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Dear Paul and Pippa 
 
Draft Slough Northern Extension Report 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the draft Slough Northern Extension Report.  
 
We acknowledge the importance of a plan-led approach to managing housing growth and 
development across Slough.  Buckinghamshire County Council (BCC) has a statutory role for 
strategic planning as the County Highways Authority, County Transport Authority, County Flood 
Authority, County Education Authority and County Minerals and Waste Planning Authority and 
an obligation for joint working with the District Councils on their Local Plans. The County 
Council also fulfils other functions which advise on planning proposals such as the County 
Archaeology service which maintains the local Historic Environment Record, the County 
Ecology service which has responsibility for monitoring and protecting the natural environment 
including the maintenance of the Bucks and Milton Keynes Environmental Records Centre and 
ecological resource of the County and the Public Rights of Way service which has responsibility 
for managing and maintaining the County’s Definitive Map. 
 
BCC as a statutory Authority has an influencing role over County wide strategic planning 
matters with each of the Districts as part of the duty to co-operate (Localism Act 2011) and a 
public health obligation to safeguard social, economic and environmental wellbeing of the 
County.  BCC values and respects the importance of the Green Belt and the unique quality of 
the Chilterns Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty and will continue to resist inappropriate 
development in the Green Belt. 
 
BCC made a number of comments about the proposed northern extension (NE) in response to 
the Slough Issues and Options consultation document.  These comments should be read 
alongside that representation.  BCC would want to see that outstanding matters within the BCC 
representation in response to the Slough Issues and Options are addressed in any future work 
on the NE. 
 
Our general comments are appended to this letter.  Our comments focus more on the principle 
of the draft Atkins report, its structure and scope rather than comments on the detailed 
proposals which seems appropriate at this stage; we anticipate that BCC will be formally 
consulted on detailed northern extension proposals as part of wider public consultation on the 
proposals for a northern extension.  We also anticipate that the public consultation on the option 
of a northern extension will also extend to include the evidence and justification for the 
proposed northern extension. 
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More detailed comments on Education; managing flood risk; public health; ecology and heritage 
assets; country parks and open spaces; traffic and transport; minerals resources; Rights of way; 
and BCC land interests are set in the attached Appendix to the letter. 
 
If you have any queries, please contact Alan Nettey via the following email address: 
strat_planning@buckscc.gov.uk. 
 
 
Yours sincerely 
 

Ismail Mohammed 
Ismail Mohammed 
Strategic Planning and Infrastructure Manager 
 
 



 
 

APPENDIX 
 
 
Draft Slough BC Northern Extension : Atkins Report 
 
1. Introduction 
 
1.1 The document sets out the Bucks County Council (BCC) response to the Draft Slough BC 

Northern Extension (Atkins Report) that was circulated to BCC for officer comment in July 
2017. The County Council welcome the opportunity to comment on the draft report to assist 
Slough BC in formulating their response to the report before it is considered for wider 
consultation. 

 
1.2 The comments are set out for the process Slough BC officers have adopted in engaging the 

consultants to prepare proposals for northern extension to Slough and number of areas of 
concern covered by the report and future development issues that would have major impact 
in the county. 
 

 
2. General comments 

 
Re-balancing Slough’s housing market  
 

2.1 What is meant by ‘the main purpose of the urban extension is to re-balance the Slough 
housing market’.  It will be important to understand what is meant by this so that BCC can 
better understand the demographic implications on future service provision. 

 
2.2 The introduction on page 3 of the report only makes reference to engagement with Chiltern 

and South Bucks District Councils.  It appears to have overlooked engagement with BCC. 
 

Size of the proposed Northern Extension 
 

2.3 The draft report will need to be clearer about how large the proposed Northern Extension 
(NE) needs to be and assess how much land will need to be taken out of the Green Belt in 
quantitative and qualitative terms in order to deliver the NE. 

 
2.4 The justification for the proposed NE is not clear. The overall housing need for Slough is 

assessed as 20,000 homes between 2016 and 2036.  The Slough Issues and Options 
consultation document indicates that sufficient land has been found in Slough for 12,000 
homes and the ‘shortfall of land for housing is around 8,000 homes especially in the latter 
part of the plan period’.  The Issues and Options consultation document states that ‘the 
northern expansion could contain around 5,000 houses’.  Section 3 in the draft Atkins report 
states that Slough’s unmet need could be in the region of 6,000 to 8,000 homes. 

 
2.5 Both the Issues and Options consultation document and the draft Atkins report state that 

Slough are looking at other options for meeting the unmet need, including talking to the 
Royal Borough of Windsor and Maidenhead and others about allocating land for some of 
Slough’s unmet need. 

 
2.6 Furthermore, the Vision and Guiding Principles in the draft Atkins report describes the NE as 

a ‘garden suburb of up to 10,000 homes’.   The phasing and delivery plan on page 38 makes 
provision for 7,500 homes within the proposed NE area.  The draft report indicates that the 
NE will extend over an area of 682 hectares (ha) of land, nearly all of which is Green Belt 
land. 

2.7 The draft report needs to be a lot clearer about how many additional homes will be needed in 
the NE area after exhausting all other options for accommodating unmet need and assess 
how much land will need to be removed from the Green Belt and the justification for this.  

 



 
 

2.8 The Atkins report is not clear about what is meant by the reference to ‘attracting new 
residents’.  Could this exacerbate the existing unmet need situation and over-inflate the size 
and scale of the NE? 

 
2.9 The Atkins report suggests that the NE proposals would sit alongside the emerging 

proposals in the joint Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan however, the draft Atkins report 
doesn’t provide sufficient coverage of the cumulative impacts of all the development 
proposed in and around the NE area to support this. 

 
Form of development 

 
3.10 The draft report indicates that the NE is intended to provide homes and not much else, for 

example mixed use development, physical, social and environmental infrastructure.  The 
draft report should provide a proper explanation of why the NE is required for just homes as 
opposed to a more sustainable and balanced mix of uses including employment, retail, 
leisure and general community uses. 

 
Connectivity 

 
3.11 The vision on page 5 in the draft report states that the NE will be well connected and 

integrated with Slough.  The Grand Union Canal and a railway line dissect most of the NE 
area from Slough.  The draft report should demonstrate how these barriers to connectivity 
and integration will be addressed for an extension of this scale. 

 
3.12 BCC welcomes the identification of the link between the Iver Relief Road (IRR) and the 

proposed NE.  At this stage, we would prefer a reference to the IRR in the text of the draft 
report until the IRR proposals, including an agreed alignment, has been identified. 

 
Other matters 

 
3.13 Some of the mapping is technically incorrect.  For example, land which is farmland is 

identified as being part of a country park and the size of the NE is difficult to ascertain (e.g. 
Black Park is 535 acres (216 hectares), the proposed Richings Park country park is 
significantly smaller than Black Park on the plans and would appear to be closer to 175acres 
(70 hectares)).  Such inaccuracies make it difficult to assess the potential impacts of the NE 
proposals. 

 
3.14 Other inaccuracies in the draft report have also been identified elsewhere within this 

submission. 
 
 

4. Education 
 

4.1 The report outlines plans for the provision of 7500 homes nearly all of which will be located in 
South Bucks on an area stretching from the Slough boundary up to Richings Park, Iver, 
Langley Park and Black Park.  This proposal is in addition to the 2500+ homes proposed by 
South Bucks District Council in the Iver/Gerards Cross/Denham/Chalfonts area as part of the 
emerging Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan.  

 



 
 

 
 

4.2 The report needs to make provision for new primary schools equivalent to an additional one 
form entry for every 700 homes depending on housing mix.  The proposal set out in the 
report is broadly in line with our S106 policy which requires all new schools to be located 
within the heart of a new community.  The implicit assumption in the draft report that new 
residents in apartments are less likely to be families that require primary school places is 
unreasonable. 

 

 
 

4.3 The proposed Slough northern extension (together with the growth identified in the emerging 
Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan) will generate the need for a new secondary school 
ideally located in the Iver area.  The existing school (Chalfonts Community College) which 
serves the area is currently close to capacity and on a constrained site so would not have the 
scope to accommodate development of this scale.  In line with our requirements, the report 
makes provision for a new secondary school on Parlaunt Farm: 

 
 



 
 

 
 
 

4.4 The size of the new secondary school will need to be agreed between Buckinghamshire 
County Council, South Bucks District Council and Slough Borough Council. 

 
4.5 The draft report talks about making education provision to help meet some of Slough’s 

existing educational need, however, the draft report is not clear about what the existing 
educational needs. 

 
4.6 BCC would welcome further engagement on education matters in order to address the above 

matters. 
 
 

5. Managing flood risk 
 

5.1 Generally we would expect the following flood related aims within the report; 
 

• all forms of flooding are taken into account including groundwater and surface water 
flooding; and 

 
• a sequential approach to site layout directing the most vulnerable uses to the areas of 

lowest flood risk; and 
 
• resilient and resistant construction methods for managing residual risk and delivering 

an overall reduction in flood risk; and 
 
• that flood risk is not increased elsewhere and where possible reduced; and 
 
• the inclusion of Sustainable Drainage Systems (SuDS) in the management of surface 

water. 
 

5.2 The development will incorporate Sustainable Drainage Systems (SuDS): 
 

• that are designed to reduce the risk of surface water flooding; and 
 
• give priority to SuDS design solutions which mimic and reflect the natural drainage 

processes and are in-keeping with the soft landscape of the development and which 
offer equal benefits to flood risk, biodiversity, amenity, and water quality; and 

 
• Including details of future maintenance. 

 
5.3 Specifically the report states that the Horton Brook will need to be culverted and diverted 

around cross rail and a gravel extraction location. As Lead Local Flood Authority we would 
always discourage culverting or diverting of water courses but especially culverting. In this 
case the culverting and diverting of Horton Brook would need to be consented by the 
Environment Agency as this is a main river and therefore falls under their jurisdiction. 



 
 

 
5.4 Black Park Lake is not shown on the flood plan. 
 
5.5 BCC would appreciate the opportunity to discuss the above flood risk matters further with the 

promoter and the relevant local planning authority. 
 
 

6. Public health 
 

6.1 BCC would want to see a greater level of engagement between the promoter and the 
relevant health care providers in order to ensure an appropriate level of health care provision 
for the NE area.  The report or the evidence base for the NE proposals needs to be clear 
about the needs that the NE will generate and how they will be addressed.  Health care 
provision will also need to be easily accessible to the relevant local communities.  Health 
infrastructure should be developed in line with the new model of care. 

 
 

7. Ecology and Heritage 
 

7.1 As you will be aware, Paragraph 128 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) 
states that information held in the relevant historic environment record should be consulted 
and expert advice obtained where necessary.  Paragraph 132 of the NPPF says that there 
should be great weight given to the conservation of designated heritage assets, whilst 
paragraph 139 extends this provision to non-designated heritage assets with an 
archaeological interest equivalent to that of scheduled monuments. 

 
7.2 The proposed development areas may impact on designated heritage assets in the form of a 

Registered Park and Garden, a Conservation Area and numerous Listed Buildings. The 
Buckinghamshire County Historic Environment Record (HER) records a number of Planning 
Notification Areas which denote significant areas of archaeological sites and potential sites. 
Numerous individual sites are also recorded including Iron Age to Romano-British settlement 
sites, a potential Roman road, medieval enclosures, moats, fishponds and a post medieval 
watermill.  

 
7.3 While the County Council welcome the inclusion of a heritage ‘chapter’, the Council is 

concerned that it does not appear to recognise undesignated heritage assets which make up 
approximately 95% of all heritage assets.  As stated in the NPPF although heritage assets 
may be undesignated they can have an archaeological interest equivalent to that of 
scheduled monuments. Without consulting the Buckinghamshire Historic Environment 
Record (HER) and undertaking assessment and evaluation significant currently unknown 
archaeological assets could also be impacted upon. 

 
7.4 BCC also understand that there is an imminent request to Historic England for designating 

Richings Park as a Registered Park and Garden. This would need to be taken into account, 
as would other designated and undesignated heritage assets within the planning and master 
planning process.  

 
7.5 BCC would welcome further engagement and consultation on documents relating to this NE 

proposal when they become available. 
 
 

8. Country parks and open space provision 
8.1 The NE proposals will generate substantial additional pressures on Black Park Country Park 

and Langley Park Country Park.  The draft report should provide proper coverage of the 
impact of the NE proposals on the country parks; both in terms of understanding the future 
demands on the Parks and impacts on the parks ecology as a result of the NE proposals.  If 
both the NE and the development proposed in the emerging Chiltern and South Bucks Local 
Plan are adopted, there will be development all around Black Park and Langley Park 



 
 

isolating them as islands of Green spaces and putting them under significant additional 
pressure from the proposed new housing and other development around these parks. 

 
8.2 The proposed development would cause a fundamental change to the country parks – the 

move from a rural site to an urban fringe site will bring significant changes to how the parks 
are managed.  Urban fringe sites are subjected to greater levels of antisocial behaviour and 
vandalism which would have a significant impact on the country parks. 

 
8.3 The sports pitches proposed in the NE area conflict with the possible extension of Langley 

Park Country Park – a much needed country park extension which will help the parks absorb 
the increasing level of demand for the parks.  The sports pitches do not fit the current 
operating model for the parks and is something that needs to be reconsidered.  The southern 
parkland identified as an extension to Langley Park needs to be protected as parkland. 

 
8.4 No consideration has been given as to how the development will impact the farming 

operations or indeed how the ‘extension’ to the country park will be managed or funded. 
 
8.5 Parlaunt Farm country park proposal: the report is not clear on how this country park 

proposal will be resourced, managed and maintained?  The report or its evidence base 
would need to be clearer about this. 

 
8.6 A full proposal needs to be provided that will detail how the future management of parks and 

green space will be funded and managed and integrated with existing country parks in or 
adjacent to the proposed NE area, for example Langley Park Country Park.  MK Parks trust 
use a model of 20x annual management costs for the commuted sum required to manage a 
site in perpetuity.  BCC currently spend a minimum of £1,000 per acre per year for country 
parks management and we consider this could increase to around £1,500 per acre for a 
country park on the urban fringe.  A 100 acre extension to Langley Park would require a 
commuted sum of between £2m and £3m.  The 175ha (430acre) site at Richings Park could 
require a commuted sum of around £12.9m according to the MK model. 

 
8.7 The size of the development is questionable.  Black Park is 535 acres (216ha) – the 

proposed Richings Park country park is significantly smaller than Black Park on the plans 
and I would suggest is closer to 175acres (70ha).  It makes it difficult to ascertain how 
Langley Park Country Park will be integrated into the NE proposals.  We would want to see 
more on this in the draft report. 

 
8.8 The draft report or its supporting evidence need to address the landscape impacts of the 

proposed crossings identified in section 5 in the draft report. 
 
8.9 There are some valued landscapes in and around the country parks as well as some unique 

views and vistas from and into the country parks.  There is no clear assessment of these 
matters and how they will be addressed in the by the NE proposals. 

 
9.10 The report talks about Policy L5 not being in the South Bucks development plan; but it 

makes no reference to the relevant policies in the South Bucks development plan that 
address heritage such as Core Policy 8: Built and Historic Environment in the South Bucks 
Core Strategy.  The Heritage section of the draft Atkins report should not suggest that any 
form of development would be appropriate adjacent to the country parks and heritage assets 
as a result of Policy L5 no longer being in the South Bucks development plan. 

 
 

10. Traffic and Transport 
 

10.1 BCC provided extensive traffic and transport comments on the Slough Issues and Options 
consultation document, including the NE proposals within that document.  The draft Atkins 
report has been prepared without sufficient regard to the BCC traffic and transport comments 
on the Slough Issues and Options document, which included proposals for the NE. 



 
 

 
10.2 Furthermore, the Slough Issues and Options proposed 5,000 homes in the NE area but 

lacked a clear approach to traffic and transport matters.  The proposed NE in the draft Atkins 
report is substantially different (e.g. it now talks about providing a further 2,500 homes 
totalling 7,500 proposed in the NE area).  The draft report also appears to be based on a 
number of traffic and transport assumptions and a number of traffic and transport proposals 
which BCC have not been party to. 

 
10.3 It will be necessary to meet to discuss the traffic and transport proposals for the NE area, not 

least to address some of the cross boundary traffic and transport matters arising from the NE 
proposal. 

 
Highways 

 
10.4 The following table sets out initial comments in relation to potential highway impacts: 

 

Town  Highway Authority comments  

Middle Green, 
Shreding Green & 
George Green area  

Will require Transport Assessment to demonstrate impact is 
acceptable and access by all modes can be achieved. The 
County Council has initial reservations over the sustainability of 
any proposed expansion in this area. Suitable access and visibility 
would be required.  The A4 Maidenhead to Slough and the A412 
were formally identified as Primary Congestion Management 
Corridors in LTP3, and therefore the impact on these routes would 
need to be carefully considered and addressed.  If permitted, the 
cumulative impact of the M4 Smart Motorway will need to be 
considered.  

Iver Village, Iver 
Heath & Richings 
Park area  

Will require Transport Assessment to demonstrate impact is 
acceptable and access by all modes can be achieved. Suitable 
access and visibility would be required. This area is known to be 
heavily trafficked in terms of HGV’s and is a local concern. There 
is a desire for an Iver Relief Road. Development of this scale in 
Iver area will need to be supported by a clear Transport Strategy. 
The A412 was formally identified as a Primary Congestion 
Management Corridor in LTP3, and therefore the impact on this 
route would need to be carefully considered and addressed. In 
particular Five Points Roundabout is a concern. The cumulative 
impact of the M4 Smart Motorway and the implications of HS2 
construction traffic will need to be considered. This will also need 
to take into account development of Pinewood Studios and 
associated mitigation secured in the S106 Agreement.  

Farnham Common, 
Farnham Royal & 
Stoke Poges area 

Will require Transport Assessment to demonstrate impact is 
acceptable and access by all modes can be achieved. Suitable 
access and visibility would be required. The A355 Amersham to 
Beaconsfield was formally identified as a Primary Congestion 
Management Corridor in LTP3, and therefore the impact on this 
route would need to be carefully considered and addressed. The 
following junctions in particular will need to be considered in terms 
of capacity: A355 double mini-roundabout with Park Road and 
Farnham Lane; and A355 signalised junction with One Pin Lane. 
Any development that will have an impact on these junctions will 
therefore need to be considered. The cumulative impact of 
development in Slough will need to be considered, particularly on 
the junctions of the A355 with the A4 and M4.  



 
 

 

Burnham area Will require Transport Assessment to demonstrate impact is 
acceptable and access by all modes can be achieved. Suitable 
access and visibility would be required. The A4 Maidenhead to 
Slough was formally identified as a Primary Congestion 
Management Corridor in LTP3, and therefore the impact on this 
route would need to be carefully considered and addressed. In 
particular the new junction with the A4 associated with the Mill 
Lane development, the A4/Mill Lane junction, A4/Berry Hill 
junction, A4/Marsh Lane/Station Road junction, A4 Bishop Centre, 
A4/Hitcham Road/Hag Hill Lane, and A4/ Lake End Road. Any 
development that will have an impact on these junctions will 
therefore need to be considered. If permitted, the cumulative 
impact of the M4 Smart Motorway will need to be considered, 
including road closures and diversions for Marsh Road and Lake 
End Road.  

 
Iver Relief Road 

 
10.5 Consideration should be given to the Iver relief road (IRR) plans and how these can be 

accommodated in the development areas.  The proposals talk about using the same box as 
WRLtH to run the transit network under the current railway line. This is something we are 
proposing for the Iver Relief Road. 

 
10.5 Consideration should be given to the Iver relief road (IRR) plans and how these can be 

accommodated in the development areas.  The proposals talk about using the same box as 
WRLtH to run the transit network under the current railway line. This is something we have 
investigated at a high level for the Iver Relief Road and we are now looking at options for 
going over the railway line due to technical feasibility constraints. 

 
10.6 Some of the plans show a relief road south of Iver village – this is not an option supported by 

BCC, South Bucks District Council or the Ivers Members Liaison Group. 
 
10.6 Some of the plans show a relief road south of Iver village – this is not an option supported by 

BCC, South Bucks District Council or the Ivers Members Liaison Group. The relief road 
should be referred to and factored into any development plans for the area but no alignment 
should be shown at this point as to do so is premature. A number of options have been 
developed but these have not yet been tested and assessed. 

 
10.7 The North-South road east of Langley could potentially complement our proposals for an 

IRR, which would be linked to development in the emerging Chiltern and South Bucks Local 
Plan. 

 
Other highway network comments 

 
10.8 The report talks about congestion problems not worsening in Slough – this needs to be 

expanded to include a more comprehensive approach to how congestion will be managed in 
South Bucks.  The comments about reallocating existing road space to public transport only 
routes (Uxbridge Road) are questionable.  We would want to see a feasibility appraisal for 
this proposal. 

 
10.9 The new ‘N-S watershed’ road way (figure 5.2 on page 22) is not clearly shown on some of 

the other diagrams.  The draft report has the road running South from where Wood Lane 
meets Langley Park Road.  It will be important to know how the watershed road(s) are 
designed to work and how this might have parallel connections to emerging Iver relief road 
proposals. 

 



 
 

10.10   Lots of new development with vehicles spilling out onto Uxbridge Road will probably put 
even more pressure on the already difficult Five Points Roundabout in Iver Heath.  Additional 
traffic movements through Iver Village are unlikely to be acceptable – mitigation measures 
will be required in order to avoid traffic using this route. 

 
10.11   A large-looking new roundabout is shown west of Iver village – the impacts of this would 

need to be tested in detail. As mentioned previously, we are unlikely to support the Iver relief 
road (IRR) alignment shown in the plans within the draft report.  We nevertheless welcome 
the reference to the relief road; it should be referenced in the text of the report until the IRR 
proposals are further developed. 

 
10.12   It will be necessary for the relevant Councils to meet to discuss the traffic and transport 

proposals for the NE area in order to address some of the traffic and transport matters in the 
pre-publication draft Atkins report. 

 
 

11. Public transport comments 
 

11.1 The draft report should explain how the SMaRT system extension to Heathrow would 
complement the proposed Western Rail Link to Heathrow (WRLtH) – given that WRLtH is 
likely to be faster link service.  There may be substantially more merit in focusing on 
connections from the current and proposed residential stations to nearby railway stations. 

 
11.2 Connections between the proposed ‘Slough Transit Network’ do not seem to link well with 

existing infrastructure, particularly the train stations at Langley and Iver.  This should be 
addressed in the draft report. 

 
11.3 Under ‘Transit Network’ there is reference to WRLtH at Langley station - when WRLtH 

presented to the last Iver Members Liaison Group meeting, Network Rail (the promoter) said 
the WRLtH trains services would not stop at Langley and the closest connection would 
instead be Slough station. 

 
11.4 The Canals and Rivers Trust is likely to support an upgrade of the canal route for walking 

and cycling but may not be supportive of the width needed to ensure that the route is a viable 
commuting route. 

 
 

12. Minerals resources 
 

12.0 The area of the proposed NE is in the minerals safeguarding area (MSA) and the minerals 
consultation area (MCA).  The BCC comments on the Issues and Options consultation 
document addressed this matter.  The draft Atkins report should acknowledge the MSA and 
comply with the requirements of the MCA. 

 
 

13. Rights of Way 
 

13.1 Public Rights of Way are addressed on p16 of the report. Number of areas of the Report 
where BCC disagrees with the content is set out below:  

 

 the summary, ‘study area has comparatively few public footpaths’. Suggest: ‘There is a 
reasonable coverage of rights of way that could significantly benefit develops if improved 
and upgrade to multi-user sustainable transport corridors, both inside and outside the 
study area.’ 

 

 the statement, ‘The agricultural land at Parlaunt Farm to the east of Langley has no 
public rights of way…’ See Land Between Richings Park and Langley below.  



 
 

 

 the statement, ‘similarly the golf course at Richings Park.’ See Land North of the M4 
below and the map has missed off Footpath IVE/18/1 in the study area. 

 

 the statement, ‘The study area to the north of Langley has two north-south footpaths 
connecting with the existing bridges over the Grand Union Canal and the railway line’. 
This is a poor summary – there is a whole network of paths north of Langley, including 
the canal towpath, a bridleway accommodating the NCN as well as many other ROW 
going generally east-west and north-south.  

 
- ‘The Colne Valley Trail starts at Rickmansworth and follows the River Colne 

southwards ending at Colnbrook.’ The route also follows the Grand Union Canal. 
 
- ‘the 14 mile route is managed by Groundwork Thames Valley’. The route is promoted 

by Groundwork Thames Valley. 
 
- Within the study area the (Colne Valley) trail runs north-south through Black Park and 

Langley Park Country Parks. It doesn’t go through these parks.  
 
- National Cycle Route 61 is part of the National Cycle Network managed by the charity 

Sustrans. Suggest ‘promoted’ by Sustrans; ‘manage’ can be interpreted many ways, 
e.g. could be seen as maintaining, but they don’t maintain all of the routes, much 
falling to the highway authority. 

 
Land North of the M4 

 
13.2 Development here should see improvements to the Colne Valley Trail in order to provide 

walking and cycling connections south over the existing M4 bridge along Old Slade Lane, 
(including improvement s to routes in Slough Borough to Colne Brook across the A4); and 
east under an existing crossing of the M25 to West Drayton following the line of the Colne 
Brook and Thorney Mill Road. 
Cost: circa £1,000,000. 

 
Grand Union Canal Slough Arm 

 
13.3 This is a valuable green infrastructure asset. Investment is needed to create a sustainable 

transport corridor for walking and cycling for the entire length from the canal basin to 
Yiewsley. There are too many variables to establish a precise cost (strength of bank wall, 
number of locks, etc.), but for 2m wide tarmac path a good estimate would be. 
Cost: circa £1, 000,000. 
 
Land Between Richings Park and Langley 

 
13.4 It should be noted that in the area of land between Richings Park and Langley, a planning 

condition (under CM/51/15) has been secured that will create two new public footpaths at the 
restoration of the mineral workings in 9-years’ time. The first extends west from the 
termination of Footpath 4 Iver to Market Lane and the second follows the course of the Withy 
Brook between North Park and Market Lane. During investigations into creating a 
segregated cycleway between Langley and Richings Park, it was noted that the highway 
width was good along most of North Park, but too narrow along the same road in Richings 
Park. Nevertheless, the Plan should have an ambition to create an off-road (away from 
traffic), attractive walking and cycling route across this parcel of land to connect to Iver Train 
Station and Richings Park with Langley. 
Cost: circa £300, 000. 

 
Richings Park / Hollow Hill Lane 

 



 
 

13.5 With the possible loss of the railway underpass along Hollow Hill Lane as a result of the 
Heathrow Rail link, and the demolition of the ‘Dog Kennel’ bridge at the northern termination 
of Footpath 15 Iver Parish (IVE/15/1), and with the proposed urban expansion in the area 
east of Slough the need for a north-south connection for walks and cyclist is even more 
acute. If Hollow Hill Lane underpass cannot be retained for walkers and cyclists two 
crossings are suggested (depending on railway levels, a bridge or underpass) at Hollow Hill 
Lane and Footpath IVE/15/1 in order to connect with the improved canal towpath. 
Cost: circa £4, 000, 000. 

 
 
 
 

Middle Green 
 

13.6 A route also needs to be designed-in, possibly incorporating the route of Footpath WEX/13/1 
or WEX/14/1 through the centre of the Trenches Farm mobile home park, to link Alderbury 
Road West with Langley Park. This is more acute now the expansion area has extended, 
from that proposed in the Issue & Options area plan, up to the Langley Park boundary. 
Cost: circa £250, 000. 

 
13.7 Having connected residents from Slough to Langley Park, a further walking and cycling 

improvement would be required to connect new residents through Langley Park north to 
Black Park and east along Bellswood Lane along improved Bridleways WEX/24, WEX/27 
and WEX/25. This would safely connect new residents with their nearby green infrastructure 
and open space networks, promote healthy communities and complement the existing 
National Cycle Network. 
Cost: circa £400, 000. 

 
13.8 Having connected residents from Slough to Langley Park, a further walking, cycling and 

horse riding solution is needed with a bridge across the A412 to Black Park. This would 
safely connect new residents with their nearby green infrastructure and open space networks 
and promote healthy communities. 
Cost: circa £2,000,000. 

 
George Green 

 
13.9 Footpath 9 Wexham (WEX/9/1) is an old lane that connects George Green with St Mary’s 

and Middle Green Road. This has well-established hedges and could be a both a walking / 
cycling and green infrastructure corridor. Upgrading the route and improving connections to it 
from proposed development areas to the east and west would enhance connectivity between 
communities and places of work and promote access to green space. 
Cost: circa £300,000. 

 
Land North of the M4 

 
13.10   Development here should see improvements to the Colne Valley Trail in order to provide 

walking and cycling connections south over the existing M4 bridge along Old Slade Lane, 
(including improvement s to routes in Slough Borough to Colne Brook across the A4); and 
east under an existing crossing of the M25 to West Drayton following the line of the Colne 
Brook and Thorney Mill Road. 
Cost: circa £1,000,000. 

 
Land North of the A412 
 
13.11   The ambition here is for a walking and cycling connection between the new development 

sites here (and George Green) to Black Park and Langley Park in order for new residents to 
access green space. Footpath 7 Wexham (WEX/7/1 is being reinstated as part of the 
restored Wexham Park quarry which would link users with Wexham Park Lane. A direct 



 
 

route would then be needed that avoids the A412. A strategic link to an improved Galleons 
Lane would also be useful to link residents with the new developments on land north of 
Wexham Park Hospital. 
Cost: circa £1,000,000. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Wexham Street 
 
13.12 Improvements along Galleon’s Lane have been suggested above, but they would be 

important for this development. The two east-west routes (WEX/2 and WEX/3) between 
Galleon’s Lane and Wexham Street need to be retained and upgraded for cycling use. An 
additional connection to Stoke Poges should be considered using Plough Lane, Bridleway 
STP/45 and existing footpaths across to the B416. 
Cost: circa £600, 000 

 
 

14. BCC land interests 
 
14.1 The NE area incorporates BCC land interests.  A formal response will need to be sought 

from County about its land interests within the NE area. 
 
 
 


