Objective 1)
•
Waste (Objective 8)




Pollution (Objective 7)
Economy (Objective 12)
Climate Change Mitigation (Objective 4).

Development could have a moderate positive impact on:
•
Housing (Objective 10)
•
Transport (Objective 9).
Development could have an uncertain impact on:
•
Natural Resources (Objective 6)
•
Climate Change Adaptation (Objective 5)
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)?

Given the location of the proposed area and its relative
self-containment there would be no conflict with Green
Belt Purposes 1 and 4. The suggested area has little impact
on preventing the coalescence of settlements but would
reduce the non-essential gap between Little Chalfont and
Chalfont St Giles Purpose 2. The area does have a role in
preventing countryside encroachment (Purpose 3)
however the remaining parts of the wider parcels would
prevent encroachment for the wider countryside. In terms
of the wider objectives although the existing golf course
facility has closed development could allow the creation of
new facilities for outdoor sport and or recreation. Existing
biodiversity in terms of green corridors and existing
woodland could be protected. However development of
the whole area would harm the landscape covered by the
AONB.

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 area to be considered for potential release from the
Green Belt comprises one complete parcel (parcel 35 in the
Part 1 study) and part of another parcel (parcel 29 in the
Part 1 study). Parcel 29 wraps around the Green Belt edges
of parcel 35. Only half of parcel 29 is to be considered
further for release so the reminder of parcel 29 to the east
will remain in and perform the Green Belt functions
identified and the remaining area of the parcel would
continue to score in the same way. To the west of the
proposed area is a separate parcel number 36. The scoring
of this parcel would be unaffected if the identified area was
removed from the Green Belt.

Exceptional Circumstances Conclusion:

The presence of the former golf course and the depot area
off Lodge Lane means the northern area has already lost
some of its openness however the harm to the AONB and
historic buildings if the whole area was removed from the
Green Belt would outweigh any exceptional circumstances
to be made from permitting development in this location.

Chiltern & South Bucks Green Belt Assessment Part Two
Reference No.
1.09

Area Name
Area North East of Chalfont St Giles

Hectares 21.84

Part One General
Area No.32a

Part One Recommended Sub Area (RSA) No.
RSA-11

Boundary Assessment
It is possible to identify a boundary that is permanent and defensible in accordance with NPPF
requirements. The boundary could follow the existing edge of the built up area, the A413, Mill Lane and
High Street.

Green Belt Purpose Assessment
Purpose 1a:

Fail - Not connected to an identified large built up area

Purpose 1b:

Score: 0/5

Purpose 2:

The parcel does not provide the significant gap between
Amersham and Chalfont St Giles. Score: 1/5

Purpose 3:

Due to the edge of built area location and the amount of
existing development fronting the roads the sub-area has a
semi-urban character. Score: 2/5

Purpose 4:

The area is adjacent to an historic town but makes a
limited contribution to its setting. Score: 1/5

Green Belt Purpose Conclusion:

The area of land does not score strongly against one or
more Green Belt purpose(s).

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

Fits Option E.

Would development in the area satisfy
sustainable development criteria?

The area is well located in relation to the services provided
within Chalfont St Giles. There is however, potential harm
to a listed building within the area and setting of some
adjacent listed buildings and the setting of the
Conservation Area together with development in the
AONB. The area also contains woodland which could be
impacted on unless protected from development.
Development would have a minor negative impact on:
- Cultural heritage (Objective 1)
- Landscape (Objective 2)
Development would have a neutral impact on:
- Biodiversity (Objective 3)
- Natural Resources (Objective 6)
- Pollution (Objective 7)
- Waste (Objective 8)
- Economy (Objective 12)
Development would have a minor positive impact on:
- Transport (Objective 9)
- Housing (Objective 10)
- Health (Objective 11)
Development would have an unknown impact on:
Climate Change Mitigation (Objective 4)
Climate Change Adaptation (Objective 5)

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)?

It is considered that the parcel performs Green Belt
functions weakly and its release would therefore have a
limited impact on the purposes and integrity of the Green
Belt. Loss of this area from the Green Belt would not harm
the separation between Chalfont St Giles and Amersham
which is sufficiently large that development would not
significantly compromise this gap. The parcel is near to the
historic centre of Chalfont St Giles but is not considered to
contribute significantly to its historic setting. The site is
considered to contribute to a degree to the wider
objectives of the Green Belt in relation to access to the
countryside, visual amenity and biodiversity.

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?

Release would impact the scoring of parcel 4.149 which is
contained within the wider area of 1.09. Currently 4.149 is
not considered for release in isolation but release of the
whole of 1.09 would necessarily release 4.149 at the same
time.
Release of 1.09 could potentially affect the scoring of 4.147
also. Development at 1.09 could leave 4.147 facing an
urban environment across the A413 rather than the
current open green environment. This could affect the
character of 4.147 and contribute to a stronger case for its
own release. It should be noted, however, that 4.147 failed
the boundary test.

Exceptional Circumstances Conclusion:

In Green Belt terms the site fulfils Green Belt purposes but
is weak in comparison to other areas. However weakly
performing Green Belt purposes alone is not considered a
justifiable exceptional circumstance for removal from the
Green Belt. Exceptional circumstances will need to be
determined taking into account of other factors, namely
the scope for development potential that could contribute
to meeting essential development needs. The site is in the
AONB and given the size and character of Chalfont St Giles
and size of the potential land release from the Green Belt
the potential resultant development is considered to be
major development in the AONB in this context. The scale
of development could be reduced in part when considering
the need to protect the setting of the listed buildings and
other constraints but could result in developed areas that
do not relate well to the existing built form. Given the
difficulties with developing this site and impact on the
AONB, woodland, flood risk areas and potentially the listed
buildings exceptional circumstances for its removal from
the Green Belt are not established.

Chiltern & South Bucks Green Belt Assessment Part Two
Reference No.
1.10

Area Name
Area North East of Chalfont St Peter
(Epilepsy Centre Site)

Hectares
139.65

Part One General
Area No. 38a

Part One Recommended Sub Area (RSA) No.
RSA-12

Boundary Assessment
The boundary of the Part 1 Green Belt Assessment recommended area follows the existing edge of the
built up area and existing roads. The Part 1 assessment recommended that an area based on the
National Society for Epilepsy (NSE) site was looked at in more detail given that the epilepsy site and its
associated built form had a different character to the rest of the area. Therefore the proposed area
assessed in this assessment is based on area 1.10A as shown on the map below and not the wider
parcel 1.10 also shown on the map below.
A boundary has therefore be drawn based around the built form and operational land of the NSE site
with a separation being made to the wider agricultural land holdings of the society. This area being of
different character and performing stronger Green Belt purposes.
The Green Belt boundary of the reduced area 1.10A could start at the junction of Chesham Lane and
the rear of the grounds of Debenham House. It could then run along a fence and hedge line to the rear
corner of buildings associated with the site management of the NSE site. The boundary then to follow
the rear of the workshop buildings to the north east. The boundary then goes to the south east
following a hedge line between the workshop buildings and then agricultural buildings to the north
east. The boundary then could follow an access track/footpath to the east. To the north of the path
there is an area of scrub woodland and woodland planting which provides a screen to the more open
agricultural land beyond. The path follows the edge of the NSE site in a south easterly direction with
more woodland planting providing a buffer between the path and the countryside beyond. The
boundary could then go to the south again following a path at the edge of the NSE site with more
woodland planting to the east of the path providing a buffer to the agricultural land to the east. Finally
the boundary to follow the internal tarmacked road Tate Road to the Rickmansworth Lane frontage of
the site.

Green Belt Purpose Assessment
Purpose 1a:

PASS - Connected to an identified large built up area.

Purpose 1b:

The majority of the existing boundary is connected to the
large built up area of Chalfont St Peter. The existing
boundary with the built up area is mostly defined by
existing roads except the residential development of Cross
Lanes. Score: 3/5

Purpose 2:

The Part 1 RSA does provide a wider gap between Chalfont
St Peter and Chalfont St Giles. However a smaller area
based around the National Society for Epilepsy (NSE) site
built up area (identified as area 1.10A) would form a less
essential gap. Score: 1/5

Purpose 3:

Due to the edge of built area location and the amount of

existing development including an internal roads network
on the NSE site, this section of the overall recommended
area (area 1.10A) has a semi-urban character. As you move
away from the built form of the NSE site, the area (1.10)
becomes more rural in nature and would score more highly
than the reduced area being assessed. Score: 2/5
Purpose 4:

The area is adjacent to an historic town but not its historic
core. Score: 0/5

Green Belt Purpose Conclusion:

The area of land (1.10A) does not score strongly against
one or more Green Belt purpose(s).

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

Fits Option C.

Would development in the area satisfy
sustainable development criteria?

The reduced recommended area (formed mainly by the
NSE built up area - area 1.10A) is well located in relation to
the services provided within Chalfont St Peter, although
there could be potential harm to listed buildings on the
NSE site this could be controlled by the form of any new
development. Reducing the proposed area (1.10) to the
built form of the NSE site (1.10A) as suggested by the Part 1
Assessment would reduce the potential impacts identified
by the SA of developing the whole area. The revised SA
assessment of the reduced area (area 1.10A) is therefore
set out below.
Development would have a moderate adverse impact on:
•
Natural Resources (Objective 6) because the site is
in a Minerals safeguarding area it is regarded that
development of the area could sterilise the
minerals. However if development is proposed
mineral deposits could be removed in advance of
development so this impact may be reduced.
Development would have a minor adverse impact on:
•
Landscape (Objective 2) the outer boundary of the
built up area of the site (site 1.10A) is the boundary
of the Colne Valley park, development could affect
the setting of this area.



Biodiversity (Objective 3) – development of the site
could impact on existing interest of biodiversity.
Health (Objective 11) although the NSE is a
specialist health facility access to more general
health facilities is limited. The nearest leisure
centre is some distance away and the playing fields
adjacent to the area are not currently publically
available.

Development would have a neutral impact on:
•
Waste (Objective 8)
•
Economy (Objective 12)
Development would have a minor positive impact on:
•
Climate Change Adaptation (Objective 5)
•
Transport (Objective 9)


Housing (Objective 10)

Development would have an uncertain impact on:
•
Pollution (Objective 7)



Cultural Heritage (Objective 1)
Climate Change Mitigation (Objective 4)

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)?

Using a smaller part of the Part 1 RSA based on the built
form of the existing NSE site (area 1.10A) there would be
less conflict with the purposes of the Green Belt as set out
in the NPPF. The built up nature of the proposed area
means that there would be little impact in terms of
safeguarding the countryside from encroachment
(purpose3). There would be no impact in terms of
preventing neighbouring towns from merging (Purpose 2)
and within the proposed area there is already development
so there would be no impact on the purpose of preventing
urban sprawl (Purpose 1). The area (1.10A) is not next to
the historic core of the settlement and as it is already
developed it would have no greater impact on the
settlement core if it was removed from the Green Belt
(Purpose 4). In terms of wider objectives development of
the area 1.10A does not undermine sports or outdoor
recreational facilities. Creation of a new Green Belt
boundary between the area and the wider Green Belt
could lead to improvements to the existing woodland
screening and hence enhance the landscape generally.
Removal of the site from the Green Belt would enable the
existing site parts of which are now redundant to be
improved.

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 release of the proposed Part 1 Assessment area (area
1.10) from the Green Belt could have an impact on the
scoring of the wider Green Belt parcels however the
reduced area based on the NSE site (area 1.10A) would
avoid any wider impacts because the remainder of the
Green Belt parcel 38a would remain and would score in the
same way if the boundary of the built up area was brought
out to the proposed site boundary line of site 1.10A.

Exceptional Circumstances Conclusion:

Exceptional circumstances may apply.
Given the amount of existing development on the NSE site
(area 1.10A), including the recently permitted retirement
village, the concentration of built form impacts on the
openness of the Green Belt and forms a semi-urban fringe
to the existing settlement.

Chiltern & South Bucks Green Belt Assessment Part Two
Reference No.
1.11

Area Name
Area SE of Chalfont St Peter (Winkers)

Hectares
13.29

Part One Parcel No.
44a

Part One Recommended Sub Area (RSA) No.
RSA-15

Boundary Assessment
It is possible to identify a boundary that is permanent and defensible in accordance with NPPF
requirements.
The sub-area is bounded to the north and west by the non-Green Belt settlement of Chalfont St Peter.
To the east, Denham Lane could provide a clear and recognisable physical boundary that meets the
requirements of the NPPF. To the south a boundary could be provided by the substantial woodland
which is subject to a TPO. There is a small portion of the southern boundary (approx. 140m), alongside
the Paccar Scout Camp extending from the woodland to Denham Lane, which is formed of a single,
sparse line of trees. Although this is not strongly defined, it would form only a small part of the
southern boundary extending in a logical line from the more defensible woodland boundary and in this
instance it is considered suitable as an extension of a clearly defined boundary.

Green Belt Purpose Assessment
Purpose 1a:

PASS: The sub-area is at the edge of Chalfont St Peter

Purpose 1b:

The sub area is enclosed by Chalfont St Peter on two sides,
to which it has a strong visual relationship. As noted in the
Part 1 Assessment report, this sub-area is relatively
disconnected from the wider countryside in terms of
character, visual and physical connections. The edge of
the woodland is a significant buffer to the south and
Denham Lane severs the area from the countryside further
east. Score: 1+/5

Purpose 2:

As the settlement of Chalfont St Peter already extends as
far as the eastern and southern boundaries of the subarea, this relatively small area of land makes limited
contribution to preventing coalescence between
settlements. Score: 0/5

Purpose 3:

The sub-area contains a small percentage of built
development, however it has a semi-rural character,
containing a mix of urban and rural land uses (car parking,
nightclub and small fields) more closely linked to the
settlement edge than the open countryside. Score: 2/5

Purpose 4:

The sub-area makes a limited contribution to the general
rural setting of Chalfont St Peter. Score: 1/5

Green Belt Purpose Conclusion:

The area of land does not score strongly against one or
more Green Belt purpose(s).

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

Fits Option C – Built area extension to the principal
settlement of Chalfont St Peter.

Would development in the area satisfy
sustainable development criteria?

Development would have a moderate adverse impact on:



Natural Resources (Objective 6) due to the location
of the site within a Minerals Safeguarding Area.
Transport (Objective 9) due to the distance of the
sub-area from existing public transport links, and
therefore the potential of development to increase
reliance on car use and impact upon local
congestion.

Development would have a minor adverse impact on:




Biodiversity (Objective 3)
Climate Change Mitigation (Objective 4)
Landscape (Objective 2)

Development would have a neutral impact on:




Cultural Heritage (Objective 1)
Waste (Objective 8)
Economy (Objective 12)

Development would have a minor positive impact on:



Climate Change Adaptation (Objective 5)
Health (Objective 11)

Development would have a moderate positive impact on:


Housing (Objective 10)

Development would have an uncertain impact on:

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)?

Pollution (Objective 7)

As set out above, the sub-area does not score strongly
against the purposes of the Green Belt as set out in the
NPPF and therefore there would not conflict significantly
with these purposes. Its removal would not cause
unrestricted sprawl of Chalfont St Peter, nor cause
coalescence of settlements. Given the semi-urban
character of the sub-area, its removal would not cause
encroachment on the countryside, but would instead
provide a stronger Green Belt boundary than the existing
boundary, using physical features that are readily
recognisable and likely to be more permanent.
Loss of this area from the Green Belt would not result in a
loss of uses appropriate to wider Green Belt objectives.
Although there are two rights of way crossing the sub-area,
these could be retained such that development would not
remove the opportunity for access.

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 that removal of the sub-area would not cause
Chalfont St Peter to expand further south or east than the
existing settlement limits, surrounding parcels score would
be unaffected.

Exceptional Circumstances Conclusion:

Exceptional circumstances may apply.
In isolation, this sub-area performs a weak Green Belt
function. Its removal from the Green Belt would not cause
Chalfont St Peter to expand further south or east than its
existing settlement limits and therefore would result in
only limited harm to the Green Belt. The proposed new
boundary would provide a stronger Green Belt boundary
than the existing. The site is in a sustainable location
adjacent to an existing settlement, and could meet some
developments needs in line with the emerging spatial
strategy, subject to appropriate mitigations.

Chiltern & South Bucks Green Belt Assessment Part Two
Reference No.
1.12

Area Name
Land East of the A413, Chalfont St
Peter and Gerrards Cross

Hectares
14.32

Part One General
Area No. 57a

Part One Recommended General Area (RGA) No.
RGA - 6

Boundary Assessment
It is possible to identify a boundary that is permanent and defensible in accordance with NPPF
requirements. The boundary could follow existing property lines within the non-Green Belt settlement
of Gerrards Cross/Chalfont St Peter to the west and the A413 to the east. The A413 would provide a
clear, recognisable and permanent physical boundary in accordance with the requirements of the
NPPF.

Green Belt Purpose Assessment
Part 1 Assessment Recommended General Area: Green Belt Purpose Assessment therefore not
required.
Exceptional Circumstances Assessment
Is there a good fit with the spatial
strategy?

Removal would conform with Spatial Strategy Option C,
potentially providing a built area extension to the principal
settlement of Gerrards Cross/Chalfont St Peter, and K(v)for
new strategic employment options.

Would development in the area satisfy
sustainable development criteria?

Development could have a moderate adverse impacts on:
 Objective 1 – Cultural Heritage
 Objective 2 – Landscape
 Objective 3 – Biodiversity
The area forms part of the parkland associated with
Chalfont Park Estate (with trees being protected under a
Parkland TPO and subsequently a Woodland TPO),
although the listed buildings are located on the opposite
side of the A413 in parcel 57b and outside their setting but
within their historical context. The southern portion of the
area lies within Colne Valley Regional Park. The majority of
the area consists of woodland, most of which is protected
by TPO’s. This area contains a small amount of BAP Habitat
(Chalk Rivers) and also contains the Gerrards Cross BNS.
Development would therefore likely result in a loss of
habitat and associated species.
Development would have a uncertain impacts on:







Objective 4 – Climate Change Mitigation
Objective 5 – Climate Change Adaptation
Objective 6 – Natural Resources
Objective 7 – Pollution
Objective 8 – Waste
Objective 11 – Health

Development could have a moderate positive impact on:
 Objective 9 – Transport
 Objective 10 – Housing
 Objective 12 – Economy
The area is in proximity to public transport links and
depending on the type of development to take place would
make a positive contribution towards housing or economy.

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 in Part 1 Assessment Pro forma 57a:
Purpose 1: To check the unrestricted sprawl of large built
up areas:
The land parcel is at the edge of the Gerrards
Cross/Chalfont St Peter large built-up area, however has
limited connectivity to surrounding Green Belt as a result
of the A413 which severs linkage to the countryside further
east. The A413 would form a strong physical barrier to
further development. Score: 1/5
Purpose 2: To prevent neighbouring towns from merging:
The land parcel forms part of the gap between Gerrards
Cross/Chalfont St Peter and Maple Cross, however, this
parcel makes a very limited contribution to this gap given
its small size. Removal would therefore not result in the
merging or coalescence of settlements. Score: 1/5
Purpose 3: Assist in safeguarding the countryside from
encroachment:
The parcel is currently largely free of built form and
maintains a largely rural character. However, the presence
of the A413 along the parcels western boundary effectively
severs it from the wider countryside. Removal and
development would therefore result in limited
encroachment into the countryside. Score: 3/5
Purpose 4: Preserve the setting and special character of
historic towns:
The Green Belt does make a limited contribution to the
rural setting of the town. Score 1/5
Wider purposes: The area does not currently appear to
provide an opportunity for access, outdoor sport or
recreation and therefore development would not conflict
with these wider objectives. However, there could be
impacts on the landscape and on biodiversity if
development resulted in the whole or partial loss of the
existing woodland and retention of the site in the Green
Belt could retain the future opportunity for public access.

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 severance from the surrounding areas caused by
the A413, the relatively small scale of the area and its
immediate urban context, its contribution to preventing
encroachment in a more strategic sense is limited.
Therefore removal from the Green Belt would be unlikely
to affect the wider strategic function of the Green Belt.

Exceptional circumstances conclusion:

This area is weak to medium scoring when considered
against the purposes of the Green Belt, however
development potential of the site is limited due to the
presence of TPO woodland extending across the area.
Therefore, exceptional circumstances do not apply.

The presence of the A413 serves as an additional barrier to
sprawl into the adjacent study areas and therefore the
removal of this area is unlikely to alter scoring of
surrounding parcels. Although this area also contributes
toward the wider gap between Gerrards Cross/Chalfont St
Peter and Maple Cross, this contribution is limited due to
the small scale of this area.

Chiltern & South Bucks Green Belt Assessment Part Two
Reference No.
1.13 (and 1.13A)

Area Name
Area East of Beaconsfield along A355

Hectares
46.34

Part One General
Area No. 47b

Part One Recommended Sub Area (RSA) No.
RSA 17

Boundary Assessment
It is possible to identify a boundary that is permanent and defensible in accordance with NPPF
requirements.
The extent of a possible boundary was considered in Part 1 of the Green Belt Assessment. The Part One
Green Belt Assessment of RSA17 states that there may be further refinement of the boundary as the
proposed relief road for the A355 passes through the eastern part of the RSA. Although a planning
application has not yet been submitted, Buckinghamshire County Council has published an indicative
route for this proposed relief road; this can be used to define the extent of the north and eastern
boundaries of the refined area, shown below.
The Part 1 RSA includes land to the east of the proposed relief road as well as north of Minerva Way to
the southern extent of the adjoining golf course (at its eastern extent) and along to the railway on its
northern extent. It is considered that there is not a defensible boundary along this part of the area
because the boundaries consist of a thin line of trees separating the sub-area from the golf course
along the north-eastern and south-eastern extents.
The following assessment is being carried out on the basis that the proposed relief road can act as a
new barrier to the north and east of the area: this is subject to detailed change and the following map
is indicative only. The following assessment is also being carried out on the basis that areas 1.14A and
1.14B directly to the south may also be released from the Green Belt.

Reference No.
1.13A

Area Name
Area East of Beaconsfield along
A355 (West of the A355 Relief
Road)

Hectares
31.59

Green Belt Purpose Assessment
Purpose 1a:

PASS

Purpose 1b:

There are two scenarios for the assessment of Purpose 1b:
i) Area 1.14 (directly to the south) remains in the Green
Belt.
The sub-parcel is contained by the built-up area of
Beaconsfield (via the A355) to the western boundary and
the proposed A355 relief road to the north and east.
Minerva Way provides the southern boundary. All these
boundaries are permanent and defensible. The sub-parcel
is connected to the built-up area of Beaconsfield which
itself is contained by the A355 to the east, which would
effectively restrict any sprawl. Score: 3/5
ii) Area 1.14 (directly to the south) is released from the
Green Belt.
The sub-parcel is contained by the built-up area of
Beaconsfield (via the A355) to the western boundary and
the proposed A355 relief road to the north and east.
Minerva Way provides the southern boundary to the area.
There may be exceptional circumstances for releasing the
bordering sub-parcel (1.14B) from the Green Belt. All these
boundaries are permanent and defensible and effectively
enclose the parcel within the built-up area. Score: 1/5

Purpose 2:

The sub-parcel is within the strategic gap between the nonGreen Belt settlements of Gerrards Cross and Beaconsfield.
Given the distance between the two settlements and
presence of a strong defensible boundary to the eastern
extent of the area (A355 relief road), then this sub-parcel
does not contribute significantly to the safeguarding of
these settlements coalescing.
The nearest neighbouring settlement is Seer Green to the
north-east. The parcel does not contribute significantly to
the perceived or actual gap between these settlements as
there would be a new defensible boundary along the A355
relief road which would prevent coalescence between the
settlements. Score: 1/5

Purpose 3:

Currently less than 5% of the sub-parcel is covered by built
form and the land has a mainly rural, open character when
viewing from east to west. As the western boundary along
the A355 is currently exposed when viewing from west to
east there is a close relationship with Beaconsfield. To the
north of the area is the golf course with its dense woodland
which decreases the sense of openness to the north and

east.
The A355 relief road will have a detrimental effect on the
current feel of openness within the site and effectively
enclose it within the road infrastructure and would result
in a predominantly semi-urban character. Score: 2/5
Purpose 4:

No change from Part 1b Assessment. Score: 1/5

Green Belt Purpose Conclusion:

If the area of land to the south is removed from the Green
Belt, Area 1.13A would not score strongly against one or
more Green Belt purpose(s). If the area of land to the south
(1.14) remains in the Green Belt, Area 1.13A scores more
strongly against one or more Green Belt purpose(s).

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

Fits with Option C.

Would development in the area satisfy
sustainable development criteria?

Development could have minor adverse impacts on:




Landscape quality (Objective 2);
Biodiversity (Objective 3); and
Health (Objective 11).

Development could have a minor adverse impact on:


Natural Resources (Objective 6).

Development could have uncertain benefits on:




Cultural Heritage (Objective 1);
Climate Change Mitigation (Objective 4); and
Pollution (Objective 7).

Development could have neutral benefits on:



Waste (Objective 8); and
Economy (Objective 12).

Development could have moderate benefits on:


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)?

Transport (Objective 9); and
Housing (Objective 10).

It has been established that the new A355 relief road will
create a new defensible boundary along the eastern extent
but this shouldn't necessarily indicate that the area should
be released from the Green Belt as it still serves a function
to prevent urban sprawl. The proposed relief road will have
a detrimental impact on the perceived openness of the
sub-parcel and as a result the area does not contribute
strongly to Purposes 2, 3 and 4. The relief road could form
a new defensible Green Belt boundary to the east of
Beaconsfield.

Two options where explored as part of assessing Purpose
1. The first involved neighbouring Area 1.14 (to the south)
remaining in the Green Belt. This would not affect the
current scoring of the parcel as the current boundaries are
durable boundaries against urban sprawl.
The second option involved the neighbouring Area 1.14
being released from the Green Belt. This would result in
sub-parcel being effectively enclosed by the built-up area
of Beaconsfield to the west and south and the new relief
road would be an urbanising factor.
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?

Area 1.13A would be effectively 'cut-off' from the strategic
Green Belt when the proposed A355 relief road is
constructed. It would perceptually enclose the site and
negatively impact the current sense of openness. Given the
distance between the settlements of Gerrards Cross and
Beaconsfield Area 1.13A does not contribute to this
strategic gap, nor does it perform a crucial role in
preventing the coalescence between Seer Green and
Beaconsfield.
Two potential scenarios have been identified (see above).
The sustainability benefits and effects on the neighbouring
parcels of each potential option should be considered in
turn:
i) Release of Area 1.14 would create a more defensible
boundary to the south and would then, in turn, enable
opportunities to deliver significant sustainability benefits.
Should Area 1.13 be released then similar opportunities for
development could be realised possibly along the route of
the new relief road, or potentially accessed off the A355,
which would benefit from reduced levels of traffic.
ii) Retaining Area 1.14 in the Green Belt would increase the
importance of Area 1.13 in maintaining a defensible
boundary for Beaconsfield. As a knock-on effect this would
not result in this parcel being enclosed by built
development and therefore would still perform reasonably
against Green Belt purpose 1.

Exceptional Circumstances Conclusion:

Exceptional circumstances may apply if the neighbouring
area 1.14 is released from the Green Belt.
It is considered that releasing Area 1.13 would create
opportunities to contribute to meeting development needs
in a sustainable manner and creating a new, defensible
Green Belt boundary in accordance with NPPF
requirements.

Chiltern and South Bucks Green Belt Assessment Part Two
Reference No.
1.14 (1.14A and
1.14B)

Area Name
Land East of Beaconsfield (Including
Wilton Park)

Hectares
74.16

Part One General
Area No. 47a

Part One Recommended Sub Area (RSA) No. 16

Boundary Assessment
From the boundary which has been identified in Part 1 of the Green Belt Assessment two NPPF
complaint site boundaries could be identified:
The first (1.14A) encompasses the Wilton Park Major Developed Site (MDS). This site is formed by the
area to the east of the new access to the Pyebush Roundabout, Minerva Way running along the
northern boundary of the site and defining the south-western extent also. The southern boundary is
defined by the A40. The north-eastern boundary is, at present fairly soft, however given that a
Supplementary Planning Document has defined the extent of where development is to take place
within the Opportunity Site boundary a boundary can be defined at the extent of the build
development: the remaining area has been identified as being used for open space and recreation
(both appropriate uses in the Green Belt). Although this is not adjoined to the built-up settlement of
Beaconsfield it is a previously developed site within the Green Belt and represents encroachment;
there is also an acceptance that development is suitable on the site through the adopted Core Strategy.
The second (1.14B) is created by the new access off of Pyebush roundabout, which is currently under
construction; this would effectively create a new permanent defensible boundary with the site and as a
result a new self-contained site within the western corner of the site. This includes the Beaconsfield
Cricket Ground. In effect 1.14B reduces the original 1.14 area by a small area to the east of the site as
identified in the maps below.

Reference No.
1.14A

Area Name
Area to East of Beaconsfield
(Including Wilton Park) - MDS
Sub Parcel

Hectares
58.94

Green Belt Purpose Assessment
Purpose 1a:

FAIL

Purpose 1b:

N/A.

Purpose 2:

This site is situated on the periphery of the settlement of
Beaconsfield in the context of purpose 2 the neighbouring
non-Green Belt settlement is Seer Green to the north-east
and this site lies within the gap between these two
settlements. The site also lies within the strategic gap
between Gerrards Cross and Beaconsfield.
The site serves little to no function in keeping Gerrards
Cross and Beaconsfield from coalescing due to the strategic
gap between these settlements.
The site falls within the wider gap between Seer Green and
Beaconsfield, however this is only a perceptual gap given
that there is already a substantial level of development on
the Wilton Park MDS site which represents encroachment
into the Green Belt and therefore in ‘real terms’ the gap
has already been closed. Visually the site is well-screened
and as the revised boundary has removed the northeastern most extent of the original parcel (47a) which
extended towards Seer Green and therefore an essential
gap remains. 1/5

Purpose 3:

Between 5% to 10% of the site is covered by built form.
Despite it being within the Green Belt, away from the
urban area, the Wilton Park Major Developed Site (MDS)
feels more urban given the proliferation of residential and
office buildings; this represents encroachment into the
Green Belt and therefore the Green Belt site is not
effective against this purpose in this area. This area has a
more semi-urban character.
The north-east and south of the site are more open,
consisting of playing fields and areas of open pasture and
paddock land. The new access, north of the Pyebush
roundabout will become an increasingly urbanised feature
within the western part of the site.
In addition to the considerations of Parcel 47a in Green
Belt Part 1, the Supplementary Planning Document aims to
consolidate development within the site in order to not

have a greater impact on the openness of the Green Belt.
2/5
Purpose 4:

The site has no association with the historic core of
Beaconsfield . 0/5

Green Belt Purpose Conclusion:

The site does not perform any of the purposes strongly and
although the site fails at Purpose 1, given that the site is
already well-developed it is worth testing the site further in
the context of the surrounding Green Belt parcels.

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

Fits Option C.

Would development in the area
satisfy sustainable development
criteria?

Development could have minor adverse impacts on:




Landscape quality (Objective 2);
Biodiversity (Objective 3); and
Health (Objective 11).

Development could have a moderate adverse impact on:


Natural Resources (Objective 6).

Development could have uncertain benefits on:




Cultural Heritage (Objective 1);
Climate Change Mitigation (Objective 4); and
Pollution (Objective 7).

Development could have neutral benefits on:



Waste (Objective 8); and
Economy (Objective 12).

Development could have moderate benefits on:


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)?

Transport (Objective 9); and
Housing (Objective 10).

The boundaries identified provide permanent defensible
boundaries, except for in the north-eastern part of the site
which would need to be defined by development coming
forward as part of the opportunity site proposal.
The Wilton Park site is host to a number of office and
residential buildings and currently represents
encroachment into the Green Belt. The Core Strategy and
Supplementary Planning Document aims to consolidate the
built form into a smaller area of the site and rationalise this
level encroachment.
The site plays no significant role in preventing coalescence
between Seer Green and Beaconsfield and even less of a
role in keeping the settlements of Gerrards Cross and

Beaconsfield from coalescing. In terms of wider Green Belt
objectives parts of the site include sports spaces which will
be protected as part of any development proposal.
Removal from the Green Belt will support opportunities to
address existing built development to improve the visual
appearance of the area and provide enhanced public
access for recreation and sport.
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?

Exceptional Circumstances Conclusion:

For the reasons set out above the site is not considered to
play a significant role in protecting the Green Belt from
encroachment. Considering all factors and that current
national policy does not allow for ‘major developed sites’
within the Green Belt the only rational scenario would be
to release Wilton Park from the Green Belt.
This could create a more defensible Green Belt boundary
to the north and east to protect the Green Belt from
further encroachment and prevent coalescence between
Seer Green and Beaconsfield. This however would create a
weakly performing ‘internal’ Green Belt boundary between
the permanent boundary features of the A40 to the south
and Pyebush Roundabout (and its new access) to the west
and could encourage encroachment from the current MDS
site in the absence of permanent defensible boundaries.
Release of the current MDS site from the Green Belt would
effectively create areas of Green Belt to the south and west
between the MDS and the road infrastructure which add
little value to the local or strategic function of the Green
Belt and restrict development potential in these areas, so
the defensible Green Belt boundaries which have been
identified would create a durable and permanent Green
Belt boundary.
Release of the site from the Green Belt would not
adversely impact the strategic gap between Gerrards Cross
and Beaconsfield. It may assist in protecting the gap
between Seer Green and Beaconsfield from further
encroachment and any potential coalescence in future.
The release of the site would however have a significant
impact on the neighbouring site 1.14B to the west and 1.13
to the north-west; both of which will need to be
considered in the context that this site may be released,
and the substantial benefits of releasing the land from the
Green Belt.
Exceptional circumstances may apply. It is considered that
releasing both 1.14 sites may provide overriding benefits:
creating opportunities to meet the development needs of
the Districts and creating a new, defensible Green Belt
boundary which will protect Beaconsfield from urban
sprawl and rationalise encroachment into the Green Belt.
Cumulatively this would not adversely affect the strategic
gap between Seer Green and Beaconsfield.

Reference No.
1.14B

Area Name
Land East of Beaconsfield –
Western Site

Hectares
10.80

Green Belt Purpose Assessment
Purpose 1a:

PASS

Purpose 1b:

For the purpose of assessing this parcel against purpose 1b
there are two likely outcomes, both dependent on the
outcome of neighbouring site 1.14A (assessment contained
above) directly to the east and 1.13 to the north (see
proforma 1.13). Evidence suggests that the Wilton Park
MDS in Parcel 1.14A could be released from the Green Belt,
as a result though more robust internal boundaries have to
be defined and the A355 relief road (proposed) will have an
increasingly urbanising effect on 1.13 to the north.
Currently 1.14B is connected to the built-up area of
Beaconsfield to the south-west and A40 to the south and is
adjacent to Minerva Way (the boundary to 1.13) to the
north. Minerva Way runs along the northern boundary of
the site which will intersect at the new roundabout used to
access the A355 Relief Road, this defines the eastern
boundary of the site. These are all permanent, durable
boundary features.
Two possible scores can be attributed to this parcel
depending on the site to the north of the site:
i) 1.13 to the north remains in the Green Belt. Parcel 1.14B
is connected to the built-up area of Beaconsfield to the
south west and west. 3/5
ii) 1.13 to the north is released from the Green Belt. Parcel
1.14B is enclosed by large built-up area of Beaconsfield to
the north, east, south west and west. 1/5

Purpose 2:

In the context of purpose 2, the neighbouring settlement
to Beaconsfield is Seer Green to the north-east. The site
makes little contribution to the gap between these two
settlements. 1/5

Purpose 3:

Part of the site has planning permission for a new access
off the Pyebush roundabout which is currently being
constructed (as shown on the map above). Less than 5% of
the site is developed, however given its proximity to the
A40 and A355, presence of some dwellings on its southwest periphery, and use as a cricket ground it has a largely
semi-urban character. Release of the neighbouring Green
Belt sites to the north and east would re-enforce this
character. 2/5

Purpose 4:

No change from overall assessment in Part 1 of the Green
Belt Assessment. 1/5

Green Belt Purpose Conclusion:

It has been established that the parcel does not contribute
strongly to purposes 2, 3 and 4; however its contribution to
the integrity of the Green Belt is dependent mainly on
whether the neighbouring parcel 1.13 to the north is
released from the Green Belt.

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

Fits with Option C.

Would development in the area
satisfy sustainable development
criteria?

Development could have minor adverse impacts on:




Landscape quality (Objective 2);
Biodiversity (Objective 3); and
Health (Objective 11).

Development could have a moderate adverse impact on:


Natural Resources (Objective 6).

Development could have uncertain benefits on:




Cultural Heritage (Objective 1);
Climate Change Mitigation (Objective 4); and
Pollution (Objective 7).

Development could have neutral benefits on:



Waste (Objective 8); and
Economy (Objective 12).

Development could have major Benefits to:



Transport (Objective 9); and
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)?

Two options where explored as part of assessing purpose 1
and it was shown that if 1.13 were to be released then it
would enclose 1.14B, and would score weakly against
purpose 1.
Effectively 1.14B would serve no Green Belt function if the
neighbouring site to the north were released.

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

In the strategic context of the Green Belt release of site
1.14B would not affect the overall integrity of the Green
Belt given its close proximity to Beaconsfield. It can be
argued that release of 1.14B from the Green Belt would
assist in the creation of a stronger strategic Green Belt
boundary to the east of Beaconsfield and also connect
1.14A (including the Wilton Park site) to Beaconsfield, thus
reducing its impact as a form of encroachment.

affected by judgements about
exceptional circumstances in other
parcels?
Exceptional circumstances
conclusion:

Exceptional Circumstances may apply. It is considered that
releasing both 1.14 sites may provide overriding benefits:
creating opportunities to meet the development needs of
the Districts and creating a new, defensible Green Belt
boundary which will protect Beaconsfield from urban
sprawl and rationalise encroachment into the Green Belt.
Cumulatively this would not adversely affect the strategic
gap between Seer Green and Beaconsfield.

Chiltern and South Bucks Green Belt Assessment Part Two
Reference No.
1.15

Area Name
Land East of Beaconsfield, South of
the Pyebush Roundabout

Hectares
15.75

Part One General
Area No. 53b

Part One Recommended Sub Area (RSA) No.
RSA-18

Boundary Assessment
The area has been defined in Green Belt Assessment Part 1.
It is possible to identify a boundary that is permanent and defensible in accordance with NPPF
requirements. An eastern boundary the northern boundary could be defined by the A40 the A355, and
the southern boundary could be defined by Hedgerley Lane all of these are permanent, durable
boundaries. The western boundary could be defined by the rear of residential properties within the
built-up main settlement of Beaconsfield.

Green Belt Purpose Assessment
Purpose 1a:

PASS

Purpose 1b:

The west of the parcel is connected to the built-up
settlement of Beaconsfield, this boundary consists of
irregular features, lacking in durability, including detached
homes with garden fences which bound gardens.
The area, as defined by Part 1 of the Green Belt
Assessment, is defined by the A355 to the east, A40
(Pyebush roundabout to the north) and Hedgerley Lane to
the south. Due to the small scale of the parcel these
urbanising features (especially to the north, east and west)
effectively enclose the parcel. The parcel does not act as an
effective barrier against sprawl as the A355 and A40 would
be a stronger boundary to restrict sprawl into the
surrounding Green Belt. 1+/5
Exceptional circumstances may be sufficient to release
Parcel 1.14 to the north from the Green Belt which would
further enclose the parcel. In this scenario the parcel
becomes even more enclosed. 1/5

Purpose 2:

The parcel is situated on the south-eastern extent of
Beaconsfield therefore forms part of the strategic Green
Belt between Beaconsfield and Farnham
Common/Farnham Royal to the south and Beaconsfield
and Gerrards Cross/Chalfont St Peter to the east.
Given the distance between the settlements in each
direction and presence of significant permanent and
defensible boundaries to the east (A355) and south (M40)
the parcel does not contribute to the perceived or actual
gap between the these settlements. 1/5

Purpose 3:

The parcel is not covered by any built form, yet the parcel
is more closely aligned with the edge of Beaconsfield than
the wider countryside. The parcel is enclosed to the east
and north by heavy tree cover which shields the parcel
from the A355 (east) and A40 (north) and borders
residential back gardens to the west. Although the field is
semi-natural in appearance there is no connection to the
wider countryside and the residential properties to the
western boundary give the parcel an edge-of-town, semiurban character. 2/5

Purpose 4:

Despite the close proximity to the historic core of
Beaconsfield the parcel has a limited relationship with it.
Potential views of the open countryside to the north, east
and south are prevented by significant tree cover especially
to the east and north which are bound by the A355 and
A40 respectively. The western extent of the boundary is
bound by the rears of modern residential properties which
block any views of the historic core. 1/5

Green Belt Purpose Conclusion:

The parcel does not perform any Green Belt function
strongly and therefore exceptional circumstances should
be assessed.

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

Fits with Option C.

Would development in the area satisfy
sustainable development criteria?

Development could have moderate adverse impacts on:




Cultural Heritage (Objective 1) [note this applied to
the whole of parcel 53b including Hall Barn Estate
which has been excluded from this assessment];
and
Natural Resources (Objective 6).

Development could have minor adverse impacts on:




Landscape quality (Objective 2);
Biodiversity (Objective 3); and
Health (Objective 11).

Development could have uncertain benefits on:



Climate Change Mitigation (Objective 4); and
Pollution (Objective 7).

Development could have neutral benefits on:



Waste (Objective 8); and
Economy (Objective 12).

Development could have a minor benefit on:


Climate Change Adaptation (Objective 5).

Development could have moderate benefits to:



Transport (Objective 9); and
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)?

The parcel is enclosed by significant physical and visual
barriers with substantial tree cover bordering the northern
and eastern boundaries adjacent to the A40 (north) and
A355 (east), Hedgerley lane (a C road) forms the southern
boundary; these features form a potential defensible
boundary for the south-eastern edge of Beaconsfield. The
western boundary of the parcel is defined by the rear of
residential properties on Lakes Lane and Burnham Avenue
which is softer and less defensible. All these boundaries
inhibit any potential views of the open countryside so the
parcel feels enclosed and disconnected from the open
countryside, and as a result has a semi-urban character.
Despite the close proximity to the historic core of
Beaconsfield the parcel has a limited relationship with it
due to the proliferation of modern development to its
western border which servers any potential link.
The parcel is situated on the south eastern part of
Beaconsfield the neighbouring settlements of Farnham
Common to the south, and Gerrards Cross to the east are
most effected by any potential release, however the
strategic gap between these settlements would still be
significant, and contained by permanent defensible
features, so it would not result in these settlements
coalescing. Seer Green to the north east of Beaconsfield
would not be affected by the release of this parcel.
In terms of wider Green Belt objectives these would not be
undermined by removal of this area from the Green Belt.

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 parcel is effectively enclosed by major road
infrastructure to the north and east as well as the built-up
are to the west. Release of the parcel would not adversely
affect the strategic gap between Beaconsfield and the
neighbouring settlement of Farnham Royal given the scale
of this gap. If anything it could assist in creating a more
effective Green Belt boundary by taking the built-up area
to durable, permanent, defensible features such as the
road infrastructure to the east.
Release of this parcel will have an effect on neighbouring
parcels directly to the south (remaining parts of 2.18 – as
1.15 is within this) and (to a lesser extent – given the
presence of significant infrastructure) to the north (1.14).
This could effectively further connect the adjacent parcels
(or parts of) with the built-up area of Beaconsfield and thus
weaken their function against purpose 1.

Exceptional Circumstances Conclusion:

The release of this parcel could provide the opportunity for
the Districts to meet the identified development needs
(subject to further testing) and would not adversely affect
the strategic function of the overall Green Belt as the
parcel is not scoring highly against any of the Green Belt
purposes.
The parcel does not contribute strongly to any Green Belt
purpose. Release of this parcel from the Green Belt would
create a more defensible boundary to the south-eastern
extent of Beaconsfield.

Chiltern & South Bucks Green Belt Assessment Part Two
Reference No.
1.16

Area Name
Area West of Denham Green

Hectares
16.02

Part One Parcel No.
40b

Part One Recommended Sub Area (RSA) No.
RSA-13

Boundary Assessment
The sub area is roughly elliptical in shape. A boundary could be formed to the east by the rear of
properties in the non-Green Belt settlement of Denham Green, and to the west by Tilehouse Lane.

Green Belt Purpose Assessment
Purpose 1a:

FAIL – Although the sub-area is adjacent to Denham Green,
this is not identified as a ‘large built up area’ as defined in
the ARUP methodology.

Purpose 1b:

Score: 0/5

Purpose 2:

The sub-area forms part of the gap between Denham
Green and Gerrards Cross/Chalfont St Peter, and between
Denham Green and the Green Belt settlement of Higher
Denham. However, given the relatively small scale of the
sub-area in relation to the gap between Gerrards Cross and
Denham Green, and the positioning of the sub area in
relation to Denham Green, development would not cause
the merging of settlements or significantly affect the gap
between Denham Green and Higher Denham. Score: 1/5

Purpose 3:

Less than 10% of the sub-area is covered by development
and although there is residential development within the
western portion, this consists of a small number of
residential properties set in large grounds. Despite the
presence of these properties, and given the substantial
proportion of woodland within the sub-area, it retains a
largely rural open character. Score: 3/5

Purpose 4:

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

Green Belt Purpose Conclusion

The sub-area scores moderately against one or more Green
Belt Purpose(s) and therefore exceptional circumstances
are not identified.

Exceptional Circumstances Assessment
Not Applicable

Chiltern & South Bucks Green Belt Assessment Part Two
Reference No.
1.17

Area Name
Area within Tatling End (Along A40)

Part One Parcel No.
65a

Part One RGA or RSA No.
RGA-7

Hectares
21.11

Boundary Assessment
It is possible to identify a boundary that is permanent and defensible in accordance with NPPF
requirements. The boundary could follow the A413 to the north and east, the A40 to the south and the
M25 to the west.

Green Belt Purpose Assessment
Arup Recommended General Area: Green Belt Purpose Assessment therefore not required.
Exceptional Circumstances Assessment
Is there a good fit with the spatial
strategy?

This area has been included in Option C of the emerging
spatial strategy.

Would development in the area satisfy
sustainable development criteria?

Development could have a moderate adverse impact on:




Landscape Quality (Objective 2) by reason of the
area being located within the Colne Valley Regional
Park and the potential loss of landscape features
such as ancient woodland.
Natural Resources (Objective 6) due to the area
being located within a Minerals Safeguarding Area
and the potential loss of Grade 3 agricultural land.

Development would have a minor adverse impact on:




Biodiversity (Objective 3)
Climate Change Mitigation (Objective 4)
Health (Objective 11)

Development would have a neutral impact on:



Waste (Objective 8)
Economy (Objective 12)

Development would have a minor positive impact on:


Climate Change Adaptation (Objective 5)

Development would have moderate positive impacts on:



Transport (Objective 9)
Housing (Objective 10)

Development would have an uncertain impacts on:



Cultural Heritage (Objective 1)
Pollution (Objective 7).

Looking just at the RGA/RSA 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 in Part 1 Assessment pro forma 65a:
Purpose 1:
The area is not at the edge of a distinct large built up area
and therefore removal would not contribute directly
towards sprawl. Score: 0/5
Purpose 2:
The area forms part of the gap between Chalfont St
Peter/Gerrards Cross and Uxbridge. It also forms part of
the gap between Chalfont St Peter/Gerrards Cross and
Denham, and therefore contributes towards preventing
coalescence between these settlements. However, given
the relatively small scale of this area within the wider gaps
between settlements, removal of this area alone would not
result in the coalescence of these settlements. Score: 3/5
Purpose 3:
Between 10-20% of the area is covered by built form,
particularly within the southern portion along the A40 and
therefore parts of the area have a distinctly semi-urban
character. Score: 2/5
Purpose 4:
This area does not abut an identified historic settlement
core and therefore removal would not affect the setting or
character of historic towns. Score: 0/5
Wider Objectives: There could be impacts on biodiversity
and landscape if landscape and features such as the
ancient woodland are lost to 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?

In the wider context, the existing semi-urban character of
this area undermines the integrity of the Green Belt in this
location, detracting from the rural and open nature of the
surrounding study areas. Therefore removal of this area
could be seen to strengthen the Green Belt overall.
However, removal would need to be considered in the
context of surrounding areas, particularly Denham. Should
Denham be removed from the Green Belt, this area would
become more important in maintaining the gap between
Gerrards Cross/ Chalfont St Peter and Denham, and would
therefore score higher in terms of purpose 2.
Removal from the Green Belt would result in a small,
isolated pocket of development between Gerrards Cross/
Chalfont St Peter and Denham or Uxbridge. It would create
a narrow gap in the Green Belt between Gerrards Cross
and Tatling End.
At present, only the southern portion of this area contains
built form, and removal could increase development across
the remainder of the area, narrowing the gap Tatling End
and Higher Denham. Removal would therefore be
damaging to the strategic function of the Green Belt in this
location.

Exceptional Circumstances Conclusion:

Exceptional circumstances do not apply. Given the location
of this area between a number of Green Belt and nonGreen Belt settlements (Gerrards Cross, Higher Denham,
Denham), it’s removal would cause a ‘hole’ in the Green
Belt in an important location. Development of the
northern part of this area would result in a narrowing of
the gap between Tatling End and Gerrards Cross and
Higher Denham.

Chiltern & South Bucks Green Belt Assessment Part Two
Reference No.
1.18

Area Name
Area North of Denham (North of the
A40)

Part One Parcel No.
65a

Part One RGA or RSA No.
RSA-22

Hectares
21.11

Boundary Assessment
Two different areas of land with defensible boundaries could be identified.
The first is an area smaller than sub-area RSA-22 which would incorporate the majority of Denham Village, but
exclude the conservation area to the north and the properties east of Old Mill Lane. The boundaries could
therefore be formed of Ashmead Lane, Cheapside Lane and Village Road to the north, Old Mill Road to the east,
the A40 to the south and the A412 to the west. This area is referred to as 1.18A below.
The second would include the properties east of Old Mill Lane, which also falls within the sub-area RSA-22 which
the Part 1 Assessment identified for further consideration. The fence-lines surrounding these properties are not
considered to form a permanent and defensible boundary as required by the NPPF as they could be moved or
extended further. Therefore a wider area has to be considered, using the nearest features that could form a
boundary that meets the requirements of the NPPF. The boundaries of the second area could therefore be the
River Misbourne to the north, Denham Court Drive to the east, the A40/M40 junction to the south and Old Mill
Road to the west. This area is referred to as 1.18B below.
It is important to note that the assessment of 1.18B below has been carried out following the assessment of
1.18A. Area 1.18B has been assessed using Proforma 4, as it includes an area of land wider than that
recommended by the Part 1 Assessment within RSA-22.

Reference No.
1.18A

Area Name
Denham Village, west of Old Mill Lane

Part One Parcel No.
65a

Part One RGA or RSA No.
RSA-22

Hectares
25.00

Boundary Assessment
It is possible to identify a boundary that is permanent and defensible in accordance with NPPF requirements.
See Proforma 1.18.
Green Belt Purpose Assessment
Part 1 Recommended Sub-Area: Green Belt Purpose Assessment therefore not required.
Exceptional Circumstances Assessment
Is there a good fit with the spatial
strategy?

Removal of this area from the Green Belt would fit with Option A (in
relation to making more efficient use of land in built areas) and
Option F of the emerging spatial strategy, which seeks to review
settlements within the Green Belt with a view to removing larger
settlements and to explore development potential.

Would development in the area satisfy
sustainable development criteria?

The emerging spatial strategy has been considered as part of the
sustainability assessment for the Issues and Options consultation.
This concluded the following impacts for Option F:
Development would have a minor positive impact on:



Housing (Objective 10)
Economy (Objective 12)

Development would have an uncertain impact on:











Cultural Heritage (Objective 1)
Landscape (Objective 2)
Biodiversity (Objective 3)
Climate Change Mitigation (Objective 4)
Climate Change Adaption (Objective 5)
Natural Resources (Objective 6)
Pollution (Objective 7)
Waste (Objective 8)
Transport (Objective 9)
Health (Objective 11)

As this is an existing settlement containing existing development,
with existing services and facilities and some scope for
intensification in line with Strategic Development Options A, overall
sustainability impacts are likely to be positive.
Looking just at the RGA/RSA in question,
to what extent would there be conflict
with the purposes and integrity of the
Green Belt as set out in the NPPF

The area consists of the settlement of Denham, which constitutes an
area of significant encroachment in the Green Belt. The settlement
has an urban character which detracts from the openness of the
surrounding Green Belt, and as it is already built up, it does not

(including wider objectives)?

contribute toward the gaps between settlements, or prevent their
merging.
Purpose 1a: Fail
Purpose 1b: 0/5 Is not at the edge of a settlement, but is a
settlement in itself.
Purpose 2: 0/5 The settlement does not provide a gap between
settlements as it is a settlement in itself and therefore makes little
contribution to separation.
Purpose 3: 0/5 The settlement possesses an urban character
Purpose 4: 0/5 The settlement does not abut an identified historic
settlement core
The NPPF states that where the open character of a village makes an
important contribution to the openness of the Green Belt the village
should be included in the Green Belt. In this instance, the
settlement is of an urban character and detracts from the openness
of the Green Belt and therefore its removal could strengthen the
integrity of the surrounding Green Belt.

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?

Releasing the area, which comprises a significant proportion of the
settlement of Denham, from the Green Belt would increase the
importance of the remaining Green Belt in maintaining gaps
between Denham and surrounding settlements.

Exceptional Circumstances Conclusion:

This area is an existing settlement which detracts from the openness
of the Green Belt and does not fulfil the purposes of the Green Belt.
Its removal would strengthen the integrity of the surrounding Green
Belt, and would create a Green Belt boundary that is defensible in
the long term in accordance with paragraph 83 of the NPPF. Its
release from the Green Belt could provide sustainable development
opportunities (e.g. infilling, intensification and redevelopment)
contributing towards meeting local development needs.
Exceptional circumstances could apply.

Release of the settlement from the Green Belt would cause the
remainder of parcel 66 to score higher on purpose 2 as it would
result in narrow gaps between non-Green Belt settlements (Denham
Green and Denham, New Denham/Uxbridge and Denham, Gerrards
Cross and Denham Ickenham and Denham). It would also increase
the parcels performance against purpose 3 as it would reduce the
overall proportion of built form within the Green Belt and improve
the overall rural character of the remainder of the parcel.

Reference No.
1.18B

Area Name
Area East of Old Mill Lane, Denham

Part One Parcel No.
65a

Part One RGA or RSA No.
RSA-22

Hectares
29.69

Boundary Assessment
It is possible to identify a boundary that is permanent and defensible in accordance with NPPF requirements.
See Proforma 1.18.
Green Belt Purpose Assessment
Purpose 1a:

FAIL: The area is not at the edge of a large built up settlement as
identified by ARUP within the Green Belt Assessment Methodology.

Purpose 1b:

Score: 0/5

Purpose 2:

The area forms part of the wider gap between Denham and
Ickenham to the east.
The area also 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:

The area contains less than 5% built form. The presence of
residential properties east of Old Mill Lane diminish the sense of
openness, and these properties are clearly visible in views from the
south of the area. From the open land to the north, they are less
intrusive, and the northern portion of the area benefits from a more
rural character. Overall, the area maintains a semi-urban character,
containing a mix of urban and rural land uses. Score: 2/5

Purpose 4:

The sub-parcel does not abut an identified historic core. Score: 0/5

Green Belt Purpose Conclusion:

The area of land scores moderately against one or more Green Belt
purpose(s) and therefore exceptional circumstances are not
demonstrated.

Exceptional Circumstances Assessment
Not demonstrated.

Chiltern and South Bucks Green Belt Assessment Part Two
Reference No.
1.19

Area Name
Land North of Iver (including
Pinewood Studios)

Hectares 78.18

Part One General
Area No. 74 (part)

Part One Recommended Sub Area (RSA) No.23

Boundary Assessment
It is possible to identify a boundary that is permanent and defensible in accordance with NPPF
requirements. RSA 23 is bounded by the northern boundary of the existing Pinewood site outside the
Green Belt, Sevenhills Road, M25 and Denham Road. A large part of the area has planning permission
for Pinewood Studios expansion and the first phase of development is under construction.

Green Belt Purpose Assessment
Purpose 1a:

FAIL

Purpose 1b:

The land parcel is not at the edge of an identified large
built=up area. Score: 0/5

Purpose 2:

The sub-area extends the northern part of Iver Heath to
more defensible boundaries in the form of roads rather
than back gardens and includes the built up area of
Pinewood studios. However it narrows the gap between
Iver Heath and Denham/Gerrards Cross. There is little
impact on the gap between Slough and Iver Heath. Score:
2/5

Purpose 3:

Due to extensive built development it scores poorly on the
sub-parcels ability to protect the openness of the
countryside. The area closest to the M25 however is the
most open and least covered by development. Score: 2/5

Purpose 4:

The sub-area does not directly abut an identified historic
core and does not meet this purpose. 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?

Option E built area extensions to Iver Heath and Option K
(iii) removal of existing employment areas from the GB on
the edge of settlements.

Would development in the area satisfy
sustainable development criteria?

Colne Valley Regional Park. The site is bounded by mature
hedgerows and the M25. The land alongside the M25 is
within an AQMA. Not all the site is built up however with
open fields to the south east together with the retention of
the woodland ‘Clump’. The area to the south and west of
the existing Pinewood site abuts Black Park Country Park.
The area to the south east of Pinewood studios contains
public footpaths and large areas of woodland. The
agricultural land is classified Grade 3. Overall the subparcel scores relatively poorly on landscape, biodiversity,
transport and pollution.

-

Development would have a minor adverse impact on:
Landscape (Objective 2)
Biodiversity and geodiversity (Objective 3)
Pollution (Objective 7)
Waste (Objective 8)

-

Development would have a neutral impact on:
Cultural heritage (Objective 1)
Natural resources (Objective 6)
Transport and accessibility (Objective 9)
Health (Objective 11)

-

Development would have a minor positive impact on:
Housing (Objective 10)

-

Development would have a moderate positive impact on:
Employment (Objective 12)

-

Development would have an unknown impact on:
Climate change mitigation (Objective 4)
Climate change adaptation (Objective 5)

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)?

Planning permission for the extension of Pinewood Studios
was granted on appeal on the basis of very special
circumstances recognising Pinewood’s national and
international reputation. The Planning Inspector
recommended that the site be removed from the Green
Belt. The land to the south east of Pinewood thus becomes
isolated from other parcels and would no longer meet the
purposes of Green Belt.
Given the extent of committed development removal of
the parcel from the Green Belt would not have a significant
impact on wider 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?

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 exceptional circumstances regarding Pinewood
expansion are set out in the Inspector’s report justifying
the very special circumstances that the development has
on the importance to the national economy. The
Pinewood Studios 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 parcel’s Green Belt status is fundamentally
undermined. Whilst this development is currently
unfinished 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:
“Delivering sustainable economic growth through the
appeal scheme to a world-leading business in a priority
sector for the UK.
“The absence of a credible and viable alternative”
“The range and scale of the socio-economic and other
benefits from the appeal scheme”
“The harm to the PSL business and the creative industries
sector that would arise from a rejection of the appeal
proposal”
The land to the south east of Pinewood then becomes
isolated and no longer meets the objectives of the Green
Belt. The unique wider context within which the parcel lies
contributes to the exceptional circumstances which
support its release and it is considered that the parcel
should be brought forward as a preferred option as a
result.

1.

2.
3.
4.

Chiltern and South Bucks Green Belt Assessment Part Two
Reference No.
1.20

Area Name
Area West of Iver Heath

Hectares
32.04

Part One General
Area No. 74

Part One Recommended Sub Area (RSA) No.
RSA24

Boundary Assessment
It is possible to identify a boundary that is permanent and defensible in accordance with NPPF
requirements. Triangle of land bounded by Pinewood Road, Church Road and A4007 and the existing
urban area of Iver Heath.

Green Belt Purpose Assessment
Purpose 1a:

FAIL.

Purpose 1b:

The land area is not at the edge of an identified large built
up area. Score: 0/5

Purpose 2:

The removal of this sub-area would have a very limited
impact on the GB separating Gerrards Cross and Iver Heath
and Slough and Iver Heath. Score: 2/5

Purpose 3:

Some large residential properties in the woodland at the
north end of the sub- parcel otherwise agricultural land.
Some farm/commercial buildings at Warren House. At least
one third of the sub- area already suffers from some form
of encroachment although likely to have preceded the GB
designation. Score: 2/5

Purpose 4:

The sub-area does not directly abut an identified historic
core and does not meet this purpose. 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?

Fits with Option E

Would development in the area satisfy
sustainable development criteria?

Colne Valley Regional Park. Grade 3 Agricultural land. Some
historic landfill. Mineral Safeguarding area. The scoring
against the SA objectives is generally neutral with the
negative impacts on Colne Valley Regional Park, landscape
and biodiversity.

-

Development would have a minor adverse impact on:
Biodiversity and geodiversity (Objective 3)
Natural resources (Objective 6)
Development would have a neutral impact on:
Cultural heritage (Objective 1)
Landscape (Objective 2)
Climate change mitigation (Objective 4)
Climate change adaptation (Objective 5)
Pollution (Objective 7)
Waste (Objective 8)
Employment (Objective 12)
Development would have a minor positive impact on:
Transport and accessibility (Objective 9)
Housing (Objective 10)
Health (Objective 11)

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)?

Removal of the land from the Green Belt is unlikely to
affect the purposes of the Green Belt. This piece of land
has a semi-rural character of large properties hidden in
woodland to the north of the parcel and generally open
land in the rest of the parcel apart from converted farm
buildings along the A412. However, due to the location on
the edge of the urban area of Iver Heath and the clearly
defensible boundary to the west created by Pinewood
Road it scores poorly in terms of the Green Belt purposes
of safeguarding countryside and the merging of
settlements. The new western boundary would create a
strong defensible edge to the settlement.
Removal from the Green Belt would not undermine the
wider objectives of the Green Belt given the above and
current land uses/access arrangements and ability to
incorporate access/open space in any proposed
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?

There is little conflict in terms of cumulative impacts.
Removal of this area from the Green Belt is unlikely to
conflict with the wider strategic functions of the Green
Belt. The removal of this parcel however would strengthen
the scoring for the parcel immediately to the south (west
of Swallow Street) as it will focus development on the main
part of Iver Heath and therefore strengthens the Green
Belt separation between Iver Heath and Iver Village and
between Iver Heath and Stoke Poges/Farnham.

Exceptional Circumstances Conclusion:

This sub parcel performs weakly against Green Belt
purposes. It is considered the release of this land from the
Green Belt would create a more defensible and permanent
boundary. The remainder of the parcel would become
stronger in terms of protecting the open country between
settlements and meeting Green Belt purposes.

Chiltern and South Bucks Chiltern & South Bucks Green Belt Assessment Part Two
Reference No.
1.21

Area Name
Area West of Iver Heath

Part One General
Area No. 87b

Part One RSA No. 29

Hectares 33.96

Boundary Assessment
It is not possible to identify a boundary that is permanent and defensible in accordance with NPPF
requirements. A defensible boundary is possible to Wood Lane to the west of the sub-area. To the east
is the housing in the southern part of Iver Heath and to the north is the A4007. However, there is no
defensible boundary to the south without extending the area considerably to the Langley Park Road.

Green Belt Purpose Assessment
Not Applicable
Exceptional Circumstances Assessment
Not Applicable

Chiltern & South Bucks Green Belt Assessment Part Two
Reference No.
1.22

Area Name
South East of Iver Heath

Part One General
Area No. 86a

Part One RSA No. 28

Hectares 23.47

Boundary Assessment
It is possible to identify a boundary that is permanent and defensible in accordance with NPPF
requirements. The area is bounded to the west by the housing on Swallow Street, to the north by the
housing of Iver Heath settlement, to the east by Bangors Road South and to the south by Norwood
Lane.

Green Belt Purpose Assessment

Purpose 1a:

FAIL.

Purpose 1b:

The land area is not at the edge of an identified large built
up area. Score: 0/5

Purpose 2:

The removal of this sub-area would have a very limited
impact on the GB separating Uxbridge and Iver Heath and
Iver and Iver Heath. Score: 2/5

Purpose 3:

This parcel is very rural in nature. Very little of the parcel
has built development apart from one large house – The
Grange. The surrounding housing on 2 sides however, gives
it a slight urban character although this is not visible from
any public road.. Score: 4/5

Purpose 4:

The sub-area does not directly abut an identified historic
core and does not meet this purpose. Score: 0/5

Green Belt Purpose Conclusion:

The area of land scores weakly against one or more Green
Belt purpose but strongly on purpose 3 – protecting the
countryside from encroachment

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

Fits with Option E

Would development in the area satisfy
sustainable development criteria?

The land is within the Colne Valley Regional Park. If
released from the Green Belt new housing would be
distant from the main services within Iver Heath and would
require walking along a busy road to get to the school,
health centre etc as there is no permeability through to the
existing housing to the north.

-

Development would have a minor adverse impact on:
Landscape (Objective 2)
Biodiversity and geodiversity (Objective 3)
Transport and accessibility (Objective 9)
Health (Objective 11)

-

Development would have a neutral impact on:
Cultural heritage (Objective 1)
Natural resources (Objective 6)
Pollution (Objective 7)
Waste (Objective 8)
Employment (Objective 12)

-

Development would have a minor positive impact on:
Housing (Objective 10)

-

Development would have an unknown impact on:
Climate change mitigation (Objective 4)
Climate change adaptation (Objective 5)

Looking just at the RGA/RSA 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 Part 1 assessment concludes that the northern half of
parcel 86a makes little contribution to the gap between
Iver Heath and Iver as this sub-area is partly enclosed by
existing housing development on two sides. However,
extending Iver Heath into this sub area would have a
significant impact on protecting the openness of the
countryside. The land is mainly used for a pick your own
orchard at present with very few buildings. The Green Belt
here is part of the extensive gap separating Uxbridge and
Slough which is much more limited between Iver and Iver
Heath. The southern extension to Iver Heath is the thin
strip of ribbon development along Swallow Street which
has a strong sense of connectivity with the wider
countryside.
Loss of the pick your own orchard would detract from the
wider objectives of the Green Belt in terms of recreation,
visual amenity and biodiversity.

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?

Removing this sub parcel from the Green Belt would
weaken the rest of the parcel to the south by reducing the
area of Green Belt and eroding the gap between Iver and
Iver Heath. It would also weaken the argument for not
removing parcel 1.21 from the Green Belt as both these
parcels hug the narrow strip of ribbon development
alongside Swallow Street impacting further on the Green
Belt.

Exceptional Circumstances Conclusion:

This parcel performs an important role in terms of
protecting open countryside from encroachment from
development, contributes to wider Green Belt objectives
that would be likely lost through removal. Exceptional
circumstances to remove this parcel from the Green Belt
have not been demonstrated.

Chiltern & South Bucks Green Belt Assessment Part Two
Reference No.
1.23

Area Name
Taplow Riverside Area

Part One General
Area No.84/89

Part One No.
RGA 8

Hectares
42.85

Boundary Assessment
It is possible to identify a boundary that is permanent and defensible in accordance with NPPF
requirements. The boundaries would follow the River Thames to the west, the Jubilee River to the east,
and the railway line to the south. These are all strong defensible boundaries.

Green Belt Purpose Assessment
Part 1 Assessment Recommended General Area: Green Belt Purpose Assessment therefore not
required.
Exceptional Circumstances Assessment
Is there a good fit with the spatial
strategy?

Fits Option F: removing larger settlements from the Green
Belt (in this case Taplow) and exploring development
potential.

Would development in the area satisfy
sustainable development criteria?

Located within a kilometre of Taplow station (soon to be
Elizabeth Line) and on the A4 with a good selection of bus
routes between Maidenhead and Slough providing access
to shops and services. There is an area of existing housing
development to the south of the A4 within a current GB3
settlement. To the north of the A4 many of the existing
buildings are being redeveloped as a Major Developed Site
in the Green Belt. Existing flood zone areas are excluded
from the new development as are areas of high
biodiversity. Redevelopment of Taplow Mill is under way
which includes a new bridge across the Thames at the
northern part of the area. The SA scores poorly on
landscape, natural resource and biodiversity but these will
be significantly improved as part of the redevelopment
with landscaping and additional tree planting proposed as
well as the removal of the gas holder but with the intention
of protecting the northern tip for biodiversity purposes.
Development would have a neutral impact on:
- Cultural heritage (Objective 1)
- Natural resources (Objective 6)
- Pollution (Objective 7)
- Waste (Objective 8)
- Health (Objective 11)
- Employment (Objective 12)
Development would have a minor positive impact on:
- Landscape (Objective 2)
- Biodiversity and geodiversity (Objective 3)
- Climate change mitigation (Objective 4)
- Housing (Objective 10)
Development would have a moderate positive impact on:
- Transport and accessibility (Objective 9)
Development would have an unknown impact on:
- Climate change adaptation (Objective 5)

Looking just at the RGA/RSA 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)?

Part of General Area 84 is a previously developed industrial
site that has planning permission for redevelopment for
housing (200 units) meeting para. 89 6th bullet point of the
NPPF. General Area 89 is partly a GB3 settlement and is
primarily built up. This settlement has coalesced with the
built up area of Maidenhead to the west diminishing the
role of the Green Belt in this location, this scores as a PASS.
Due to flood risk from the nearby River Thames there is
little potential for further development apart from
redevelopment of existing buildings. The garage on the A4
has the greatest potential for this. The durable boundaries
on all sides will prevent any additional encroachment into
the Green Belt between Maidenhead and Taplow village.
The parcel is connected by the bridges over the Thames to
the large built up area of Maidenhead. Although much of
the northern part of Parcel 84 was largely undeveloped the
recently implemented planning permission extends the
development footprint and therefore will perform weakly
against the Green Belt purpose of protecting the
countryside from encroachment. The area to the south of
the A4 Bath Road Parcel 89 is largely built up already. The
two parcels therefore perform weakly against the purposes
of the Green Belt.

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 with the wider strategic function of the
GB although it may increase the scoring of other parcels
particularly 73. The parcel helps to protect the gap
between Maidenhead and the Green Belt settlement of
Taplow Village preventing the coalescence of these
settlements.

Exceptional Circumstances Conclusion:

These two parcels perform weakly against Green Belt
purposes primarily in terms of large amounts of existing
built development and therefore fails against the aim to
protect the countryside from encroachment.

Chiltern & South Bucks Green Belt Assessment Part Two
Reference No.
1.24

Area Name
Area south of Burnham (Burnham
Park)

Part One General
Area No. 80a

Part One No. RGA 1

Hectares
16.66

Boundary Assessment
It is possible to identify a boundary that is permanent and defensible in accordance with NPPF
requirements. Removal of this area from the Green Belt will not require a new boundary to be formed
as the area is completely surrounded by built development outside the Green Belt.

Green Belt Purpose Assessment
Part 1 Assessment Recommended General Area: Green Belt Purpose Assessment therefore not
required.
Exceptional Circumstances Assessment
Is there a good fit with the spatial
strategy?

Option C includes built area extensions to the principal
settlement of Burnham however; there is little potential for
development. Existing uses include public buildings,
playing fields and open space.

Would development in the area satisfy
sustainable development criteria?

Yes – centrally located within Burnham but there is little
potential for development due to existing uses. This
parcel of land was not considered by the Sustainability
Appraisal but existing uses should be protected as they
meet important open space, recreational and amenity
space contributing positively to
Cultural heritage (Objective 1)
Landscape (Objective 2)
Biodiversity and geodiversity (Objective 3)
Climate change mitigation (Objective 4)
Natural resources (Objective 6)
Pollution (Objective 7)
Health (Objective 11)

Looking just at the RGA/RSA 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 completely enclosed by the built-up area and
therefore does not provide a gap between settlements and
is not open countryside. It has little development potential
but does not meet any of the Green Belt purposes.
As a recreational area it does meet wider Green Belt
objectives for sport and recreation however this use would
not cease if the land were removed from the Green Belt as
it will be protected by other planning policies.

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?

No conflict with wider strategic function of the Green Belt
and would not impact on the scoring of other parcels as
the area is not physically attached to other parts of the
Green Belt and is an isolated Green Belt pocket.

Exceptional Circumstances Conclusion:

Exceptional circumstances exist as this is an isolated Green
Belt pocket that serves no Green Belt purpose.

Chiltern & South Bucks Green Belt Assessment Part Two
Reference No.
1.25

Area Name
Land West of Farnham Royal

Part One Parcel No.
80b

Part One RGA or RSA No.
RSA 27

Hectares
21.92

Boundary Assessment
It is not possible to identify a boundary that is permanent and defensible in accordance with NPPF
requirements. A defensible boundary is possible to Crown Lane to the west. To the east and south is
the urban area of Farnham Common/Farnham Royal however there is no defensible boundary to the
south. Caldicott School and Burnham Beeches Special Area of Conservation is to the north. The eastern
boundary abuts the back gardens of existing houses along Blackpond Lane and therefore has no
permanent defensible boundary. The southern boundary is vague and has no permanent and
defensible boundary. The northern boundary is part of the school grounds (the school is outside the GB
and the playing fields are within the GB) and therefore is neither permanent nor defensible. The
western boundary is Crown Lane.

Green Belt Purpose Assessment
Not applicable.
Exceptional Circumstances Assessment
Not Applicable

Chiltern & South Bucks Green Belt Assessment Part Two
Reference No.
1.26

Area Name
Area East of Farnham Royal

Part One General
Area No. 76

Part One RSA No. 26

Hectares 73.44

Boundary Assessment
It is possible to identify a boundary that is permanent and defensible in accordance with NPPF
requirements. Beaconsfield Road to west, Park Road to south, Parsonage Lane to east and urban area
of Farnham Common to north.

Green Belt Purpose Assessment
Part 1 Recommended Sub-Area: Green Belt Purpose Assessment therefore not required.
Exceptional Circumstances Assessment
Is there a good fit with the spatial
strategy?

Fit with Option E.

Would development in the area satisfy
sustainable development criteria?

The northern part of the site is within 500m of Burnham
Beeches. Natural England advises against development
within 500m. Much of the sub-parcel forms a park
providing essential community facilities including sports
pitches. The A355 is highly congested in this area. The
sub-area scores particularly poorly for biodiversity (red),
and poorly for landscape and natural resource as well as
health. The agricultural land is Grade 3. The overall effect
would thus be negative.

-

Development would have a moderate adverse impact on:
Landscape (Objective 2)
Biodiversity and geodiversity (Objective 3)
Health (Objective 11)

-

Development would have a minor adverse impact on:
Natural resources (Objective 6)
Transport and accessibility (Objective 9)

-

Development would have a neutral impact on:
Cultural heritage (Objective 1)
Pollution (Objective 7)
Waste (Objective 8)
Employment (Objective 12)

-

Development would have a minor positive impact on:
Housing (Objective 10)

-

Development would have an unknown impact on:
Climate change mitigation (Objective 4)
Climate change adaptation (Objective 5)

Looking just at the RGA/RSA 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)?

Development in this sub-parcel could erode the less
essential Green Belt gap between Farnham Common and
Farnham Royal and the essential gap between Farnham
Common and Stoke Poges. Development is sparse apart
from scattered housing along Farnham Park Lane. It
therefore strongly meets Purpose 2 preventing
neighbouring towns from merging and strongly meets
Purpose 3 of the Criteria which assists in safeguarding the
countryside from encroachment. A large part of the parcel
supports wider Green Belt objectives for sports and
recreation.

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?

This land forms part of the larger parcel 76 which separates
Farnham Common from Stoke Poges. Removal of this subarea would result in a narrower gap, notably leaving only
the piece of land used by Farnham Golf Course as the
separation between the two settlements. There are no
exceptional circumstances for removal of land from the
Green Belt in any adjoining parcel primarily due to
proximity to the urban area of Slough.

Exceptional circumstances conclusion:

This RSA scores strongly against two purposes of the Green
Belt purpose assessment and therefore there are no
exceptional circumstances that would justify removal. .

Chiltern & South Bucks Green Belt Assessment Part Two
Reference No.1.27

Area Name Stoke Park area, Stoke
Poges

Part One General
Area No. 76/85b

Part One RSA No.25

Hectares 12.67

Boundary Assessment
It is not possible to identify a boundary that is permanent and defensible in accordance with NPPF
requirements. While this sub-area has clear defensible boundaries on Church Lane and Grays Park
Road, the southern boundary is an ill-defined path/track between rear gardens of houses. It does not
abut an existing non- Green Belt area so would be an isolated group of houses in the wider Green Belt.
The sub-area would therefore not meet NPPF requirements for defensible boundaries.

Green Belt Purpose Assessment
Part 1 Recommended Sub-Area: Green Belt Purpose Assessment therefore not required..
Exceptional Circumstances Assessment
Not Applicable

Chiltern & South Bucks Green Belt Assessment Part Two
Reference No.
1.28, 2.31,
4.328,4.327

Area Name
Area south of Iver

Part One General
Area No. 87b

Part One RGA or RSA No.
30

Hectares
12.65

Boundary Assessment
It is possible to identify a boundary that is permanent and defensible in accordance with NPPF
requirements for most of the parcel. It is bounded by Thorney Lane North to the east. Ridgeway
Trading Estate to the south and Iver Village to the north. The west boundary however, is largely defined
by a private road.

Green Belt Purpose Assessment
Part 1 Recommended Sub-Area: Green Belt Purpose Assessment therefore not required.
Exceptional Circumstances Assessment
Is there a good fit with the spatial
strategy?

Fits Option E

Would development in the area satisfy
sustainable development criteria?

The land is included in the Colne Valley Regional Park. The
land is in use as agriculture and classified as Grade 1. The
SA scores it negatively in terms of landscape, biodiversity
and natural resource and positively for transport and
housing but the overall effect is slightly negative.

-

Development would have a minor adverse impact on:
Landscape (Objective 2)
Biodiversity and geodiversity (Objective 3)
Natural resources (Objective 6)

-

Development would have a neutral impact on:
Cultural heritage (Objective 1)
Pollution (Objective 7)
Waste (Objective 8)
Health (Objective 11)
Employment (Objective 12)

-

Development would have a minor positive impact on:
Transport and accessibility (Objective 9)
Housing (Objective 10)

-

Development would have an unknown impact on:
Climate change mitigation (Objective 4)
Climate change adaptation (Objective 5)

Looking just at the RGA/RSA 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)?

Parcel 87b of which this land forms part of scores 5/5 for
preventing neighbouring towns from merging. This RSA
however, performs less strongly due to the eastern part
being partly enclosed between Iver Village and Ridgeway
Business Park but would still score 3/5. This land is
currently under agriculture and has no development
therefore performs strongly in terms of purpose 3 in
safeguarding the countryside from encroachment. The gap
between Iver and Richings Park would be further eroded if
this land was removed from the Green Belt in addition or in
preference to the arguably more sustainable land to the
north of the station which is recommended for release
from the Green Belt.

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?

This southern area of Iver is vulnerable in terms of the
number of potential options for removing land from the GB
and choosing which option has the least impact on the
strategic gaps in the Green Belt separating London and
Slough. Once a decision is made, re-scoring of adjacent
parcels may be needed.

Exceptional Circumstances Conclusion:

This option should not be considered for removal from the
Green Belt due to the high potential for merging of
settlements, protection of the countryside from
encroachment and para 112 of the NPPF which directs that
development should be on poorer quality land rather than
on Grade 1 agricultural land. No exceptional circumstances
therefore exist.

Chiltern & South Bucks Green Belt Assessment Part Two
Reference No.
1.29 (part of 2.31A)

Area Name
Area south east of Iver (west of M25)

Hectares
6.96

Part One General
Area No. 92

Part One Recommended General Area (RGA) No.
RGA 2

Boundary Assessment
It is possible to identify a boundary that is permanent and defensible in accordance with NPPF
requirements. The boundaries are all durable and defensible including the M25 to the east, Thorney
Lane North to the west, Marina Way to the north and the Grand Union canal to the south.

Green Belt Purpose Assessment
Green Belt Assessment Part 1 Recommended General Area: Green Belt Purpose Assessment therefore
not required.
Exceptional Circumstances Assessment
Is there a good fit with the spatial
strategy?

Fits Option E

Would development in the area satisfy
sustainable development criteria?

The parcel is in close proximity to Iver village and Iver train
station. The site lies within the Colne Valley Regional Park.
An AQMA runs alongside the M25. The SA is neutral.
Development would have a minor negative impact on:
- Housing (Objective 10).
Development would have a neutral impact on:
- Cultural heritage (Objective 1)
- Landscape (Objective 2)
- Biodiversity and geodiversity (Objective 3)
- Climate change mitigation (Objective 4)
- Climate change adaptation (Objective 5)
- Natural resources (Objective 6)
- Pollution (Objective 7)
- Waste (Objective 8)
- Transport and accessibility (Objective 9)
- Health (Objective 11).
Development would have a minor positive impact on:
- Employment (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)?

This parcel of land forms a small part of the gap between
Iver and West Drayton but development here would not
cause merging of the settlements due to the separation by
the M25 motorway. The scoring of 1/5 reflects this. The
parcel possesses a semi urban character being flanked on
all sides by housing or industrial development or major
transport infrastructure. The scoring is therefore weak for
this purpose.

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 release of this parcel from the Green Belt would be
likely to strengthen the scoring of parcel 83 which
separates Iver from Uxbridge/West Drayton.

Exceptional Circumstances Conclusion:

Exceptional circumstances may apply.
The Green Belt in this parcel performs particularly weakly
in the Green Belt Assessment and no longer meets the
purposes detailed in the NPPF.

Chiltern & South Bucks Green Belt Assessment Part Two
Reference No.
1.30

Area Name
Area south of Richings Park

Part One General
Area No. 99

Part One RGA or RSA No.
RSA 31

Hectares 24.86

Boundary Assessment
It is not possible to identify a boundary that is permanent and defensible in accordance with
NPPF requirements. To the east is the M25, which would be a permanent and defensible
boundary. To the north is Richings Way which would also meet NPPF requirements. The western
boundary would be formed by the rear of back gardens on Old Slade Lane; and the southern
boundary by the rear of back gardens on the Poynings and the line of a drain. Neither the
western or southern boundaries would meet NPPF requirements.

Green Belt Purpose Assessment
Not Applicable
Exceptional Circumstances Assessment
Not Applicable

