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Introduction 
 

1 Government guidance contained in the National Planning Policy Framework 
(NPPF)1 states that Green Belts once established should only be altered in 
exceptional circumstances through the preparation or updating of a plan. The 
guidance indicates that should the Green Belt be reviewed then consideration 
should be given to the status of villages within the Green Belt2.  Essentially the 
guidance hinges on the openness of the village. If the village has an open 
character and this contributes to openness of the Green Belt then the village 
should be retained in the Green Belt if the village is not open in character then it 
should be removed from the Green Belt. 
 

2 The guidance does not define what the Government regards as a village. However, 
it does allow limited infilling within villages. Therefore the purpose of this study is 
to review the status of the settlements within the Green Belt across the two district 
Council areas of Chiltern and South Bucks. 
 
Why review now? 
 

3 As part of the evidence associated with the emerging Chiltern and South Bucks 
Local Plan the Councils have undertaken an assessment of the Green Belt. This 
assessment was undertaken in two parts. The first part was a countywide 
assessment of the existing Green Belt in the County3. This assessment was 
commissioned by all the authorities in Bucks and undertaken by consultants. The 
study evaluated Green Belt as a whole broken up into parcels. Each parcel was 
assessed to see if it met the purposes of the Green Belt as set out in the NPPF.  
From this study a number of areas of the Green Belt were recommended for more 
detailed study. These recommended areas together with options indicated in the 
Local Plan Issues and Options consultation within the Green Belt were all assessed 
via a part two Green Belt assessment4.  
 

4 As stated above national guidance does not define what the Government regards 
as a village.  Therefore the purpose of this study is to review the status of the 
settlements within the Green Belt across the two district council areas of Chiltern 

                                                 
1 National Planning Policy Framework – Ministry of Housing Communities and Local Government – 
February 2019 paragraph 136 
2  NPPF Paragraph 140 
3 Buckinghamshire Green Belt Assessment Part 1 – Arup March 2016 
4 Green Belt Assessment Part Two Update March 2019 – Chiltern and South Bucks District Councils  
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and South Bucks. Government guidance indicates that when reviewing Green Belt 
boundaries councils should consider the consequences of channelling 
development towards urban areas or towards towns and villages within the Green 
Belt5. Essentially the councils need to review the Green Belt as a whole and 
therefore it makes sense to review the status of settlements washed over by the 
Green Belt. In addition in the case of Chiltern District Policy CS23 of the adopted 
Core Strategy6 commits the Council to a review of identified Green Belt 
settlements and rows of dwellings within the Green Belt. This followed the 
discussions at the Examination in Public and as set out in the Inspector’s report 
which stated the policy covering infilling in the identified GB5 settlements was in 
conflict with the then PPG27 definition of infilling.  
 

5 Policy CS23 states that the Delivery DPD will review whether any of the settlements 
within the Green Belt should be removed from the Green Belt; review the 
boundaries of the identified settlements and rows which would remain in the 
Green Belt and review the existing GB4 and GB5 policies. This review was 
undertaken as part of the evidence base work for the Delivery Development Plan 
and the findings of this review were published alongside the Delivery Development 
Plan which was submitted to the Secretary of State. 

 
6 The Delivery Development Plan was submitted for examination. However during 

the initial hearing sessions the Inspector raised concerns about the Delivery 
Development Plan’s ability to deliver enough deliverable housing sites to meet the 
housing requirement as set out in the adopted Core Strategy. In the Inspector’s 
subsequent note following suspension of the examination he also raised the issue 
that the Adopted Core Strategy Housing requirement was based on a constrained 
basis and that as such it did not meet the requirements of the National Planning 
Policy Framework to start from the objectively assessed housing needs of the 
district and then to assess what could be developed without harming assets of 
national significance, such as Green Belt. As a result of the Inspector’s 
consideration of the Delivery Development Plan and the Councils commitment to 
commence work on a New Local Plan the Council decided to withdraw the plan 
and to concentrate on working towards a new Local plan. 

 
7 The Delivery Development Plan as stated above was using the housing target as 

defined in the adopted Core Strategy.  The Adopted Core strategy did not signal 
the need to review the Green Belt generally other than specific reference to a 
review of Green Belt settlements, as such no review of the whole Green Belt was 
required and the settlement review was based on the extent of the settlements 
identified by the policy GB5 or GB4.  It is also worth noting that the National 

                                                 
5 NPPF para 138 
6 Core Strategy for Chiltern District – November 2011 
7 Planning Policy Guidance Note 2 Green Belts 1995 
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Planning Policy Framework had not been published at the time of the adoption of 
the Chiltern Core Strategy and as such the Delivery Development Plan work was 
working on the basis of the instruction in Policy GB23. The current settlement 
review forms part of a wider review of the Green Belt and as such it is important 
that the review methodology accords with that used in the County wide Green Belt 
assessment and also that it reflects the current Government guidance contained in 
the NPPF. 

 
Which settlements are included? 
 

8 The government policy on Green Belt contained in the NPPF doesn’t define what it 
means by villages. One definition of a village taken from Wikipedia - A village is a 
clustered human settlement or community, larger than a hamlet but smaller than a 
town, with a population ranging from a few hundred to a few thousand. Another 
definition taken from the BBC doomsday site - To be a village a settlement must 
have: -   1 a church, 2 a village hall or community centre, 3 a school (though not 
necessarily), 4 some shops, usually including a post office, 5 a village green, 6 
allotments, 7 places to work, 8 a public house,   9 houses etc., usually to include 
private, council rented and privately rented to give a mixed community, 10 parish 
council. However, the majority of larger Green Belt settlements have already been 
identified in the two local plans covering the two respective Council areas Chiltern 
and South Bucks. 
 

9 It should be noted that the character of villages has changed over recent years. 
With the growth of larger retailers, increasing access to personal transport and the 
growth of delivery services many village facilities such as village shops /post offices 
and traditional village pubs are closing. Changes in the proportion of residents 
who regularly attend a church or chapel have also meant that some chapels have 
been closed and some churches have less frequent use. The lack of a traditional 
village facility shouldn’t necessarily mean that a settlement is no longer regarded 
as a village because for example its village shop closed a few years ago. Therefore 
for the purposes of this assessment a village is a settlement of sufficient size and 
cohesion to be regarded as a place in its own right and which has a form which 
permits infilling i.e. development in an otherwise built up frontage or on a small 
plot surrounded by existing development. 

 
10 In Chiltern District the current local plan identifies two types of areas which are 

considered suitable for infilling within the Green Belt these are defined  on the 
Local Plan Proposals Map8; 
 

                                                 
8 Note under the current Local Plan system Proposals Maps are now known as Policies maps. The 
GB4 and GB5 areas are identified on the adopted Policies Map for the District. 
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GB4 - Rows of Dwellings in the Green Belt (identified on the proposals map 
by a dark green shading) 

 
               and  

 
GB5 - Green Belt Settlement (identified by dark green shading with the 
letters ‘GB5’) 
 

11 Within GB4 areas the existing local plan policy allows limited infilling – infilling is 
defined in the policy as ‘the construction of one or two dwelling(s) in a small gap in 
an existing row of dwellings and other substantial buildings which form an 
otherwise fully developed frontage to a road.’ 
 

12 Within GB5 areas the existing Local Plan policy allows limited infilling as defined in 
Policy GB4 and the development of a small parcel of land which is defined as ‘land 
in existing authorised or established residential use which is totally or substantially 
enclosed by existing residential development, including dwellings and not just their 
curtilages’. 

 
13 In South Bucks District the Local Plan identifies one type of area where infilling may 

occur. The areas identified are defined on the adopted policies map 
 

 GB3 – residential infilling in Green Belt settlements (identified by a dark 
 green line and policy number on the policies map) 
 

14 Within the GB3 areas the Local Plan policy allows limited infilling subject to criteria 
and one for one replacement. 
 

15 Both Policy GB5 in the Chiltern adopted Local Plan and Policy GB3 in the adopted 
South Bucks Local Plan identify the settlements to which the infilling policies can 
currently be applied. In Chiltern and in the majority of South Bucks cases these 
settlements are the larger areas of housing which in the main could be regarded 
as a village. The policy GB4 areas defined in the Chiltern Local Plan are not whole 
settlements and are generally rows of development fronting a road. However, in 
some cases these rows may fall within a settlement which could be regarded as a 
village if the GB4 areas and other development were considered as a whole. As 
such the starting point for the assessment will be the settlements listed in Policies 
GB3 and GB5 as set out in Appendix 1. However consideration will be given to 
other identifiable villages across the joint local plan area. 
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Chiltern District Core Strategy Inspectors Report 
 

16 The Inspector concluded that the Local Plan Policy GB5 was contrary to the then 
Government advice (PPG2) as it allowed more than limited infilling within a Green 
Belt settlement. In his view Government guidance required the Council to exclude 
from the Green Belt any settlement where it intended to allow more than limited 
infilling. 
 
 
National Planning Policy Framework. 
 

17 Paragraph 140 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) states  that, ‘if it 
is necessary to restrict development in a village primarily because of the important 
contribution which the open character of the village makes to the openness of the 
Green Belt, the village should be included in the Green Belt. If, however, the 
character of the village needs to be protected for other reasons, other means 
should be used, such as conservation area or normal development management 
policies, and the village should be excluded from the Green Belt. 
 

18 The NPPF states in paragraph 145 that the construction of new buildings in the 
Green Belt is inappropriate subject to limited exceptions, clause e) refers to ‘limited 
infilling in villages….’ 
 

19 It should be noted that the NPPF refers to infilling generally and this is not 
restricted to residential development but could include other forms of infilling. 
 

20 It follows from the NPPF that: 
 

a. if a village makes no contribution to the openness of the Green Belt then it 
should be excluded from the Green Belt ; and 

b) unless there is some need to restrict development for other reasons, no 
 policy restriction on new development is required 
 

c) if a village is appropriately included in the Green Belt because the open 
 character of the village makes a contribution to the openness of the Green 
 Belt  there may still be some potential for limited infilling subject to the 
 effect on Green Belt and any other development management 
 considerations; and 

d) if a local plan wishes to encourage such infilling, it should identify where it is 
 likely to be acceptable in principle. 
 
Areas identified in the new local plan as being suitable for possible infilling should 
only be identified where there is some form of infilling potential which would meet 
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the suggested infilling criteria of the new Local Plan policy which will replace the 
existing  GB3, GB4 and GB5 policies. 
 
Review Methodology 
 
A - Can a settlement area be identified as a Village? 
 

21 The review assesses all the existing GB3 and GB5 areas and considers whether or 
not other areas, some of which may be identified as GB4 areas, could be identified 
as a village in accordance with the wording of the NPPF. Where it is considered a 
GB3, GB5 or other areas can be identified as a village that settlement moves onto 
the next stage of the assessment. 
 
B - Assessment of openness 
 

22 A key deciding factor in how villages washed over by the Green Belt should be 
treated in terms of planning policy is the character of the village and its 
contribution to the openness of the Green Belt. A village comprising small groups 
of housing fronting a main village road with open fields coming right up to the 
main roads would be regarded as being open in character. Whereas a village 
comprising main streets but with further back land development and side streets 
giving the village a depth,  with a more solid built form and open land excluded to 
the outer edges of the settlement may be regarded as not having an open 
character. 
 

23 Obviously across both districts settlements vary in size, age and shape and so an 
assessment of the openness or not of each settlement identified as a village will 
need to be undertaken. If a village is regarded as being open in character and the 
village is regarded as contributing to the openness of the Green Belt the 
assessment would conclude that the village should remain in the Green Belt and 
be covered by a limited infilling policy. If the village is regarded as not being open 
and that it makes no contribution to the openness of the Green Belt then the 
settlement will pass onto the next stage.  
 
C- Can a defensible Green Belt boundary be defined? 

 
24 If a village is considered not to be open and that it makes no contribution to the 

openness of the Green Belt then it should be considered for removal from the 
Green Belt. However, the removal of a village from the Green Belt requires that an 
appropriate new Green Belt boundary can be identified or found. Government 
guidance contained in the NPPF9 is clear that when defining new Green Belt 

                                                 
9 National Planning policy Framework  - February 2019 – para 139 clause f) 
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boundaries local planning authorities should define boundaries clearly using 
physical features which are readily recognisable and likely to be permanent. 
 

25 The government guidance does not give any additional information on what they 
consider could be regarded as a permanent defensible Green Belt boundary 
feature. The Buckinghamshire Green Belt Assessment Part One therefore included 
in its methodology definitions of defensible Green Belt boundaries. As set out 
below 
 
Examples of durable features (likely to be permanent): 
- Infrastructure: motorway; public and made road; a railway line; river. 
- Landform: stream, canal or other watercourse; prominent physical feature (e.g. 
ridgeline); protected woodland / hedge; 
Existing development with strongly established, regular or consistent boundaries. 
 
Examples of features lacking in durability (soft boundaries): 
- Infrastructure: private / unmade road; power line. 
- Natural: field boundary, tree line. 
 

26 Given the above boundary features were used in the Buckinghamshire Green Belt 
assessment part one and the part two Green Belt assessment work to assess the 
strength of boundaries around sites proposed to be removed from the Green Belt, 
there is a logic in using the approach to assess the strength of the boundaries 
around any villages being considered for release from the Green Belt. 
 

27 Therefore if these villages which because of their absence of contribution to the 
openness of the Green Belt are being proposed for removal from the Green Belt a 
detailed assessment of the strength of the boundary around the village has been 
made. Importantly a new boundary would normally need to be clearly related to 
the existing built form as excluding land on the edge of the settlement from the 
Green Belt that could allow village expansion would likely harm the purposes of 
the Green Belt. If a permanent defensible boundary cannot be drawn around the 
identified village being assessed it will not be considered suitable for removal from 
the Green Belt. If however a permanent defensible boundary could be drawn the 
conclusion of the study will be that the village could be removed from the Green 
Belt in accordance with the guidance in the NPPF. 
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Review of settlements identified by Policy GB4 and GB5 in the adopted Chiltern Local Plan   
 
Table to show decisions on each settlement area reviewed. 
 
Please note the table is in settlement name order.  
 
Explanation of decision column for GB4 areas 
 

Existing identified GB4 areas were grouped to identifiable settlement names and then the combined area considered to see if it could be 
described as a village. If the area was considered to be identifiable as a village it was assessed to evaluate its openness. 
 
In some cases identified GB4 areas are close to or associated with larger settlements identified as GB5 areas. In these cases the GB4 areas 
were assessed to see if they did form a part of that larger village area and then assessed as part of the wider GB5 area. 
 
 

Explanation of decision column for GB5 areas 
 

GB5 identified areas were assessed to see if they could be regarded as a village. They were then assessed to evaluate the openness of the 
identified settlement. In some case the area assessed would include adjacent identified GB4 areas where these were considered to form 
part of the wider village/settlement area. 
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Section A - Can these settlement areas be identified as a Village? 
 
Location/Road Name  

Village 
yes or no 

Reason for decision 

Amersham   

Amersham  - London Road East 
(northern side) 

NO This residential area has developed to the east of Amersham. It is not attached to the main settlement and it could 
not be regarded as a village There is limited potential for infilling along these frontages. Therefore it is proposed 
that the infilling designation be removed from this area. 

Amersham - Cokes Lane (south) NO This is a single row of dwellings fronting Cokes Lane it is not part of Amersham and infilling potential is limited. 
Therefore it is proposed that the infilling designation be removed from this area. 

Amersham  - London Road East 
(southern side) 

NO This residential area is separate from Amersham and comprises a single row of dwellings fronting the road. The 
road frontage of this area is fully developed offering little scope for infilling. Therefore it is proposed that the 
infilling designation be removed from this area. 

Asheridge NO A small hamlet made up of individual properties and farms with two identified GB4 areas as described below. The 
settlement has an open character. 

Asheridge - Opposite Widmore 
Farm 

A short row of houses fronting the road. The road frontage here is fully developed and as such there is no scope 
for infilling. This area is separated from the other identified area and the remainder of the properties within the 
settlement. Therefore it is proposed that the infilling designation be removed from this area. 

Asheridge - Widmore Close A small close of houses given the fully developed nature of the close there is no scope for further infilling.  This 
area is physically separate from the other identified GB4 areas and separated from other settlement buildings by 
areas of open fields right up to the road edges. Therefore it is proposed that the infilling designation be removed 
from this area. 

Ashley Green YES This settlement can be described as a village with the village church in the centre. However, the common areas 
run into the heart of the village and whilst Snowhill Cottages give some depth to the settlement affecting 
openness in this area. The majority of the village is formed by single rows of development fronting historical roads. 
There are two identified GB4 areas associated with the settlement as described below. 

Ashley Green - Part of Village  The existing identified village area offers little scope for infilling along the existing road frontages.  

Ashley Green - Ashley Green 
Road 

NO Although given an Ashley Green address this GB4 area is physically separated from the main settlement and not 
considered to be part of the village. A largely developed frontage in a small row with no infilling potential. 
Therefore it is proposed that the infilling designation be removed from this area. 

Ballinger Common YES This settlement is fairly well spread out along the road from South Heath to Lee Common. The settlement has 
spread out along two side roads and these areas are identified as GB4 areas as described below. However the 
open land, both in terms of agricultural land and or other uses does cut into the heart of the settlement. The 
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Location/Road Name  

Village 
yes or no 

Reason for decision 

settlement has a church, a village hall and until recently contained a village pub. It is considered that the area 
could be described as a village. 

Ballinger Common - Chiltern 
Road/Blackthorn Lane 

Chiltern Road runs at right angles to the main Ballinger Road. There is a mix of housing types along this road. 
However the road frontage is fully developed with no scope for further infilling. Many properties have long back 
gardens but development of these would constitute more than limited infilling. Blackthorn Lane again is set at 
right angles to the main Ballinger Road but on the western side of the settlement. The lane ends at the 
settlement’s church and has a spur which runs to the north and up to the allotments which also front Ballinger 
Road. To the south of the lane is the recreation ground and memorial hall.  However with the exception of the 
southern recreation ground frontage the whole lane is fully developed and there is no potential for additional 
infilling. 

Beamond End NO  

Beamond End - Beamond End 
Lane  

This settlement is not identified under policy GB4. This was probably because the buildings within the settlement 
have a mixed relationship to the road frontages. Given the size of the settlement with no identified community 
facilities it seems appropriate to define the settlement as a hamlet and not a village. 

Bellingdon YES  This settlement is spread out along the road out of Chesham it is mostly made up of small blocks of housing 
fronting the road but with one or two areas where development exists to the rear of the main road frontage. 
Some of the larger blocks of housing are identified as GB4 areas. The settlement has a church and village hall and 
had a pub; given this and its overall size it can be considered to be a village. 

Bellingdon - Chesham Road There are existing properties sharing the same road frontage and properties to the rear with their own access 
road. Although rear dwellings are not strictly in compliance with the theory of a row of dwellings fronting a road. 

Bellingdon - Chesham Road (3 
rows) 

A recent planning permission to allow 6 affordable housing units at Bloomfield Cottages increases built form at 
this point.. 

 The village church falls just outside of this area. 

 This row of properties is fully developed to the road frontage. 
Bellingdon - Chesham Road Again a fully developed frontage. To the south of this block there is one small area of open field before the 

northern edge of the built up area of Chesham.  
Buckland Common  

YES 
 
 

This settlement is spread out over several roads and comprises mostly spaced out houses and a few blocks of 
housing. The blocks are identified as GB4 areas. However, it can be regarded as being a village. 

Buckland Common - Cherry Tree 
Lane 

A small group of housing fronting a short road frontage known as Cherry Tree Lane, the road frontage is fully 
developed to the east with public open space to the west. As such there is no infill potential. 
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Location/Road Name  

Village 
yes or no 

Reason for decision 

Buckland Common - Cholesbury 
Lane, (2 rows) 

 The defined area (the western area) is fully developed. 

The road frontage is fully developed within the defined area.  

Buckland Common - Little Twye 
Road 

The road frontage is fully developed within the defined area. 

Chalfont St Giles  Chalfont St Giles itself is a traditional village which has expanded out over the years to the west and to the south. 
The main village area is excluded from the Green Belt but there are two separate identified GB4 areas which are 
close to the settlement but within the Green Belt. 

Chalfont St Giles  
Dibden Hill/Bowstridge Lane 

NO This area is physically separate from the main village with a cemetery and a house with large gardens between the 
block of housing and the village. Therefore it is proposed that the infilling designation be removed from this area. 

Chalfont St Giles  
Narcot Lane 

NO This identified area is a fully developed frontage to the road. However it is physically separated from the main 
village by an open field. Therefore it is proposed that the infilling designation be removed from this area. 

Chartridge YES This settlement stretches from the edge of the Chesham built up area to the northwest along Chartridge Lane. The 
properties are well spaced but the settlement does have some community facilities including a school and pub. At 
the northern end of the settlement there are two identified GB4 areas. It is considered therefore that this 
settlement can be defined as a village. 

Chartridge - Chartridge Lane  This row of dwellings has a fully developed road frontage. 

Chartridge - Cogdells Lane This area is essentially residential development fronting both sides of Cogdells Lane the frontage is fully 
developed. The school building site is not included in the area because at the time of designation only residential 
properties were included. However the schools site is clearly a part of the settlement. 

Chesham  The settlement of Chesham is excluded from the Green Belt. However there are a few identified areas within the 
Green Belt which are associated with Chesham as set out below. 

Chesham - Ashley Green Road, NO This row of houses is not part of the built up area of Chesham the frontage is fully developed and the area is 
detached from the main settlement of Chesham by areas of Green Belt. Therefore it is proposed that the infilling 
designation be removed from this area. 

Chesham Deer Park Walk - 
Lycrome Road 

NO This is a modern development created on a former Mushroom farm site. The area is isolated from any other built 
form and separated from the main built up area of Chesham by open fields. However, the area including this 
development has been suggested as an area that could be removed from the Green Belt in the Buckinghamshire 
Green Belt assessment part two 

Chesham - Lye Green Road NO This row of houses is not part of the built up area of Chesham the frontage is fully developed and the area is 
detached from the main settlement of Chesham by a small area of field. However, the area including this row of 
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Location/Road Name  

Village 
yes or no 

Reason for decision 

dwellings has been suggested as an area which could be removed from the Green Belt by the Buckinghamshire 
Green Belt assessment part two. 

Chesham - Pednor Road NO This row of houses is immediately adjacent to the built up area of Chesham. However the properties front a road 
in the Green Belt and it is the length of the rear gardens which means they are connected. As such it is not 
considered that the row of dwellings forms part of Chesham or that it could be regarded as a village. Therefore it 
is proposed that the infilling designation be removed from this area. 

Chesham - Vale Road NO This row of houses is separate from the main built up area of Chesham. It has no facilities and cannot be regarded 
as a village. Therefore it is proposed that the infilling designation be removed from this area. 

Chenies YES Is a settlement formed alongside the manor house. The settlement includes a school, church, chapel and pubs. 
There are three identified GB4 areas within the settlement. It is considered that the settlement can be regarded as 
a village. 

Chenies - Bedford Close and 
adjoining 

This area of former council housing does give depth to the development at this point. 

Chenies - Red Lion Cottages and 
adjoining 

The existing designated area  is close to the  adjoining chapel  

Chenies - Hillside A small group of houses fronting the road. 

Cholesbury YES This settlement spreads alongside Cholesbury Common and an ancient hill fort Cholesbury Camp. The settlement 
has a pub, village hall and church. The majority of the settlement is in the form of single rows of properties 
fronting the common with some development centred around the Hill fort. The majority of the village is included 
in a conservation area. One area is identified as a GB4 area as described below. 

Cholesbury - Sandpit Hill 
Cottages 

This area is a row of semi-detached former council houses. There is no scope for infilling within the established 
row of dwellings. 

Coleshill YES This settlement is spread out along the hill top. The settlement has pubs, a school, a village hall and a church. The 
centre of the village is designated as a conservation area. Elements of the village have been identified as GB4 
areas as set out below. 

Coleshill 
Barracks Hill/Meadowcot Lane 

There is a mix of plot widths in this frontage to the road.  Part of the area includes back land development off 
Medowcot Lane 

Coleshill - Hill Meadow This is a small close of houses off the main village road. With the close being to the rear of houses fronting village 
road there is some depth to the settlement at this point. 

Coleshill - Magpie Lane A small row of houses fronting Magpie Lane. 
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Location/Road Name  

Village 
yes or no 

Reason for decision 

Coleshill - The Bit The existing row of residential properties fronting the road was identified. There are some properties to the rear 
and the residential curtilages extend outwards beyond the current GB4 boundary. The Red Lion Public house was 
formerly excluded from the area as it was not a residential use  the NPPF now only refers to limited infilling within 
villages as such if the infilling area were to be re-drawn the pub would logically be included in the area. 

Coleshill - Tower Road Although one property has extended its residential cartilage there is no scope for further infilling between the 
buildings on this frontage and therefore it is proposed that the infilling designation is removed. 

Coleshill - Village Road Residential properties fronting the village road, the school was excluded from the identified area because at the 
time of designation only residential buildings were included. 

Great Missenden  The settlement of Great Missenden itself is excluded from the Green Belt. However, there is an identified area of 
housing which is associated with the village but within the Green Belt as described below. 

Great Missenden – London Road 
Rookwood Way 

NO This area of housing both fronting London Road and the close to the rear is physically detached from the main 
settlement of Great Missenden and although there is a pub in close proximity to the housing there are no other 
facilities as such it cannot be regarded as being a village in its own right or part of the more extensive Great 
Missenden village. Therefore it is proposed that the infilling designation be removed from this area. 

Hawridge YES This village is similar in characteristics to Cholesbury with the village spread out alongside the common. The 
settlement has two pubs, a church and a school. It is considered that the settlement can be regarded as a village. 

Hyde End NO This is a small row of dwellings isolated from any other settlement. The frontage to the road is fully developed 
there are no facilities and it is considered that this is a hamlet rather than a village. The row of dwellings is 
identified as a GB4 area. Therefore it is proposed that the infilling designation be removed from this area. 

Hyde End - Chesham Road The identified GB4 area is as described above. 

Jordans YES Jordan’s is identified as a GB5 settlement in the adopted local plan and is considered as a whole later. However, 
adjacent to the village there are two identified areas of GB4 as described below. 

Jordans  
Copse Lane and Beech Lane 

These two road frontages are clearly a part of the main settlement and as such can be considered as part of the 
whole settlement. 

Jordans  
Dean Wood Road 

Whilst to the south of the main settlement of Jordans. This developed area is only likely to be here because of the 
settlement to the north as such it is considered that this area does form part of the main settlement 

Latimer NO Latimer is unusual in that the village itself was not identified as a GB4 area. The village is influenced by the main 
Latimer House and the housing associated with the former military use of the Latimer House. Thus while the 
settlement does possess a church this is in the grounds of Latimer House and not in the centre of the settlement 
itself. Latimer is more akin to a Hamlet as a result. One area of former military housing is identified as a GB4 area 
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as described below. Therefore it is proposed that the infilling designation be removed from this area. 

Latimer  - Parkfield Estate NO The identified rows of houses are related to the military history of this site. The dwellings were former officer and 
military staff accommodation associated with the use of the site. As such they do not form a part of the settlement 
of Latimer. The Latimer house is now used as a conference centre and some of the former military buildings on 
the site have been re-developed to form conference facilities. However it is not considered that these conference 
buildings or the former military housing are typical of a village and as they are separate to the main area of 
Latimer this area is not regarded as being a village. Therefore it is proposed that the infilling designation be 
removed from this area. 

Little Chalfont  The settlement of Little Chalfont is excluded from the Green Belt. However to the south of the main settlement 
area there is an identified GB4 area as described below. 

Little Chalfont  - Long Walk and 
Lodge Lane 

NO The identified area relates to the road frontages of both Long Walk and Lodge Lane both frontages within the 
identified area are fully developed and evenly spaced.  The Long Walk area is immediately adjacent to the area of 
Long Walk excluded from the Green Belt and connects Long Walk with the identified area in Lodge Lane. As such 
both rows of housing are physically attached to the settlement of Little Chalfont and can be regarded as part of 
that settlement. Additionally the Green Belt assessment part two has recommended that the area of land to the 
north of Long Walk could be removed from the Green Belt. Should this land be removed from the Green Belt the 
relationship of the existing identified GB4 area to the south will change. The houses to the south of Long Walk 
could be retained in the Green Belt but identified as an area where limited infilling could occur. However, the 
existing GB4 area of Long Walk and Lodge Lane form fully developed frontages to the two roads and as such 
there is no infilling potential. Therefore it is proposed that the infilling designation be removed from these areas. 

Little Missenden YES This settlement developed around the manor house at one end and a mill at the other. The settlement spreads 
along the old Amersham to Missenden road, now by-passed.  The majority of the settlement is included in a 
conservation area. The settlement has a school, pubs, Church and a village hall. Given this it is regarded that the 
settlement can be considered as a village. Within the settlement there are two identified GB4 areas as described 
below. 

Little Missenden - Village Centre This area incorporates parts of two existing road frontages in the centre of the settlement. 

Highmore Cottages  This is an area of former council housing built at one end of the settlement. However it would be regarded as a 
part of the main settlement. 

Lye Green NO Lye Green is a small settlement along the Lycrome Road. There is a small amount of housing, a pub and the site of 
a coach depot. Part of the area is identified as a GB4 as described below. Given the size of the settlement and the 
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lack of facilities it is regarded as a hamlet and not a village. The pub is located to the south of the identified GB4 
area. The land to the south of the Lycrome Road including the site of the pub has been identified as an area of 
land that could be removed from the Green Belt in the Buckinghamshire Green Belt assessment part two. 
Therefore it is proposed that the infilling designation be removed from this area. 

Lye Green - Lycrome Road This is a small area of housing and the front part of a larger coach depot site. 

Orchard Leigh NO Is another small settlement. Part of the settlement has been identified as a GB4 area whilst the rest is undefined. 
The settlement includes a private school site and whist this contains several extensive buildings they are not 
considered to be a local facility. Again given the size of the settlement and the lack of public facilities it is regarded 
as a hamlet and not a village. Therefore it is proposed that the infilling designation be removed from this area. 

Orchard Leigh - Rushmere 
Lane/Jasons Hill 

This identified frontage is separated from the other parts of Orchard Leigh by a road and open countryside. The 
development essentially consists of two rows of dwellings fronting the respective roads. 

Penn YES The village of Penn adjoins Tyler’s Green the latter settlement itself adjoins Wycombe and both are excluded from 
the Green Belt. However, the bulk of Penn settlement itself is located in the Green Belt. The settlement within the 
Green Belt contains a church, meeting rooms (former school) and a pub. Much of the village and the adjacent 
Tylers Green are covered by a conservation area. Two parts of the settlement are identified as GB4 areas. Overall 
given the size of the settlement and its facilities it is regarded as being a village. 

Penn - Church Road and Beacon 
Hill 

This area is essentially the bulk of the settlement although the church is excluded because at the time of 
designation of the GB4 area they only covered housing.  

Penn - Pauls Hill The eastern side of Pauls Hill is separated from the rest of the identified settlement by the church however it 
logically forms a part of the wider settlement. 

Penn Street YES Penn Street is a small settlement. The settlement does include a church, a school a village hall and a couple of 
pubs given this it is regarded as a village. 

Penn Street  - Whole village The majority of the settlement is identified as one row fronting the village road. The Chancellors development of 
former council houses is at the northern end of the settlement. However, the village school is to the north of this 
and not included in the identified area. To the south east of the main settlement a large former furniture factory 
now called Penn Street works  

Penn Street  - Chancellors 
Corner 

The Chancellors corner site is physically separate from the rest of the settlement however it fronts School Lane 
which also includes the village’s school as such it is considered that this row of dwellings would be regarded as 
being part of the wider settlement. 
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Prestwood  The main settlement of Prestwood is excluded from the Green Belt. However there are a couple of identified GB4 
areas identified to the south of the settlement which are associated with it as described below. 

Prestwood - Peterley NO This is a small block of housing built around a crossroads with houses fronting Wycombe Road and Perks Lane. 
Although there are other houses around the identified area it is physically separated from the settlement of 
Prestwood and lacks facilities other than a nearby pub as such it is not considered that this area could be regarded 
as either a village in its own right or as a part of the larger Prestwood settlement. Therefore it is proposed that the 
infilling designation be removed from this area. 

Prestwood - Wycombe Road NO The identified area covers two rows of housing fronting either side of Wycombe Road. The identified area 
excludes a pub (the Polecat PH) to the south of the identified area, a garden centre to the south east of the 
identified area and the church to the north of the identified area. The church is the church which serves 
Prestwood. However, The main settlement has grown up to the north leaving the church and a few houses 
isolated from the main settlement. Given the separation from the main settlement it is not considered that this 
small area can be regarded as part of the main settlement area and it is not considered that it is a village in its 
own right. The area of housing is more akin to a hamlet. Therefore it is proposed that the infilling designation be 
removed from this area. 

Seer Green  The village of Seer Green is excluded from the Green Belt to the north of the settlement there is a small identified 
row of dwellings as described below. 

Seer Green  
Newbarn Lane 

NO The identified area is one row of dwellings fronting Newbarn Lane. Looking along this road frontage the 
properties are evenly spaced and the frontage is fully developed although there is a large office building close to 
the identified area and a number of scattered properties and farms in the vicinity it is not regarded that this area 
forms part of the village of Seer Green and is not of a size that it could be considered a village in its own right. 
Therefore it is proposed that the infilling designation be removed from this area. 

The Lee –  Lee Common YES The majority of the settlement is identified as a GB4 area. It includes a parish hall and the village school, there is 
also a church the settlement used to contain a pub and other facilities now closed. However it is regarded that Lee 
Common can be defined as a village. 

Sly Corner- The Lee NO This is an group of houses fronting the road called Sly Corner, there are no facilities associated with the group of 
houses and the existing identified area is separated from any other settlements. It is therefore not regarded that 
this settlement can be called a village in its own right. However development to the south of Lee common now 
closely adjoins the development at Sly Corner such that the two areas could be regarded as being within the same 
settlement. Lee common has been regarded as forming a village for the purposes of the study so logically Sly 
Corner should be assessed under the same criterion.  (See conclusion for Lee Common in next section). 
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Swan Bottom- The Lee NO This is an isolated row of dwellings, there are no facilities and it is not close to any other settlement as such it is not 
regarded that it can be identified as a village. Therefore it is proposed that the infilling designation be removed 
from this area. 

The Lee YES The Lee is a traditional settlement with a village green. The majority of the settlement is included in The Lee 
Conservation area. The settlement is generally well-spaced however one element of the settlement is identified as 
a GB4 area as described below. Overall it is considered that The Lee can be called a village. 

The Lee - East of the Green This identified area lies to the east of the village green and was an area of houses where it was considered some 
infilling could occur. It forms a part of the wider settlement although the houses to the rear of the main village 
roads frontages are excluded from the conservation area. 

Three Householods - Chalfont St 
Giles 

NO Chalfont St Giles is excluded from the Green Belt the settlement merges with what would have been regarded as 
Three Households at the junction of Narcott Lane with the road called Three Households. The development 
around this road junction is excluded from the Green Belt. However, further to the west along the road called 
Three Households there is an identified row of dwellings. This row of dwellings is physically separate from the main 
built up area of Chalfont St Giles. Although the identified area is surrounded by other properties it is not 
considered that it either forms part of the larger Chalfont St Giles or is a village in its own right. Therefore it is 
proposed that the infilling designation be removed from this area. 

Whelpley Hill YES Whelpley Hill is a small settlement located on the edge of the former Bovingdon Airfield. In fact some of the 
airfield dispersal points cut through the settlement. The settlement has a church and a village hall and a pub. To 
the north of the settlement there is a large mobile home park containing roughly 90 mobile homes. The presence 
of the caravan park increases the population of the settlement. Two areas of housing within the settlement are 
identified as GB4 area as described below. Overall it is regarded that this settlement could be regarded as a 
village. 

Whelpley Hill - Northern part of 
village 

YES This area includes the bulk of the village however dwellings to the north of the existing area are excluded including 
the church and the large caravan park. 

Whelpley Hill - Southern part of 
village 

YES The southern element identified as a row of dwellings includes 6 dwellings. It is separated from the other identified 
area by open countryside and parts of the former airfield use. 

Winchmore Hill YES The main part of this settlement is identified as a policy GB5 area. However two areas of the settlement have been 
identified separately as rows of dwellings in the Green Belt as described below. The size of the settlement is such 
that it could be regarded as being a village – further consideration is set out in the GB5 area discussions below. 

Winchmore Hill - Opposite The 
Common 

The main part of the village is designated as GB5 this separate block of housing is opposite the settlement area 
and across the village green/Common area however it is considered that this row of dwellings is clearly a part of 
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the main settlement. 

Winchmore Hill - Whielden Lane When this row was designated as a GB4 area it was physically separate from the rest of the settlement of 
Winchmore Hill. However, since its designation the rural exception housing scheme has been built which fills the 
gap between the identified GB4 row and the main settlement GB5 area. Given the rural exception scheme (Long 
Meadow Close) has now been built it joins the main settlement to the identified row and as such it is considered 
that this row can be regarded as part of the main settlement.  

 
 
 
 
 
POLICY GB5  

Name/location village yes 
or no 

Reason for decision 

 
Chesham - Nashleigh Hill/ 

NO This block of housing is physically separate from the main settlement of Chesham. However the land to the south 
of Lycrome Road has been identified by the Buckinghamshire Green Belt assessment as an area which could be 
removed from the Green Belt. If the area is removed there will be no need to consider the openness of this 
developed area. It is not considered this area of housing on its own could be considered to be a village. Therefore 
it is proposed that the infilling designation be removed from this area. 

Chesham - Lycrome Road NO This area of housing is to the north of the Nashleigh Hill area. The area is fully developed with little opportunity 
for infilling. The block of housing has no facilities associated with it and as such it is not regarded that it could be 
considered as a village. Therefore it is proposed that the infilling designation be removed from this area. 

Botley - Whole settlement YES This is a large settlement as recognised by its designation as a GB5 area. The area links to the adjacent settlement 
of Ley Hill and between them the settlements contain a school, pubs, village hall and a church. Within the village 
as a whole policy GB5 recognised there was potential for more than limited infilling fronting a road. The original 
GB5 policy designation was related to infilling between residential properties as such business uses were not 
always included in the designated area. Within the settlement of Botley there is a small section of industrial 
buildings and the scout hall along Botley Lane it is considered that these buildings form a part of the settlement 
for the purposes of this assessment. The Botley area was an area recommended for further investigation in the 
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Green Belt assessment part 1. 

Ley Hill YES This area is linked to Botley above and it contains the shared village school and two of the three pubs. The 
settlement fronts Ley Hill Common. The identified area excluded some former farms and associated houses 
opposite the village school. It is considered that these do form part of the settlement to be assessed. 

South Heath - Whole settlement YES This is a large Green belt settlement with significant areas of back land development, most notably the mushroom 
Farm and garden centre site which would give scope for more than limited infilling. The mushroom farm is closed 
leaving some commercial scale buildings, However the garden centre is operational and serves a large area 
beyond the settlement itself although the settlement used to have a local shop and post office this closed some 
time ago and there are no other local facilities such as a pub or school. However, given the settlements size and 
its identification as a GB5 settlement it is considered it should be assessed as part of this study as a village. 

Hyde Heath - Whole settlement YES Hyde Heath is settlement made up of a series of streets; the newer streets give scope for more back land 
development which would fall outside the definition of limited infilling. The main bulk of the settlement has 
developed to the south of Hyde Heath common which is where the newer development has occurred. However, 
to the east of the common are some of the settlements community facilities its school and church to the south of 
the Hyde Heath road there is a pub, chapel and the settlement’s community hall with the more recent addition of 
a community shop replacing the former village shop premises. The buildings to the east of the common are not 
currently identified as a part of the GB5 area however given the function of some of the buildings it is regarded 
that these should be considered alongside the rest of the settlement. Given the scale of development and the 
facilities provided it is considered that Hyde Heath should be regarded as a village. 

Little Kingshill - Whole settlement YES Little Kingshill is currently made up of three separate GB5 areas. Within the main two areas (Nags Head Lane, New 
Road, Hare Lane – northern area and Windsor Lane, Stony Lane – southern area) there is potential for back land 
development which would be more than limited infilling if developed. The third area (the southern end of Hare 
Lane and Heath End Road area – the western area) has less back land however still forms a part of the wider 
settlement. The identified area excludes the village school site because at the time of designation the infilling 
policy only applied to residential infilling as such not all non-residential buildings were included. Clearly the local 
school forms part of the settlement. Although lacking in traditional village facilities it is considered that the scale of 
this settlement taken as a whole means it should be regarded as a village for the purposes of this assessment. 
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Winchmore Hill - Whole 
settlement 

YES The development of the former factory to the rear of properties on The Hill in the early 1990’s clearly shows there 
is potential for additional infilling on this rear land. There are other parts of the settlement which also offer future 
potential. The rural exception housing site which adjoins the main settlement area was permitted as a rural 
exception, although there is limited potential for future infilling as the area is fully developed, it has more in 
character to the main settlement than the open Green Belt therefore it is logical to include this area of housing 
within the area to be assessed as a settlement. The settlement today contains two pubs, a chapel and a memorial 
hall available for public booking. The arrangement of the settlement with development fronting several roads 
which in turn back onto each other gives the settlement some depth. Overall despite the low level of community 
facilities associated with this settlement it is regarded that the settlement can be considered a village for the 
purposes of this assessment. 

Jordans - Centre of 
settlement 

YES This is a small settlement currently covered by policy GB5. To the south of the main settlement area there are two 
separate areas identified as GB4 areas. The settlement has a traditional village feel with houses centred on a 
village green. The settlement contains a village community shop, a primary school and a village hall.  The main 
part of the settlement (the GB5 area) has a number of roads which back onto each other giving the settlement 
some depth. To the south of the main settlement area there is an additional area of housing with houses fronting 
Copse Lane and Beech Lane which are clearly a part of the wider settlement although designated under policy 
GB4 because the houses were in a single row fronting the two roads referred to. The important character of the 
centre of the village is protected by its conservation area status. South of Longbottom Lane there is a further row 
of houses fronting the road ‘Dean Wood Road’ these houses although currently identified as a GB4 area are  
considered to form part of the settlement of Jordan’s as although separated from the main settlement area by 
Longbottom Lane. As such it is considered that the main settlement area of Jordans together with the Copse 
Lane, Beech Lane and Dean Wood Road area can be regarded as a village for the purposes of this assessment. 
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Bucks Local Plan   
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Reason for decision 

Boveney NO This is a small settlement based around a historic house and its associated farm and workers houses. To the east 
of the settlement there is a small chapel. Further to the east there is a lock on the river Thames. The chapel and 
the main house Bovney Court its associated farm and worker cottages are all protected by a conservation area. 
However given the size of the settlement it is considered that it is more akin to a hamlet than a village. 

Denham – GB3 YES The southern part of the settlement, south of Ashmead Lane, is identified as a GB3 area. To the north of Ashmead 
Lane the more spread out part of the settlement is protected as a conservation area. The settlement as a whole 
contains three churches/chapels, a shop, a school, village hall and four pubs. The area to the south identified as a 
GB3 area is more compact housing than the area to the north identified as a conservation area it is considered 
that the settlement can be regarded as a village. It should be noted that the Buckinghamshire Green Belt 
assessment has identified an area largely based on the existing settlement as an area which could be removed 
from the Green Belt. 

Dorney YES This is a small settlement with a church and a pub. The main road through the centre of the settlement is called 
Village Road and although small it is considered that this settlement could be regarded as a village for the 
purposes of this study. The settlement area is protected as a conservation area. 

Dorney Reach – GB3 YES This settlement is essentially an area of housing which has a school and a village hall adjacent to the housing area. 
The area is identified as a GB3 area currently. Although not a traditional village the amount of development and 
its compact form together with the facilities it provides means that for the purposes of this study it could be 
regarded as a village. 

Fulmer YES This is a small settlement essentially formed around a cross roads. The properties all front the main roads through 
the settlement. The settlement contains a church, pub and village school. The core of the settlement is identified 
as a conservation area. Given this it is considered that Fulmer can be classified as a village for the purposes of this 
study. 

George Green - GB3 NO This settlement is an area of housing off the A412.  The area has been identified as a GB3 area. At the south 
western corner of the identified area there is a pub but the settlement lacks any other facilities. Although a fairly 
dense area of housing it lacks facilities and so is not considered that this can be regarded as a village. Therefore it 
is proposed that the infilling designation be removed from this area. 

Hedgerley YES Small settlement with a church, pub and hall as such it is considered that this could be classified as a village for the 
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purposes of this study. The majority of the village area is protected as a conservation area. 

Hedgerly Green NO This is a tiny settlement based around a few farms and associated farm workers dwellings. There are no facilities 
and it is considered that this settlement is a hamlet and not a village. The heart of the settlement is protected as a 
conservation area. 

Hedgerly Hill – GB3 YES This settlement is currently identified by policy GB3. The area has limited facilities other than a shop and in effect is 
an area of housing south of the village of Hedgerly. However given its size and development form it is considered 
that this could be regarded as a village for the purposes of this study. 

Higher Denham – GB3 YES This settlement is another group of housing with a factory at one end. The area is currently identified as a GB3 
area. Although not a traditional village, the settlement does possess a community centre. The presence of the 
factory buildings together with the dense form of development and the overall scale of the settlement mean that it 
can be considered as a village for the purposes of this study. 

Littleworth Common/corner NO Although the area includes a school a pub and a church all are isolated from other development with some 
housing at Littleworth Corner/ Horseshoe Hill, the composition of the settlement means it is not really a hamlet 
and certainly doesn’t comprise a village. 

Middle Green NO This settlement is a cluster of houses and farms with a mobile home park to the east. The settlement is little more 
than a hamlet and cannot be considered a village for the purposes of this study. 

Shredding Green NO This settlement comprises a number of lanes where housing has been developed. However there is no centre to 
the settlement, a pub exists at the junction of Wood Lane and Langley Park Road but this is isolated from any 
other buildings which could comprise a settlement. Given the composition of the settlement it is not considered 
that this area could be regarded as a village. 

Stoke Green NO This is a small settlement located close to the Wexham Park hospital and the Wexham Court area which are both 
excluded from the Green Belt. The settlements itself is small and lacks any significant community facilities. The 
settlement features a big country house, now a hotel, and sporting facilities. There is a pub the Red Lion but 
overall it is considered that the settlement has more akin to a hamlet than a village. The main centre of the 
settlement is designated as a conservation area. 

Taplow YES This settlement contains a school, church, village centre and a pub. The settlements composition with a central 
green area and a number of side streets gives the settlement some depth of form and it is considered that this 
settlement can be regarded as a village for the purposes of this assessment. The centre of the settlement is mostly 
covered by a conservation area. 

Taplow  - Riverside – GB3 NO This area of housing doesn’t contain any community facilities and it is not considered that this area could be 
regarded as a village. The area is partially identified as a GB3 policy area. However this area has been 
recommended in the Green Belt assessment part two for possible removal from the Green Belt. As such further 
consideration of the Green Belt status of this village will be covered by that assessment. 
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Tatling End – GB3 YES This settlement is not a traditional village; However the settlement does contain a church and a pub as well as the 
district council offices and other adjacent office buildings. Other facilities currently include a fire station and the 
settlement did include a police station. Given the facilities within the settlement and its compact form it is 
considered that it can be regarded as a village for the purposes of this study. The area is currently identified by 
policy GB3.the Buckinghamshire Green Belt assessment part one has identified the bulk of the settlement north of 
the A40 as an area which could be removed from the Green Belt. 

Thorney NO This is a small settlement which has limited community facilities with only one pub. The settlement is little more 
than a hamlet and as such it is not regarded that it could be considered as a village. 

Wexham Street – GB3 YES This settlement is an area of housing to the north of Wexham it contains a recreation ground and has a pub. A 
hospital within the settlement is a private hospital and not open to the community. The settlement however does 
contain a number of side streets and associated backland development which gives the settlement some depth. 
The settlement area is mostly identified as GB3 area in the current local plan. Given the form of development it is 
considered that this area could be regarded as a village for the purposes of this assessment. 

Wexham – Church Lane, Church 
Grove, Grange Wood – GB3 

NO This settlement area is adjacent to the built up area of Wexham Court. The Wexham area is excluded from the 
Green Belt and it is considered that this small area of housing is associated with that built up area. The area within 
South Bucks District is currently identified as a GB3 area. However the settlement contains no community facilities. 
Although there is a church and hall further to the south these are detached from the identified settlement area 
and it is not considered that if these were added to the area under consideration it would mean the area could be 
classified as a village. Therefore it is not considered that this area can be classified as a village for the purposes of 
this assessment. Therefore it is proposed that the infilling designation be removed from this area. 

Wooburn Common NO This settlement is essentially a number of farms including the Odds Farm activity site and a mobile home park 
other than an isolated pub there are no community facilities and as such it is not considered that this settlement 
could be regarded as a village. 

Wood Lane Close – Iver – GB3 NO This settlement is currently identified as a Policy GB3 area. However it is not considered that this small area of 
housing centred around one close- Wood Lane Close could be regarded as a village for the purposes of this 
study. It is acknowledged that the identified GB3 area includes a pub but this appears to be more due to its 
location on a main road roundabout that its relationship to the settlement as a whole. As such it is not considered 
that this area can be classified as a village for the purposes of this assessment. Therefore it is proposed that the 
infilling designation be removed from this area. 
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B - Assessment of openness 
 
Assessment of the openness of those settlements within the adopted Chiltern local plan which can be considered villages 
 
 
Location/Road Name  

Village 
openness 
that 
should be 
preserved 

Reason for decision 

Ashley Green YES This village has an open appearance. This is evidenced by the fact that the existing local plan only identified 
limited areas as GB4 rows of dwellings and not the whole village as a GB5 area. The common areas run into the 
heart of the village and the majority of the village is formed by single rows of development fronting historical 
roads. Although the development at Snowhill cottages adds depth to the settlement at this point the Snowhill 
cottages are set back from the main road with an area of common land running between the cottages and the 
road. As such even at its most developed point the village possesses an open character. Overall the village 
character as described contributes to the openness of the Green Belt.   It is therefore considered that this 
settlement should be protected by Green Belt designation to preserve its openness.  

Ballinger Common YES This village is fairly well spread out along the road from South Heath to Lee Common. The settlement has spread 
out along two side roads (Blackthorn Lane and Chiltern Road) and these areas are identified as GB4 areas 
However the open land both in terms of agricultural land and or other uses does cut into the heart of the 
settlement.  The development along Chiltern Road is partially backed by a block of woodland which screens the 
housing from wider views. The other developed areas are interspersed by established trees and hedgerows As 
such it is considered that this village does have an open character which contributes to the openness of the Green 
Belt. Therefore it is considered the village should be protected by the Green Belt.  

Bellingdon YES  This settlement is spread out along the road out of Chesham it is mostly made up of small blocks of housing 
fronting the road but with one or two areas where development exists to the rear of the main road frontage. 
Between the blocks of housing, former farms and agricultural land come right up to the roadside. As such the 
settlement has an open character and it is considered that it makes an important contribution to the openness of 
the Green Belt at this point, It is therefore considered that this settlement should be protected by Green Belt 
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designation to preserve its openness.  

Buckland Common  
YES 
 
 
 

This settlement is spread out over several roads and comprises mostly spaced out houses and a few blocks of 
housing. The spacing between the blocks of development means that large parts of the settlement’s roads directly 
adjoin open countryside. Agricultural land, blocks of woodland and the village green all help to maintain visual 
gaps in the settlement. This by its very nature makes the settlement have an open character which in turn 
contributes to the openness of the Green Belt. It is therefore considered that this settlement should be protected 
by Green Belt designation to preserve its openness.  

Chartridge YES This settlement stretches from the edge of the Chesham built up area to the northwest along Chartridge Lane. 
Although more developed than some of the settlements, such as Bellingdon, within Chartridge the properties are 
well spaced with some farmland adjacent to the village roads and some large garden areas all resulting in an open 
appearance. Much of the developed area is a single frontage to a road meaning that glimpses of open 
countryside beyond can be seen between the buildings. It is therefore considered that this village has an open 
character Which in turn contributes to the openness of the Green Belt. As such it is considered that this settlement 
should be protected by Green Belt designation to preserve its openness.  

Chenies YES This village contains a number of rows of dwellings. These apart from the former council housing at Bedford Close 
are mostly single rows of housing fronting a road. Between the blocks of housing open countryside comes right 
up to the village roads. In many cases development as well as being interspersed by open land also only occurs on 
one site of the road with the opposite side of the road being open land. The village has an open character as a 
result which contributes to the openness of the Green Belt. It is therefore considered that this settlement should 
continue to be protected by Green Belt designation to preserve its openness.  

Cholesbury YES This settlement spreads alongside Cholesbury Common and an ancient hill fort Cholesbury Camp. The majority of 
the settlement is in the form of single rows of properties fronting the common with some development centred 
around the Hill fort. The development along the south of the common is fairly solid however the majority of the 
properties are set back from the road, with an area of common land between the property edge and the road 
itself, in addition there are gaps between properties and garden areas which because there is only a single row of 
development the distance from the road and the gaps between properties give a more open appearance. The 
common running right up to the north of the main village road also gives an open character. The development 
around the hill fort is more dense however when seen against the backdrop of the wooded hill fort this is still 
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considered to give an open appearance to the settlement at this point. Overall therefore it is considered that the  
village makes an important  contribution to the openness of the Green Belt  As such it is considered that 
Cholesbury with its open village character should continue to be protected by Green Belt designation to preserve 
its openness.  

Coleshill YES This settlement is spread out along the hill top. Blocks of housing are interspersed by larger houses in extensive 
grounds or open land which comes right up to the village roads. There are a couple of more dense areas of 
housing Hill Meadow and Chase Close  the close backs onto open farmland or the largely open grounds of a 
large house.  Hill Meadow does partially back onto development fronting Village Road but to the east the houses 
back onto open fields. The majority of the development within the village is a single road frontage and as such 
even where development exists there are views to the open countryside beyond. In other parts of the village 
blocks of woodland or established hedgerows serve to break up the development and or screen properties from 
the wider countryside. It is therefore considered that Coleshill has an open character. As such it is considered that 
this settlement should be protected by Green Belt designation to preserve its openness.  

Hawridge YES This village is similar in characteristics to Cholesbury with the village spread out alongside the common. Although 
the south side of the common is fairly well developed it has wide roadside verges and there are gaps between the 
properties with agricultural land coming up the edge of the road at the southern end of the settlement. As such 
the village is considered to have an open character which contributes to the openness of the Green Belt. It is 
therefore considered that this settlement should continue to be protected by Green Belt designation to preserve 
its openness.  

Little Missenden YES This settlement is well spaced with occasional blocks of housing such as Highmore cottages being more densely 
developed. However, overall the settlement is mostly single rows of development fronting the village roads. There 
is open agricultural land coming right into the heart of the village and the houses in the middle of the settlement 
have large gardens retaining a sense of openness. Beyond the heart of the village the houses fronting the roads 
often face open countryside on the opposite side of the road adding to the villages open character. The majority 
of the settlement apart from Highmore cottages is contained within a conservation area. It is therefore considered 
that this settlement should be protected by Green Belt designation to preserve its openness.  

Penn YES Tyler’s Green end of the Penn Village area is more densely developed than the rest of the settlement however the 
built form down Beacon Hill is still well spaced and each house is set within a well treed landscape and as such the 
built form doesn’t affect the overall openness. The rest of the village is in more traditional form with houses 



Classification: OFFICIAL 
 

 
Classification: OFFICIAL 

 
Location/Road Name  

Village 
openness 
that 
should be 
preserved 

Reason for decision 

fronting the main village street. The large gardens of some properties and the presence of agricultural land 
coming right up to the main village road in the centre of the village all combine to give the village an open 
character. The majority of the village is protected by a conservation area which stretches into the area of the 
settlement excluded from the Green Belt and the neighbouring settlement of Tylers Green. Overall it is considered 
that the settlement does make an important contribution to the openness of the Green Belt. It is therefore 
considered that this settlement should be protected by Green Belt designation to preserve its openness.  

Penn Street YES Penn Street is a small settlement the majority of the development is to the east of the main village road. To the 
west there are open fields, a churchyard and the village green all with the backdrop of the extensive Penn Woods. 
The Chancellors corner part of the village is separated from the rest of the village by an open field to the south 
and woodland to the north with the village school separated from the rest of Chancellors corner by the same 
wooded area. To the south of the village is the large industrial site Penn Street Works. This site has modern office 
units to the front which are built in a cottage style whilst the more traditional factory buildings to the rear could be 
regarded as having an impact on the Green Belt in the context of the settlement as a whole and the open 
landscape around the factory site is considered that overall this village has an open character. The heart of the 
village is covered by a conservation area including the common and the church but excluding the works site and 
the more modern housing to the north. Overall it is considered that the village contributes to the openness of the 
Green Belt. It is therefore considered that this settlement should be protected by Green Belt designation to 
preserve its openness.  

The Lee –  Lee Common YES This settlement is centred on Oxford Street. The dwellings are mostly single rows on either side of the main village 
street. Some back land development has taken place for example at Crockets Lane and St Mary’s Close and some 
of the village farm buildings have been converted. However, overall the village maintains an open character with 
the main village development backing onto open fields and the village allotments coming right up to the main 
road – Oxford Street. Individual and groups of well-established trees help to break up the built form further. The 
associated row of development fronting Sly Corner has an open character. The houses whilst fronting the road on 
both sides have large open gardens with agricultural land coming right up to the end of the road and the open 
gardens this area thus retains the openness of the Green Belt.  As such the village makes an important 
contribution to the openness of the Green Belt. It is therefore considered that this settlement should be protected 
by Green Belt designation to preserve its openness.  



Classification: OFFICIAL 
 

 
Classification: OFFICIAL 

 
Location/Road Name  

Village 
openness 
that 
should be 
preserved 

Reason for decision 

The Lee YES The Lee is a small traditional settlement centred on a village green. The settlement is generally well-spaced. To the 
east of the village green a group of large houses based around the manor house are still set within extensive 
landscaped grounds. Overall the size and scale of the settlement surrounded by open countryside means that the 
village has an open character. The character of the settlement is such that it contributes to the openness of the 
Green Belt.  It is therefore considered that this settlement should be protected by Green Belt designation to 
preserve its openness.  

Whelpley Hill YES Whelpley Hill is a small settlement the northern area is more densely developed than the southern area. Between 
the two the open land cuts through the middle of the village and open agricultural land comes in tightly to the 
northern area.  The caravan park does add an element of built form which could be regarded as having an impact 
on the openness of the settlement. However the majority of the village has an open character and the caravan 
park is not considered to have such an impact that the whole settlement would be regarded as affecting the 
openness. As such it is considered Whelpley Hill has an open character which contributes to the openness of the 
Green Belt. It is therefore considered that this settlement should be protected by Green Belt designation to 
preserve its openness.  
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Botley   NO This is a large settlement  linked to the adjacent settlement of Ley Hill  Within the settlement of Botley there is a 
small section of industrial buildings and the former scout hall along Botley Lane it is considered that these 
buildings form a part of the settlement for the purposes of this assessment. The Botley part of the combined 
settlement has a number of back streets or closes such as Goose Acre, Linnington Avenue, Botley Lane and 
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Broomstick Lane. These roads all give the settlement more depth and density of development than the smaller 
settlements assessed. The Botley settlement area was recommended for further assessment as part of the Green 
Belt assessment part one. However the recommended area was not found to have a permanent defensible Green 
Belt boundary. Overall it is considered that the bulk of development of the village of Botley could have a 
detrimental impact on the openness of the Green Belt and as such this settlement should be considered for 
release from the Green Belt. 

Ley Hill NO This area is linked to Botley above it too contains a number of closes of residential development such as Joiners 
Close and Grooms Cottages which give more depth of built form to the settlement restricting more open views 
through the settlement to the countryside beyond. Although the settlement fronts Ley Hill Common to the south 
the developed area off Kiln Lane also adds depth to the settlement and this built form has an impact on the 
openness of the village. The former farms and associated houses opposite the village school. Whilst forming part 
of the village area do not have such an impact on the openness.  It is considered that this settlement together 
with Botley should be considered for release from the Green Belt  

South Heath   NO This is a large Green belt settlement. Within the settlement there are a number of side streets and closes which 
add to the depth of the settlement such as Sibleys Rise, Kings Lane and Lappetts Lane and Marriott’s Avenue in 
the heart of the village is the mushroom Farm and garden centre site which could give scope for more than 
limited infilling. The form of development and the size of the settlement overall including the former mushroom 
farm site mean the settlement has a detrimental impact on the openness of the Green Belt. As such it is 
considered that this settlement should be assessed to see if it could be removed from the Green Belt. 

Hyde Heath - Whole settlement NO Hyde Heath is settlement made up of a series of streets; the newer streets such as those around Walnut Way, 
Brays Meadow and Brays Close give more depth to the settlement reducing its openness and increasing its built 
form impact on the Green Belt. These back streets in turn give scope for more back land development which 
would fall outside the definition of limited infilling. Although the development to the north of the common which 
is regarded to form part of the overall settlement has a more open traditional common village feel to it the 
modern development to the south has an impact on the openness as such the whole settlement should be 
assessed to see if it’s possible to remove this settlement from the Green Belt. 
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Little Kingshill - Whole settlement NO Little Kingshill is a village which has expanded over recent years with the majority of the more modern 
development focussed to the south of Nags Head Lane.  The different amounts of growth are reflected by the 
current designated infilling areas, the settlement is currently made up of three separate GB5 areas. With additional 
less developed parts of the village not covered by infilling policy. Within the Nags Head Lane, New Road, Hare 
Lane (northern area) the presence of New Road and the more recent closes off New Road and Nags Head Lane 
give this part of the village a dense form of development although the area has a well treed character the amount 
and form of development does have an impact on the openness of the Green Belt.  The Windsor Lane, Stony 
Lane (southern area) is less developed than the Nags Head Lane area but the more recent closes of St 
Christopher’s Close and Stoney Lane together with Meadow Cottages gives more depth to this part of the 
settlement and the amount of built form in this area could be considered to have an impact on the openness of 
the Green Belt joining the northern area to the southern area there are more spread out dwellings fronting 
Windsor Lane. The area of properties fronting Windsor lane at this point are set in more spacious plots and this 
together with the highly treed nature gives this element of the village a more open look and arguably this element 
of the village does contribute to the openness of the Green Belt. Given the different character of this part of the 
village it is not proposed to include it in the area of the village proposed for removal from the Green Belt .The 
third currently identified area (the southern end of Hare Lane and Heath End Road area – the western area) has a 
more open character than the other two blocks however there is some more modern back land development 
which adds built form to this area.  This area still forms a part of the wider settlement. Between this area and the 
other southern identified area the village extends along Windsor Lane. These parts are less developed than the 
identified areas but do include the village school site.  Clearly the local school and the remaining development 
along Windsor Lane including the development around Ashwell Court form part of the settlement. Taking the 
village as a whole it is considered that there could be harm to the openness of the Green Belt and that therefore 
consideration should be given to the potential to remove this settlement from the Green Belt. 

Winchmore Hill - Whole 
settlement 

NO This is a large traditional village which over the years has been altered by more recent back land development. 
The village includes a large factory building in the centre which also adds built form to the settlement. As 
discussed when assessing the settlement as a village the rural exception housing site adjoins the main settlement 
forms a part of the village and links the further block of housing fronting Whielden Lane to the village.  The 
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arrangement of the settlement with development fronting several roads which in turn back onto each other gives 
the settlement some depth. It is considered that the area of the village around The Hill does have an impact on 
the openness of the Green Belt whereas other parts of the settlement have less impact on openness and on their 
own would not generate the level of harm to consider the potential removal of the settlement from the Green 
Belt. However, given the settlement taken as a whole could be considered to harm the openness of the Green Belt 
it should be considered for potential release from the Green Belt. 

Jordans -  NO This is a small village The heart of the village has a traditional feel with houses centred on the village green.  
However beyond the village green there are a number of roads which back onto each other giving the settlement 
some depth. To the south of the main village the houses fronting Copse Lane, Beech Lane and Dean Wood Road 
are less dense rows of dwellings but form part of the wider village The important character of the centre of the 
village is protected by its conservation area status. Although the village has a well treed character its development 
form does have an impact on the overall openness of the Green Belt. Whilst areas to the south of the main village 
have a lesser impact as they are considered to form part of the village the whole area should be considered for 
potential removal from the Green Belt.  
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Denham – GB3 NO This village as described in the village assessment section has two quite different areas. The southern area of more 
modern housing and the original village centre which is more spread out and is protected as a conservation area. 
The southern area is more compact housing than the area to the north identified as a conservation area and it is 
considered that this part of the village does impact on the openness of the Green Belt. The Buckinghamshire 
Green Belt assessment part 2 study has identified an area largely based on the existing identified GB3 area but 
excluding development to the East of Old Mill Road as an area which could be removed from the Green Belt. 
However the settlement as a whole is regarded as being a village for the purposes of this review. the more 
modern parts of the village including the development off Priory Close and Lindsey Road are considered to harm 
the openness of the Green Belt The northern area is a more traditional Green Belt village form with open land 
right up to the development boundaries and the properties set within  open grounds with views to the open land 
beyond between the properties however it is logical to treat the village as one entity. As such the harm created to 
the openness of the Green Belt by the southern section of the village means the whole village should be removed 
from the Green Belt. The character of the northern section of the village will be preserved by its designation as a 
conservation area. This is in line with the guidance in the NPPF which states if the character of the village makes no 
contribution to the openness of the Green Belt but its character needs to be protected for other reasons it should 
be excluded from the Green Belt and protected by other means such as a conservation area. 

Dorney YES This is a small village with development centred on the main Village Road and some development fronting the 
common. The presence of the common with properties set back from the road edge gives an open character to 
this end of the settlement. The rest of the village is well treed and although development is on both sides of the 
road it is not that dense and the village as a whole is not considered to harm the openness of the Green Belt. The 
grounds of Dorney Court and the associated kitchen garden grounds come up to the edge of the main village 
road and separate the Dorney court buildings from the rest of the village also adding to the openness of the 
settlement. Given its open character it is considered that the village makes an important contribution to the 
openness of the Green Belt.  It is therefore considered that this settlement should be protected by Green Belt 
designation to preserve its openness.  
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Dorney Reach – GB3 NO This village   has a non-traditional village appearance. The amount of development and its compact form means it 
is considered that it could harm the openness of the Green Belt. Therefore this village should be assessed to 
consider if it could be removed from the Green Belt. 

Fulmer YES This is a small traditional village formed around a cross roads. The majority of the developed area is in the form of 
single rows of dwellings fronting the village roads with open countryside on the opposite side of the roads. This 
gives the village an open character The core of the settlement is identified as a conservation area. The village 
makes an important contribution to the openness of the Green Belt. It is therefore considered that this settlement 
should be protected by Green Belt designation to preserve its openness.  

Hedgerley YES This is a very small village and has very limited development. Open land comes right into the centre of the 
settlement. As such the village has an open character The majority of the village area is protected as a 
conservation area. The open character of the village contributes to the openness of the Green Belt.  It is therefore 
considered that this settlement should be protected by Green Belt designation to preserve its openness.  

Hedgerly Hill – GB3 YES This village contains a number of side streets however the densest areas of development the area around the 
junction of Hedgerly Hill and Gregory Road and the housing between Jones Way and Stevenson Road are all well 
screened by extensive woodland. The other elements of the village are mostly single rows of dwellings fronting a 
road. Given the form of the village and the screening of the more dense built up elements from the wider Green 
Belt by the extensive woodland it is not considered that this village does have an impact on the openness of the 
Green Belt. Overall it is therefore considered that the village does make an important contribution to the openness 
of the Green Belt. It is therefore considered that this settlement should be protected by Green Belt designation to 
preserve its openness.  

Higher Denham – GB3 NO This Village is essentially a number of parallel roads of housing with a factory at one end.  The presence of the 
factory buildings together with the dense form of development mean that it is considered to have an impact on 
the openness of the Green Belt. Given this the village should be assessed to see if it could be removed from the 
Green Belt. 

Taplow YES This settlement has a traditional village feel with a central village green.  Although larger than some villages being 
assessed and with some more modern development adding depth to the settlement. The village as a whole 
retains an open character with open countryside coming right into the heart of the village and with large gardens 
and wooded areas also interrupting the built frontages.  The most densely developed areas of the village are the 
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area of housing on the road Buffins and the infill development of Cedar Chase. However, while these areas could 
have some impact on the openness of the Green Belt as the settlement as a whole is not considered to be harmful 
it is concluded that the village does possesses an open character which contributes to the openness of the Green 
Belt and which should be protected. The centre of the settlement is mostly covered by a conservation area. It is 
therefore considered that this settlement should be protected by Green Belt designation to preserve its openness.  

Tatling End – GB3 NO This village is not a traditional village. However the village contains a number of commercial uses office blocks 
warehouses and other business uses. A part of the village includes houses along Skylark Road. The form of the 
development and the presence of the large office and commercial uses mean that the village does have an impact 
on the openness of the Green Belt and as such for the purposes of this study the area should be considered to see 
if it could be removed from the Green Belt. However, this area has already been evaluated as part of the 
Buckinghamshire Green Belt assessment part two and it was found not possible to define a permanent Green Belt 
boundary around the settlement area. As such for the purposes of this assessment it should progress to the next 
stage but the conclusion will be that the area should be protected by an infilling policy and an infilling area could 
be defined if required. . 

Wexham Street – GB3 NO This village is an area of housing to the north of Wexham. The settlement however does contain a number of side 
streets and associated backland development which gives the settlement some depth. This form of development 
including the Spire hospital building is considered to have a harmful impact on the openness of the Green Belt. 
Given the form of development it is considered that this area would harm the openness of the Green Belt. It is 
therefore considered that this settlement should be assessed to see if it could be removed from the Green Belt. 
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C- Can a defensible Green Belt boundary be defined? 
  
For those settlements considered to be harmful to the openness of the Green Belt under Stage B above each village is considered for 
potential release from the Green Belt. To be released form the Green Belt a village would need to have a permanent and defensible Green 
Belt boundary. This stage of the assessment considered if such a Green Belt boundary could be defined. If it is not possible to define a 
permanent Green Belt boundary then the village cannot be removed from the Green Belt and the village would fall back to be covered by 
an infilling policy. 
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Botley -  YES The Botley settlement area was recommended for further assessment as part of the Green Belt assessment part 
one.  Given that the village is long established the outer edges of the village properties do give a form of Green 
Belt boundary which is likely to represent a defensible permanent feature. Therefore for the purposes of this 
village assessment it is considered that a permanent defensible Green Belt boundary can be drawn around the 
village. As such the village should be removed from the Green Belt.  

Denham – GB3 YES  The Buckinghamshire Green Belt assessment has identified the settlement area as an area which could be 
removed from the Green Belt. The development to the East of Old Mill Road is long established and therefore the 
edge of the built from could be regarded as a permanent Green Belt boundary feature. It is worth noting that one 
of the Green Belt preferred options NO 10 proposes removing the land to the south from the Green Belt. If this 
area were to be removed it could change the relationship of this land. However, it is considered that the main part 
of the densely built up area of the village does have a permanent and defensible Green Belt boundary as defined 
by the Green Belt assessment part two and that a suitable permanent boundary can be drawn around the 
remainder of the village. 

Dorney Reach – GB3 YES This village has developed to the north and south of Harcourt Road. A permanent boundary could be formed by 
Oak Stubbs Lane to the north of the settlement and Marsh Lane to the east of the settlement. The other 
boundaries of the built up part of the village are formed by existing field boundary hedges and are long 
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established as such could be regarded as being a permanent or defensible Green Belt boundary. Given this it is 
possible to define a permanent and defensible Green Belt boundary for this village. The village should therefore 
be removed from the Green Belt.  

Higher Denham – GB3 YES The northern boundary of this village could be formed by the rail line a permanent defensible feature. To the east 
the boundary could be formed by Slade Oak Lane. The southern boundary is defined by properties to the south 
of Lower Road. . To the west of the factory the factory site boundary could be used. As such it is possible to 
define a permanent defensible Green Belt boundary for this village. The village should therefore be removed from 
the Green Belt. 

Hyde Heath - Whole settlement YES This village is quite well bordered by existing roads. Keepers Lane provides an eastern boundary feature enclosing 
the majority of the village. This joins with Brays Green Lane which runs to the south of the main part of the village 
again providing a permanent boundary feature. The village extends down Chalk Lane which could be used as a 
southern boundary feature at this point, at the end of the built form the boundary would have to follow a garden 
boundary and then a field boundary hedge to the north. The western edge of the village is then a series of field 
boundary hedges until the developed area reaches Hyde Heath Road. This could be used as a permeant 
boundary for this edge of the village. The village should include the community uses and development on the 
north side of the village to the east of the common and the property boundaries could be followed to give a 
permanent boundary feature around this part of the village. Given the above it is possible to define a Green Belt 
boundary which would encompass the entire village area. As such the village should be removed from the Green 
Belt.  

Jordans -  YES To the west of the main settlement areas the track Wilton Lane does give a potential boundary to this edge of the 
village. To the north of the village the developed area includes land to the west of this lane. To the east the edge 
of the settlement is initially open fields with only field boundary hedges which could be used as a boundary. To 
the south of this there is a block of ancient woodland ‘Long Wood’ which could be used to define part of a village 
Green Belt boundary. However around the end of Jordan’s Way there are only field/garden boundary hedges. 
South of Jordan’s way there is an open field and again the only boundary feature available is the field boundary 
hedge. Jordan’s Lane could be used as a boundary feature to mark the east of the village centre. The south of the 
village is marked by Long Bottom Lane. Overall it is considered that a permanent and defensible Green Belt 
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boundary could be drawn to surround the whole village. Given that a permanent boundary can be found this 
village should be removed from the Green Belt. 

Ley Hill YES This area is linked to Botley above the whole village is regarded as including the former farms and houses to the 
east of the common as such the far eastern boundary is formed by field boundary hedges. If these parts of the 
village were to be excluded the eastern boundary could be taken to be the road across the common with the 
majority of the village to the west of this boundary feature.  However to the south of the built area the boundary 
would need to follow existing property boundaries.. Development off Kiln Lane could be regarded as having a 
permanent southern boundary but there is no such boundary to the west of this area. Development to the north 
of Botley Road would be used to form a permanent external boundary and the western boundary merges with 
the village of Botley considered above. It is therefore considered that a permanent and defensible Green Belt 
boundary can be found around this village. Given that a permanent boundary can be found this village should be 
removed from the Green Belt.  

Little Kingshill - Whole settlement YES The nature of this village is that the outer edges of the village are all beyond a village road meaning the outer 
edges of the village are defined by field boundary hedges. As such the boundary north of Nags Head Lane is a 
hedge line. The boundary around Sylvia Close is also a hedge to the west and north with the railway line to the 
east. Windsor Lane could be used as the eastern boundary at this point. However at the southern point of the 
village development is south of this road and again is only defined by field boundary hedges. The development at 
the Heath End road part of the village is also bounded by field hedges. Between the northern section of the 
village and the southern section there is open land which is not developed and wouldn’t require removal from the 
Green Belt if the rest of the village could be removed. However again the majority of the boundary around this 
open land is formed by the field boundary hedges with the exception of part of the Hare Lane frontage. This 
village has a complex shape with open land in the middle however it is considered possible to define permanent 
and defensible Green Belt boundary around the entire village. Given that a permanent boundary can be found 
this village should be removed from the Green Belt. 
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South Heath   YES The outer edges of this village are all backs of properties fronting the main village roads. As such the boundaries 
around the settlement are all long established field boundary hedges which could be regarded as being 
permanent defensible Green Belt boundaries. The block of ancient woodland to the west of Kings Lane could be 
regarded as permanent boundary feature. Given that a permanent boundary can be found this village should be 
removed from the Green Belt.  

Tatling End – GB3 YES This area of development stretches to the north and south of the A40 Oxford Road. It is considered that the 
outer limits of the village are defined by long established property boundaries and given the harm to the 
openness of the Green Belt the village should be removed from the Green Belt  

Wexham Street – GB3 NO To the south development extends to the south of Plough Lane. To the west of the few houses to the south of the 
road the road could be used as a boundary feature however the part of the village between Plough Lane and 
Farthing Green Lane the boundary is defined by a field hedge. The northern boundary of the village could be 
marked by Farthing Green Lane a permanent boundary feature. However the village extends to the east south of 
Rowley Lane. Whilst the lane forms one permanent boundary other boundaries would be formed by the property 
boundaries to the south of the development or to the east of the dwellings and hospital fronting Wexham Street. 
It is therefore considered possible to define a permanent Green Belt boundary for this settlement. Given that a 
permanent boundary can be found this village it should be removed from the Green Belt. 

Winchmore Hill - Whole 
settlement 

NO To the north of the settlement Whielden Lane gives a permanent Green Belt boundary to this edge of the 
development. However, to the east of the built form the boundary to the east and south of the row of dwellings 
being formed by field boundary hedges. The rural exception scheme housing is also bordered by a field boundary 
hedge and the boundary to the east of the main village area is almost a continuous field boundary hedge. The 
boundary between Choleshill Lane and Fagnell Lane to the east of the village is also a field boundary hedge as 
the built form of the village turns to the west Coleshill Lane could form part of a permanent boundary. The built 
form then runs to the south of the lane and again is defined by a field boundary hedge. The houses to the west of 
the common area could have a boundary formed by their property boundaries and the houses to the east could 
be bordered in part by Nelson Close and the road across the common but this would exclude part of the village. 
Overall it is considered that a permanent and defensible green belt boundary can be drawn around this village. 
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Name/location can a 
defensible 
Green 
Belt 
boundary 
be 
defined 

Reason for decision 

Given that a permanent boundary can be found this village should be removed from the Green Belt. 
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Appendix 1 
 
List of identified settlements in policy GB3 South Bucks and Policy GB5 Chiltern 
 
Denham (south of old village) 
Dorney Reach 
George Green 
Hedgerley Hill 
Higher Denham 
Taplow Riverside 
Tatling End 
Wexham (Church Lane /Wexham Park Lane ) 
Wexham Street 
Wood Lane Close (Iver) 
 
Nashleigh Hill/Lycrome Road (Chesham),  
Botley,  
Ley Hill,  
South Heath,  
Hyde Heath,  
Little Kingshill,  
Winchmore Hill  
Jordans 


