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Chalfont St Peter Neighbourhood Plan – Summary of Responses Submitted to the Examiner 

The following table provides a summary of the comments received during the Consultation on the draft Neighbourhood Plan which took place from 6th March to the 22nd April 2014 and submitted to the Examiner. In some 

instances the respondents also suggested changes to the plan. 25 respondents responded to the consultation, each of these were assigned a representation reference (or Rep. Reference), and many provided more than one 

comment. 

Please note: Comments received in relation to the consultation on whether to not accept the Examiners recommendation in relation to Policy LC3 and Winkers Farm Country Club can be found in Appendix 1 of Chalfont St Peter 

Neighbourhood Plan - Final Consideration of Examiners Report (Jan 2015) document which is available on the Council’s website: www.chiltern.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=6264&p=0. 

Rep. Reference Name Comments Summary Respondents Suggested Change to Plan Summary 

CSPNP01 
 

Mr Andy Piggott  
  

The Chalfont St Peter Academy (School) must be included in the consultation as it is a major user of Mill Meadow - indeed it 
has the use of the old cricket club hut. 

  

I fully support the idea of the hospital as a polyclinic.   

Number 15 is open countryside -- and NOT the Football Club (The Football Club is where No 39 is)   

CSPNP02 Ms Caroline Hamilton  
Health and Safety 
Executive 

HSE does not wish to comment on the plan.   

CSPNP03 Mr Ben Lawless  
Three Rivers District 
Council 

Pleased to note that the Chalfont St Peter Neighbourhood Plan acknowledges the need for Gypsy and Traveller Pitches within 
Chiltern District and is also pleased to note that the Plan supports the principle of providing additional pitches on an existing 
site within Chalfont St Peter in Policy PW16. However Three Rivers District Council believes this policy should be amended to 
support the delivery of additional pitches on the three sites within Chalfont St Peter identified by Chiltern District Council.. 
 
Given the constrained nature of Chiltern District and neighbouring Districts including Three Rivers this approach will help to 
ensure that the local need for Gypsy and Traveller pitches is sustainably met where need arises. In addition this approach will 
provide clarity and certainty to the Gypsy and Traveller community. 

Policy PW16: To meet the need for additional pitches/plots for Gypsies 
and Travellers, the further development of pitches at existing approved 
sites (The Orchards, Three Oak Farm and Green Acres Farm) will be 
supported where they are in accordance with the plot numbers set out in 
the Chiltern District Delivery Development Plan Document. 

CSPNP04 G R Planning 
Consultancy Ltd on 
behalf of 
Musgrave Retail 
Partners GB 

My clients objections to this Policy and its supporting text relate to the Budgens store at Bishops House in Market Place, 
Chalfont St Peter (SL9 9HE).  
 
In September 2011 a Public Consultation exercise was undertaken by Arrowcroft Holdings Ltd (AHL) in relation to the Former 
Holly Cross Convent site which was supported by the Parish Council.  My clients objected to the AHL Consultation exercise in 
a detailed letter from this Practice to the Parish Council dated the 30th September 2011. A similar objection was submitted to 
the Chamber of Commerce on the 27th October 2011.  
 
My clients raised serious concerns and reservations over the approach being adopted by the Parish Council and specifically 
their in principle support for a new large foodstore on the Former Convent site which we argued was inappropriate for a Village 
of this size and was not supported by local or national retail policies. In particular, that the retail implications of such a large 
foodstore would be very harmful for CSP Village Centre and probably lead to shop closures.  
 
Draft Policy VC8 of the Plan does not set out or provide any indication as to the Council's aspirations for this site, but it must be 
assumed that if the Judicial Review of consent CH/2010/0293/OA is successful (as well as the corresponding challenge of the 
Core Strategy Policy) that the Parish Council (possibly with AHL) will resurrect the mixed-use and foodstore proposals for this 
site that they promoted jointly in September 2011.  
 
Draft Policy VC8 as presently worded fails to accord with the policies of the NPPF (paragraphs 154, 183 and 184). It is unclear 
as to its intention or purpose, it provides no clear guidance that will assist in determining future planning applications and 
provides no details of what the decision maker expects to come forward on this site or how they will respond to future 
applications. 
 
If the Parish Council wish to retain Policy VC8 then they should set out clearly what their alternative proposals for this site are 
so that interested parties such as my clients (and the owners of this site) can make appropriate representations and so that the 
Policy and its justification can be subject to proper public scrutiny. 

Policy VC8 and paragraphs 5.9 - 10 should be deleted 

CSPNP05 
 

Ms Laura Rheiter  
 

Policy VC5 - Unclear what the definition of 'retail that revitalises the shopping centre'. What are the criteria for assessing 'retail 
that revitalises the shopping centre'? 

Define 'retail that revitalises the shopping centre. Consider addding 
criteria. 

VC6 - What if government policy changes, ie permitted development order  

VC7 - Is this a policy? Neighbourhood plan policies are for land use or spatial matters. This should have been included as a 
project. 

 

VC10 - Enforcement is a problem. A good parking strategy is worth nothing if illegal parking is not enforced. People park in bus  

http://www.chiltern.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=6264&p=0
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stops to collect take-aways while there is a good car park within walking distance. 

H6 - Is this a policy? Neighbourhood plan policies are for land use or spatial matters. This should have been included as a 
project. 

 

PWI5 - The policy doesn't really say much. The text could have explained what generally matters to local people ie. working 
from home and converting their shed/outbuilding to an office or area used for employment. 

 

Easy to read and understand Neighbourhood Plan with numerous useful maps and illustrations. The Plan could have contained 
projects ie. improvements to work towards better bus services etc can be included as a project. There are a number of policies 
that are projects and not policies. 

 

CSPNP06 Mr Charles Routh  
Natural England 

Natural England does not consider that this plan poses any likely significant risk to internationally or nationally designated 
nature conservation or landscape sites and so does not wish to make specific comments on the plan. 

  

CSPNP07 Mr Andrew Hiley 
MCIHT  
Transport for London 

It is surprising that there is no mention of HS2 in the draft plan, nor more specifically the vent shaft or safeguarding directive. 
 
Regardless of whether the neighbourhood forum support HS2 or not, it could be considered that a safeguarding policy for HS2 
(or cross reference to the Council’s Delivery Development Plan Document which does contains a safeguarding policy for HS2) 
would be required in order for the neighbourhood plan to be consistent with national and local policy. 

  

CSPNP08 
 

Mr Colin White  
The Chilterns 
Conservation Board 
 

Despite appearing in the key to Figure 2.9 the Chilterns AONB has not been included in the figure itself. Add the Chilterns AONB to the figure. 

Despite a change being proposed to accept the Board's previous comments in connection with the objective dealing with the 
landscape and views (on page 13) this has not been made. The objective now reads 'protect and enhance the landscape and 
views' whereas it should read 'conserve and enhance the landscape and views'. 

Reword the objective to read 'conserve and enhance the landscape and 
views'. 

CSPNP09 
 

Mr Martin Small  
English Heritage 
 

English Heritage welcomes and supports Policy H10 as it will help enhance the historic and architectural character of the 
village. 

  

English Heritage welcomes and supports the undertaking of the Townscape Character Assessment and the references to the 
Assessment in Policies H8, H9 and H11 and 6.12 as it will help enhance the historic and architectural character of the village. 

  

English Heritage welcomes and supports the requirement in Policy MP1 that the siting of mobile phone masts should seek to 
minimise their visual impact as it will help enhance the historic and architectural character of the village. However, visual impact 
is not the only potential concern with the siting of masts: the effect on heritage assets and their setting should also be taken 
into account. 
 
Given that, we are concerned that the suggested location for new mobile phone masts include the Epilepsy Society complex, 
which has four listed buildings. This site should not be identified as a preferred location for new masts. 

We suggest rewording Policy MP1 as follows: 
 
"Policy MP1: The siting of mobile phone masts should seek to minimise 
their visual impact and impact on heritage assets and their setting, and 
grouping of new masts with existing where the latter are in an 
appropriate location is encouraged." 

English Heritage welcomes and supports Policy PWI1 and Figure 10.1 for its recognition of buildings which, whilst not 
sufficiently nationally important to be listed, make an important contribution to creating a sense of place and local identity and 
contribute positively to the character of the Parish/Plan area. 
 
However, the Policy could be more straightforward by simply requiring development proposals to conserve and enhance the 
character of the buildings, perhaps as demonstrated in a statement accompanying the application (we prefer "conserve" to 
"preserve" as recognising that sensitive change can take place that maintains or even enhances character). 

We suggest rewording Policy MP1 as follows: 
 
"Policy MP1: The siting of mobile phone masts should seek to minimise 
their visual impact and impact on heritage assets and their setting, and 
grouping of new masts with existing where the latter are in an 
appropriate location is encouraged." 
 
The Epilepsy Society complex should not be identified as a preferred 
location for new mobile phone masts 

We query whether Policy PWI2 is actually necessary - the intention could simply be expressed in the text if the Parish Council 
wants further formal recognition of these assets. In fact, it is not a planning policy providing guidance to developers and 
decision-takers on how a planning application should be assessed, as required by paragraph 154 of the NPPF. 
 
The Parish Council may find English Heritage's “Good Practice Guide for Local Heritage Listing” 
 
(http://www.english-heritage.org.uk/caring/listing/local/local-designations/local-list/) useful. The Council may also find Oxford 
City Council’s guide to local heritage assets of interest: http://www.oxford.gov.uk/PageRender/decP/HeritageAssetRegister.htm 

  

English Heritage welcomes and supports Policies VC1, VC2, VC3, VC4, VC9, VC11, VC12, VC13 and paragraphs 5.1, 5.2, 
5.11, 5.12, 5.15, 5.16 and 5.17 as they will help enhance the historic and architectural character of the Village Centre. 

  

English Heritage welcomes the reference to the Grade II listed buildings at Newland Park and The Epilepsy Society in 
paragraph 2.11. However, reference should also be made to the Buckinghamshire Historic Landscape Character Assessment. 

  

English Heritage welcomes paragraphs 2.13 - 2.15 for their references to the historic village centre and English Heritage's draft 
Historic Towns Assessment of Chalfont St Peter. 
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English Heritage welcomes, in principle, paragraph 2.16 for its reference to the listed buildings within Chalfont St Peter and 
Figure 2.5 for it’s the portrayal of the distribution of these. It would appear from the latter that the 15 listed buildings to which 
paragraph 2.16 refers are perhaps only those within the village itself.  
 
In fact, our records show 32 listed buildings in the Parish/Plan area (Figure 2.5 appears to show 31). Mention could also be 
made in this section of non-designated features of local historic or architectural interest and value, such as locally important 
buildings, which can make an important contribution to creating a sense of place and local identity and contribute positively to 
the character of the Parish/Plan area, as set out later in the Plan following paragraph 10.1 and Policy PW11 and on Figure 
10.1. 
 
There could also be consideration of the current and potential future condition of the heritage assets within the parish – are 
there are particular threats to their significance e.g. from development, lack of maintenance etc?  Has there been any change 
in their condition in recent years, particularly for the worse? Perhaps the Parish Council could undertake a survey of Grade II 
buildings to ascertain whether any are at risk from neglect, decay or other threats. 

We suggest the following wording: 
 
2.16 There are thirty-two listed buildings in the Parish of Chalfont St 
Peter, the most significant being the Grade II* St Peter's Church, rebuilt 
in the 15th century, and Shrub's Wood, a house in the international 
modern idiom built in 1933-34. Listed buildings are spread across the 
Parish with some modern buildings at the Epilepsy Centre and in the 
south of the Parish while a cluster of earlier buildings are concentrated 
around the Village Centre. The Parish also contains one Scheduled 
Monument - a medieval moated site 200m north of Chalfont Lodge within 
the Gerrards Cross Golf Course, and part of the Grade II* Registered 
Historic Park and Garden at Bulstrode Park, remodelled by Humphry 
Repton in the late 18th century. In addition, the Parish contains a 
number of buildings which, whilst not of national significance, 
nevertheless make an important contribution to creating a sense of place 
and local identity and contribute positively to the character of Chalfont St 
Peter. These are identified in Figure 10.1. 

English Heritage welcomes paragraph 2.17 for its reference to the three conservation areas within the parish/Plan area. Have 
these designations been reviewed since 1992? Are there Conservation Area Appraisals and Management Plans for each 
conservation area? Has there been any or is there any ongoing loss of character within the Conservation Areas, through 
inappropriate development, inappropriate alterations to properties under permitted development rights, loss of vegetation, 
insensitive streetworks etc? 

  

English Heritage particularly welcomes and supports the following objectives: 
 
Protect buildings of heritage value 
Maintain and enhance the attractiveness of the design of shopfronts.  
Design housing so that it is of high quality and fits in with Chalfont St Peter’s character and scale within the vicinity. 
Protect buildings of heritage value throughout the Parish. 
Protect and enhance the Parish’s landscape and views. 

  

CSPNP10 Ms Diane Clark  
Network Rail 

The area is adjacent to the railway from NAJ2 9.0817 to NAJ2 7.040 Network Rail access points must not be impacted by any 
proposals within the neighbourhood area. All roads, paths or ways providing access to any part of the railway undertaker's land 
both temporary and permanent, shall be kept open at all times (24/7, 365 – around the clock) during and after the 
development.  
 
We would request that the Chiltern – Chalfont St Peter Neighbourhood Plan authority / group authority / group when submitting 
proposals for a development contact Network Rail’s Town Planning Team and include a location plan and a description of the 
works taking place for review and comment. 

  

CSPNP11 
 

Mono Consultants 
Limited on behalf of 
Mobile Operators 
Association 
 

Policies O2 and O3 are not considered to be in accordance with Paragraph 44 of National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) 
which states that there should not be a ban on new telecommunications development in certain areas. 

We request that the references to telecoms boxes and mobile phone 
masts are deleted from the Policies O2 and O3. 

We consider the wording of MP2 in the Publication Version of the plan to be overly restrictive on telecommunications 
development. In accordance with NPPF, the Mobile Network Operators always aim to keep the environmental impact of 
communications infrastructure to a minimum. In some instances however, the provision of a high quality electronic 
communications network, in line with national policy, may result in some minor impact on the character and appearance of the 
surrounding area. 

Suggest a minor alteration to Policy MP2 as follows: 
 
“the sharing of existing and future masts will be encouraged where the 
visual impact of the proposed changes does not result in unacceptable 
harm to the character of the area.” 

There appears to be a drafting error within paragraph 9.2 which states: 
 
“Where mast sharing is proposed, operators submitting an application must provide evidence that sharing is not possible.” 

We suggest that perhaps the following wording for paragraph 9.2 would 
provide more clarity: 
 
“Where a new ground based mast is proposed, operators submitting an 
application must provide evidence that sharing is not possible.” 
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Figures 9.1 and 9.2 of Section 9 are unduly negative given the support for high quality communications infrastructure in NPPF. 
A wide range of telecommunications equipment designs are required in order to provide a functional and reliable network for 
mobile phones to operate, and without this network, the phones we rely on simply won’t work. 
 
The lattice mast shown in Figure 9.1 is a good example of an established, multi user telecommunications site which will 
continue to play an essential role in providing high quality telecommunications services across the UK. While we accept that 
the mast on the right of Figure 9.1 has less visual impact than the one on the left, the technical limitations of this equipment 
mean that it would not be operationally feasible for use in every case and it is therefore important that a variety of equipment 
types and designs are available to the operators. The visual impact of telecommunications developments should be balanced 
against the technical and operational requirements in each individual case and we therefore request that the wording under 
Figure 9.1 is amended to acknowledge that a wide variety of base station designs are required to provide high quality 
electronic communications networks in the UK. 
 
As mentioned in our previous representation, the cabinet shown in Figure 9.2 is typical of the utility cabinets found on the 
public highway throughout the UK. When the mobile operators’ progress with a street works style base station, the equipment 
cabinets need to be located as close to the pole and antennas as possible for technical and operational reasons. In the 
majority of cases, the equipment cabinets also need to be located within the area of adopted highway which also restricts the 
siting options available. The equipment cabinets used by the mobile operators have been specially designed for use on the 
public highway and in the majority of cases, they constitute Permitted Development. 

Figure 9.2 is amended to state that; “where physically, operationally and 
technically feasible, equipment cabinets should be located adjacent to 
existing buildings, structures or vegetation in order to minimise visual 
impact.” 
 
 
 
While it may be appropriate to show photos of the types of 
telecommunications installations that the Parish Council would prefer to 
see deployed in their area, there are special operational and technical 
factors involved in the siting and design of base stations and each 
application should be considered on its merits. 

Thank you for your recent consultation on the above and taking the time to seek the Mobile Operators Associations’ views on 
the Publication Version of the Chalfont St Peter Neighbourhood Plan. We consider this a very proactive approach to forward 
planning and welcome the opportunity to have input in the process. 

  

CSPNP12 Woolf Bond Planning 
on behalf of 
Kebbel 
Developments Ltd. 

We do not consider that the submitted plan contributes towards sustainable development or has appropriate regard to national 
policy. Paragraph 70 of the National Planning Policy Framework states that 'planning policies and decisions should 'guard 
against the unnecessary loss of valued facilities and services, particularly where this would reduce the community's ability to 
meet its day-to-day needs'. Paragraph 28 of the NPPF provides some further indication as to what may comprise a local 
service or community facility. 
 
In regard to the above paragraphs it is of note that the Winkers Farm Country Club (No. 27) has been in long term use as a 
night club on certain evenings of the week. We therefore object to the site's inclusion within Table 8.1 that links to Policy LC3 
suggesting that the site is a community facility. 
 
Having regard to the criteria referenced at paragraph 28 of the NPPF, we now assess the site's existing use of the site does 
not comply with the stated criteria for the following reasons: 
• local shop - no 
• meeting places - not in the traditional sense such as a town hall, library or church 
• sports venues - no 
• cultural buildings - not in the traditional sense such as a museum or theatre 
• public houses and - no this is a club not a pub 
• places of worship - no. 
 
For the above reasons it is not considered that the site can be defined as a community facility having regard to the definition 
contained in the NPPF and therefore should not be referenced as such in Policy LC3 and Table 8.1. 

For the reasons set out above we object to the identification of Winkers 
Farm Country Club as a community facility and therefore propose that it 
is removed from the list contained in Figure 8.1. 

CSPNP13 
 

Mr Bjorn Hall  
The Hall Partnership 
 

The concept of designating the Village Centre as a Conservation Area (VC1) is interesting. However until the area has been 
designated a Conservation Area, a Policy requiring development to 'preserve or enhance' the character of the area is 
premature. 

This policy should be deleted. 

VC3 - This policy identifies various buildings or groups of buildings some of which are Listed Buildings. If it is considered that 
the identified buildings which are not Listed Buildings should be listed application should be made to have them Listed. 

Suggested amended Policy VC3. 
 
'Buildings identified in Figure 5.3 made a positive architectural 
contribution to the Village Centre. The Parish Council will work with 
Chiltern District Council to bring about the Listing of these buildings.' 

VC4 - The 'precinct' is certainly a development which detracts and makes a very negative contribution to the Village Centre. Policy VC4 should be amended to state: 
 
Every possible encouragement will be given for the redevelopment of… 

VC5 - Retail uses must be encouraged to maintain vitality.   
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H1 - Chiltern District Core Strategy Policy CS8 requires affordable housing to be provided on site providing 5 or more 
dwellings. Policy CS11 relates to housing mix. It is considered that Policy H1 is superfluous as the mix proposed is covered in 
the Core Strategy. 

Delete Policy. 

H3 - This policy is superfluous as Core Strategy Policies CS8 and CS11 provide for small units to be provided. The burden to 
an applicant to provide a Statement of Chalfont St Peter's housing needs is unacceptable. 

Delete Policy. 

H4 - This policy is not required. Policy CS11 already requires a specified housing mix to be provided. Delete Policy. 

H9 & H10 - The government has recently chosen to remove the obligation for Design and Access Statements to be submitted 
with the majority of applications. The Growth and Infrastructure Act 2013 sec 6 'Limits on power to require information with 
planning application' and Para 193 of Planning Practice Guidance states that requirements should not be disproportionate to 
the development proposed. The government is seeking to streamline planning and reduce unnecessary burdens. 

Delete Policies 

It is noted that Figure 8.1 omits the identification of Table 1.8 Sports/Youth/Leisure 27 which is to be supported. Amend Table 1.8 to omit 27. 

Reference is made to buildings identified in Figure 10.1. It is totally unclear which buildings are being referred to. Policy needs to be amended to include a full description of each building 
to enable a full assessment to be made which will enable 
owners/applicants to comment upon their inclusion as 'assets of heritage 
value.' 

PWI2 - The Parish Council must pursue the concept of seeking designation of buildings as local heritage assets. Until such 
time that they are designated no additional protection can be provided to them. 

  

It is entirely at odds with the government’s wish to reduce the planning burden for the Parish to 
 
attempt to reintroduce the submission of DAS when the government have only just proclaimed that they are unnecessary in the 
majority of cases. It should be left to the applicant to determine whether or not the application includes comment upon the 
justification of their proposal. 

Delete any additional validation requirements over and above those 
required by Chiltern District Council. 

CSPNP14 
 

Mr James Fox  
High Speed Two 
(HS2) Ltd. 
. 

In preparing any local plan document we advise that the area safeguarded by the Safeguarding Directions should be identified 
in the amended Local Plan. In those cases LPAs should indicate the Safeguarding Directions on the Policies Map and should 
not include any proposals in their Local Plan which conflict with the Safeguarding Direction. 

HS2 Ltd consider that identification of the safeguarded area would be 
appropriate within the proposed Chalfont St Peter Neighbourhood Plan. 
 
The Direction and guidance can be viewed in full on the dedicated 
Safeguarding section on the HS2 website at - 
http://www.hs2.org.uk/safeguarding 

If a local plan designation was promoting for example a development site, then when a subsequent planning application was 
submitted for that development the conflict with the safeguarded area should be addressed without the need to amend the 
local plan allocation. Any conflicts with the Safeguarding Directions on a policies map should be considered when the local 
plan or relevant Development Plan Document is revised. 

HS2 Ltd consider that identification of the safeguarded area would be 
appropriate within the proposed Chalfont St Peter Neighbourhood Plan. 
 
The Direction and guidance can be viewed in full on the dedicated 
Safeguarding section on the HS2 website at - 
http://www.hs2.org.uk/safeguarding 

CSPNP15 Mr David Broadley  
Aylesbury Vale 
District Council 

I can confirm we have no comments to make.   

CSPNP16 
 

Mr Gyln Taylor  
SENSE for Chalfont  
 

The statements within the NP regarding mobile phone masts are contradictory and muddled. There is a lack of clear thinking. It 
states that masts should not be placed near schools following the recommendation of the Stewart Report, yet it explicitly 
specifies a mobile mast site at Denham Lane Garden of Rest, which is extremely close to Robertswood Primary School-and 
Nursery school, such that the beam of maximum intensity from the mast would indeed fall upon parts of the school grounds.  
 
We have pointed this error out to the NPG, but they refused to amend it. That same mast location is very close to an existing 
mast at the Denham Lane Scouts Camp and therefore breaches the NP's own policy regarding mast sharing. In our view the 
sections on mobile masts in the NP should be excluded as the NPG does not have the expertise (nor has it been able to obtain 
any as we understand) on such matters. This section should be struck out from the NP.  
 
The plan also specifies a site for a mast close to the land owned by the National Society for Epilepsy (NSE). There is research 
available which shows that emissions from mobile masts can cause seizures in those with a predisposition to seizures such 
those suffering from epilepsy. We do not believe the NPG has consulted with the NSE on this point, so it seems to us that it is 
unwise to specify such a location for a mobile mast. 

Mobile phone masts. Specific places identified in the NP for locations of 
mobile masts should be removed.The NP should be redrafted to refer to 
the recommendations of the Stewart Report and to incorporate these 
within the NP. 
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Given that we believe the evidence base is weak, there is an assertion in the NP that CSP does not have enough two bedroom 
homes. There is no evidence for this and no research appears to have been done to compare the number of two bedroom 
homes in CSP with surrounding districts such as Amersham, Beaconsfield and Gerrards Cross etc, or districts elsewhere in the 
United Kingdom. Accordingly this assertion is made without proper evidence in our view and should not form part of the NP. It 
is a purely subjective view. 
 
The NP takes no account of the Holy Cross development which is currently subject to Judicial Review appeal in the High Court. 
There are a large number of two bedroom homes planned for this site yet the NP, which is due to last until 2028, makes no 
reference to this. It is of course possible that the Judicial Review will be successful and ultimately, if local opinion prevails, a 
land swap with the local primary school could be arranged and a large number of smaller one or two bedroom properties are 
likely to be built on the current school site. The NP makes no reference to this and is therefore once again deficient in this 
regard. In light of this, we believe the requirement within the NP to include one or two bedroom homes alongside larger 
property proposals is inappropriate. 

The requirement to build more two bedroom homes should be removed 
from the Plan. 

The NP makes no suggestions or provisions to assist what is a dying retail centre in the centre of Chalfont St Peter. It is quite 
prescriptive in specifying the correct types of shutters that shops can use, but does nothing to assist the retail centre itself. 
There is a suggestion to develop the shopping precinct with a drawing of how it could look following re-development, but this 
section is purely speculative in that neither the residents who live above it or the retail businesses were consulted in any way. 
Failure to propose a definitive plan to develop the retail offer in CSP is a serious defect within the NP, representing a further 
missed opportunity. The NPG should go back to the drawing board in this regard. 

The NPG should be sent back to the drawing board to consider further 
proposals for the retail centre in Chalfont St Peter. It should also be 
delayed to await the outcome of the Judicial Review on the Holy Cross 
Development. This is such a crucial development to the centre of 
Chalfont St Peter that it should not be the case that the NP is rushed 
through before the fate of the Holy Cross site is determined. The NP is 
there to last for many years and yet it has deliberately excluded the 
biggest redevelopment of Chalfont St Peter. 

The plan does not sufficiently protect green space throughout the district. In our view, having taken advice, there is no reason 
why additional green space (including that already within the Green Belt) should not be protected and designated as important 
green space, especially as it is highly likely that the protections around the Green Belt will be eroded further by future 
legislation. Accordingly, proper local support for green space would not conflict with higher policy, it would in fact work hand in 
hand with it and provide a further protection should the higher policy be amended.  

Green spaces. More green space should be allocated as protected. In 
particular green space at the NSE site should be designated green 
space. 

Whilst SENSE4CSP are appreciative of the work that has been undertaken with regards to this project, in our view it has not 
been handled as well as it might have been and we have concerns regarding some of the advice given to the Neighbourhood 
Plan Group (NPG) by its consultant Tibbalds. We are sure this is not something that as an inspector you will have any ability to 
change, but in our view it has been a wasted opportunity and a number of areas do not appear to have been explored properly 
in terms of the scope of the NP. 

  

The consultation with CSP residents was in our view ineffective and may be deemed to be a failure. We understand there has 
been a very small response raised from the 14,000 residents (including 11,000 electors), most of who are unaware of their right 
to be consulted, or even that the neighbourhood plan exists.  
 
There seems to be a view among the NPG that doing the bare minimum required for a consultation is sufficient. 

  

It may well be the case that the procedural errors and objective inconsistencies demonstrated by the NPG are not fatal for it to 
be adopted and approved. However it is clear to us that its evidence base is not sufficiently robust given the bare minimum 
consultation and lack of detailed research, such that many parts of the NP do not appear to us to reflect the true view of 
villagers. There are a number of areas where insufficient work has been done; as such a significant opportunity has in our view 
been wasted. 
 
The draft plan for Chalfont St. Peter is in our view weak and fails to grasp the opportunities provided by the statute governing 
neighbourhood planning to create a viable proposal for the village to become an even better place in which to live, work and 
raise a family. 

  

CSPNP17 Mr David North  It is important that the Neighbourhood Plan is accepted as it will strenghten local control over planning. The Neighbourhood Plan should strengthen (if possible) controls over 
the mix os shops in the village to ensure that one particular type of shop 
does not dominate (e.g. estate agents, betting shops,etc.). 

CSPNP18 Mr Peter Beckford  
Chiltern District 
Council 

VC1 - The designation of Conservation areas is not a matter to be considered in a neighbourhood plan. In fact the designation 
of conservation areas is undertaken under completely different legislation the Planning (Listed Buildings) and Conservation 
Areas) Act 1990. The 1990 Act places a duty on local planning authorities to consider adding new conservation areas or 
making revisions to existing areas from time to time.  
 
The policy implies that the Parish council will enforce the designation of the village centre as a conservation area which is 
clearly in conflict with national guidance. 
 
Also the policy is not a land use policy that can be used in the determination of planning applications. 

Policy VC1 should be removed from the Plan as it is does not meet the 
basic conditions. If required text could be added stating that the parish 
support the review of the potential for the village centre to be designated 
as a conservation area by the local planning authority, should it meet the 
requirements of the 1990 Act. 
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CSPNP18 Mr Peter Beckford  
Chiltern District 
Council 
 

This policy is more like a statement of support for new retail development. If new retail uses are proposed within existing 
premises they are unlikely to require planning permission and as such would fall outside the control of the plan. If new 
development is proposed then this would require planning permission and the policy could be relevant however it doesn’t state 
what would happen if the proposal was not considered to revitalise the centre. 

The policy should be removed and a statement added stating that the 
parish would support development that helps to revitalise the village 
centre. There is sufficient guidance within the NPPF to cover the vitality 
and viability of retail centres. 

As written the policy is not workable because it is not clear if the 10% figure applies to just the number of units or if it applies to 
the size of the frontage of the units . 

The policy needs to be amended to include a description of what the 
10% figure applies to so that planning officers can usefully interpret the 
policy when assessing planning applications. 

Policy VC7 is not a land use policy, it is a statement of intent to set up a village action team and develop a strategy and as such 
it should be included in the plan as a statement. If the intention is to write a strategy then once written this strategy would need 
to be linked to the plan so that its content could be a relevant consideration in assessing planning applications. 

Policy VC7 in its present form should be removed or it should be re-
worded to state that any future development should take account of the 
village centre retail strategy once prepared. 

Policy VC8 is not a land use policy it is a statement of intent. Whilst it is quite right for the neighbourhood plan to refer to the 
legal processes that could affect the outcome of planning on a major site in the centre of the parish (Holy Cross/The Grange) 
the policy is not useable in planning terms. For clarity the Judicial review is related to the outline planning permission granted 
for the site. If this is quashed in isolation the Core Strategy Site allocation will remain. For the Core Strategy policy to need 
amending the statutory challenge to the Core Strategy policy would have to be successful. 

Policy VC8 should be removed. Paragraphs 5.9 and 5.10 could be 
amended to indicate the two legal processes being undertaken and that 
in the event of either legal process being successful the Parish will work 
with the District to seek an alternative development on the site. 

Policy VC9 is supported. However it is considered that it could be beneficial if the Parish could draw up a development brief for 
the site indicating their preferred re-development option which could then be referred to in the policy and therefore give a clear 
guide to re-development proposals. 
 
Given the need to retain public car parking and provide a service yard for any new development the District Council considers 
figure 5.8 would offer the preferred solution maintaining car parking, but separating the service yard elements. 

  

Policy VC10 is a statement, if it is the Parishes intention to develop a car parking strategy then this is fair to state in the plan. 
However, the policy doesn’t say anything else, does not relate the consideration of any planning application to any parking 
strategy once developed and as such is not workable. 
 
The policy states it will develop a parking strategy and the following paragraph states this will be developed in association with 
the District Council. 
 
Given the aim of national planning policy to encourage sustainable development it is considered limiting to develop a strategy 
for car parking only and it is considered that the strategy should be a public access strategy for people wishing to visit the town 
centre either on foot bicycle or passenger transport. 

The policy should either be removed or re-written to refer to any future 
development being in accordance with the parish centre public 
accessibility study. 

Policy VC11 is not workable in planning terms. The vast majority of traffic calming and signage takes place on existing roads. 
Therefore it is the responsibility of the Highway Authority and benefits from their statutory powers as such it would fall outside 
the control of the planning system. 
 
Any agreement for the County to consult with the Parish when considering such proposals would be up to that organisation and 
therefore the plan cannot imply that the County would consult on all traffic calming measures. 

Policy VC11 should be removed and paragraph 5.15 amended to reflect 
the Parish Councils ambitions and any agreement with the County 
Council for pre-consultation on the design of traffic calming measures. 

Policy VC13 refers to street furniture. Street furniture generally does not require planning permission and as such whilst the 
policy’s intensions are supported the District Council as planning authority cannot implement the policy. 

The policy should be removed; paragraph 5.17 as existing clearly sets 
out the Parish’s aims for any organisation intending to erect new street 
furniture. 

Policy H1 needs to make clear that it only applies to the open market housing element of any development because Policy H4 
applies a size and mix formula to affordable housing elements of any development. 

The policy should refer to the related Policy H4 or the written justification 
should make this clear. 

H3 - Development control advice is that the absence of a dwelling mix statement in itself does not mean a planning application 
could be refused. If development complies with the requirements in Policy H1 then it is unlikely any dwelling mix statement 
would be enforceable. 
 
There is no guidance within the policy or the accompanying written justification as to where evidence of housing need within 
the parish will be coming from. It is not clear if the Parish will commission its own needs assessment to accompany the 
Neighbourhood Plan or if it expects the District Council to commission a Chalfont St Peter needs assessment. Without some 
link to the agreed source of this information it would be difficult for the District Council to consistently apply this policy and as 
such it is therefore unworkable. 
 
The policy introduces a validation requirement. This should not be included in the policy and any validation requirement would 
have to be agreed with the local planning authority and included in its local validation requirement list. 

The policy and or accompanying text needs to clearly set out why a 
dwelling mix statement would be preferred and to indicate the source of 
the housing needs assessment any dwelling mix statement should take 
into account. 
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Policy H4 as written applies Policy CS8 of the adopted Core Strategy part of the development plan. Policy CS8 does not 
require a dwelling mix statement and as such Policy H4 is in conflict with the policy in the adopted development plan. It is 
therefore considered that Policy H4 is not in general conformity with the development plan as Policy H4 has a more onerous 
requirement. As written the policy requires developments to comply with the Core Strategy policy and be justified though a 
needs assessment statement based on a local needs assessment. As such the requirements of the Core Strategy policy could 
conflict with the findings of the needs assessment and the two could be in conflict. Given that Policy H4 relies on the Core 
Strategy policy apart from the additional requirement for a dwelling mix statement it is questionable whether policy H4 is 
necessary. 

Policy H4 should be removed. The following text sets out that the 
neighbourhood plan relies on the Core Strategy Policy and sets out the 
related policy requirements for ease of reference. 

Policy H5 requires a sustainability assessment to be submitted. However the written justification indicates that the 
Neighbourhood Plan will rely on the building regulations and the Core Strategy Policy CS5 for its guidance on sustainability. 
The building regulations which are as the plan states being tightened to require more sustainable methods of construction have 
to be complied with in any new development. Policy CS5 of the Core Strategy already requires development to meet specific 
energy requirements. Therefore a sustainability statement is an un-necessary requirement and could be regarded as being 
contrary to Government Guidance contained in paragraph 193 of the NPPF. 
 
The policy introduces a validation requirement. This should not be included in the policy and any validation requirement would 
have to be agreed with the local planning authority and included in its local validation requirement list. 

Policy H5 should be removed from the plan. Paragraph 6.6 adequately 
states the requirements of sustainable development within the Parish. 

Policy H6 is a statement of intent by the Parish Council while a commendable proposal it is not a policy that could be enforced 
in the terms of a planning application. 

Policy H6 should be removed. Paragraph 6.7 neatly sets out the Parish 
Councils aims and is sufficient. 

Policy H7 as worded appears to apply to all roof mounted solar panels on dwellings. It should be pointed out that many solar 
panel installations on domestic dwellings will not require planning permission. Also the policy as written only apples to 
dwellings and to be effective the policy should apply to all buildings. 

The policy wording should be amended to state that where planning 
permission is required roof mounted solar panels and photo-voltaic 
panels should be designed to minimise visual impact. This applies to all 
new buildings and retrofitting panels to existing buildings. 
 
The written justification should make it clear that many solar panels will 
not require planning permission, however the advice that any such 
panels should be located to minimise their visual impact should be 
retained. 

H8 - requires design and access statements to show how development would fit in with the character of the area in which it is 
located. This is in fact already a requirement of a design and access statement and although the policy refers to character 
areas this would be a relevant consideration in any design and assess statement anyway as such it is considered that the 
policy is an un-necessary duplication and potential source of confusion to applicants. 

Policy H8 should be removed from the plan. 

H9 - The policy states that the design and access statement must demonstrate how the development would fit in with the 
character of the area. As this is a requirement of a design and assess statement this text is un-necessary. The Government 
has indicated that it wishes to reduce the amounts of information required to be submitted with planning applications. Indeed 
only last year the Government reduced the numbers of planning applications that required a design and access statement to 
be submitted. Therefore the requirement of the plan that any development not requiring a design and access statement should 
submit a similar statement runs contrary to this advice as set out in paragraph 193 of the NPPF. 

The wording of the policy should be revised to remove reference to a 
design and access and or other form of statement requirement. The 
policy would then work as a planning policy. 

H10 - is un-necessary if a development is of a size and location that requires a design and access statement under national 
legislation one should be submitted anyway. If however a development doesn’t require a design and access statement than the 
additional level of bureaucracy is un-necessary and the non-submission of a character statement is unlikely in itself to lead to 
refusal of the planning application. 

Policy H10 should be removed from the plan. 

H11 - It seems un-necessary for a developer to identify which character area their site is located within. A planning proposal is 
unlikely to be refused on the basis an applicant has not identified the particular character area their site is within. A planning 
officer assessing a development will consider all material considerations including the townscape character assessment and 
the relevant area for the site. The District Council wouldn’t expect each applicant to identify all the planning policies that could 
be appropriate to the development that is a matter for the planning authority to determine on a case by case basis. 

Policy H11 is un-necessary and should be removed from the plan. 

H12 - It is not clear what development the Parish is seeking to control. Refurbishment of dwellings does not require planning 
permission whereas extensions and or new build may or may also be permitted development. Policy H12 is therefore partially a 
design statement that the Parish would prefer development to maintain the design character and quality of the building and 
partially a requirement that development which requires permission should meet these criterions. 

The policy should be re-worded to make its intentions clear and a 
statement added sating that the Parish would expect and development 
not requiring planning permission to follow these principles. 
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O1 - This policy goes further than National Government Guidance contained in the NPPF paragraph 74 in that it requires any 
replacement open space to be of a higher quality than that it replaces. This is a tougher requirement than the Government 
Guidance which requires an equivalent or better provision. Therefore it is considered this policy is contrary to Government 
guidance. 
 
Despite the above as written it is not clear from the policy what higher quality refers to for example a developer may say an 
uneven field is of higher quality than the existing cricket pitch to be replace because it is a larger area. The term higher quality 
would need to be defined for the District Council to consistently interpret the policy. 
 
The term protected is also not clear. Is the protection only related to the open space or its use? Would a private school playing 
field currently with public access if re-provided to the same or better quality on an alternative site within the parish following re-
development of the existing playing field meet the policy requirements if the new playing field was only available for school use 
with no future public access? This would need to be clarified in the policy. 

Remove the requirement for replacement facilities to be of a higher 
quality or relate policy wording to the wording used in the NPPF. Clarify 
the extent of protection. 

O2 - Government Guidance contained within the NPPF is quite clear that local green space designation is not appropriate for 
most green areas or open space (Paragraph 77 NPPF). The protection given to such areas is to be equivalent to the protection 
given to green belt. The majority of the land identified in Mill Meadow and alongside the A413 to the north of Mill meadow is 
already within the Green Belt and therefore the additional protection is un-necessary. A large proportion of the remaining areas 
proposed as local green spaces are roadside verges and which will mostly be under the control of the Highway Authority. 
These areas are not considered suitable to be designated as local green spaces. 
 
I would seem better for the plan to refer to working closely with the local highway authority to protect these roadside verges. It 
should also be pointed out that the majority of street furniture benefits from deemed planning permission if undertaken by a 
statutory undertaker therefore telecoms boxes etc. would be outside the control of planning powers even if proposed on an 
identified green space.  

Consideration should be given as to whether or not all the areas 
identified are truly local green spaces compliant with the guidance in the 
NPPF. 

O3 - This policy refers to the Parish Councils scheme to improve its roadside verges. It is assumed this is in co-operation with 
the County Council. However the improvement of roadside verges is outside of planning control and therefore it is not relevant 
for a land use planning policy. 

The policy should be removed from the plan and replaced with a 
statement promoting the Parish Councils scheme to improve its roadside 
verges. 

O4 - The designation of an area as an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty or its review falls outside the planning legislation 
and in fact is a decision of Natural England a Government Agency. Should a review be undertaken a consultation process will 
be part of the review and the Parish Council would have the opportunity to represent its views in any review process. As such 
Policy O4 whilst it is a statement of the Parish councils wishes is not a land use planning policy and should be removed as a 
policy. 

The policy should be removed and converted into a statement that in any 
review of the Chilterns AONB in the future the Parish Council would 
request that the Misbourne Valley is considered for inclusion in the 
AONB. 

O5 - This policy is a statement of intent and not a land use planning policy and as such it should be removed as a policy and 
converted into a statement of the Parish Councils intentions. 

Remove the policy or refer to development respecting the river strategy 
once it has been written. 

LC1 - This is not a land use planning policy and merely repeats the objective above but with reference to working with other 
agencies to achieve it. 

The policy should be removed and the text converted into a statement of 
the councils intentions. 

LC2 - This policy is un-necessary as the requirements are covered by national policy contained in paragraph 74 of the NPPF 
and polices CS28 and CS 29 of the Core Strategy 

The policy should be removed from the plan. 

LC3 - It is not clear what this policy is trying to protect. It appears to rely on the Core Strategy policy which protects existing 
community uses but the wording of Policy LC4 does not state what it is trying to protect therefore as worded it would be very 
difficult for local authority planners to implement the policy. Is the policy protecting the existing use or is it protecting the 
building/land for community uses (ie wider than existing uses)? 

The policy should be re-worded to clarify what it is intending to protect. 

LC4 - The policy intention is fine and can be supported. However for the policy to be effective there needs to be some 
agreement with the County Council on the extent of educational need within the Parish resulting in an educational strategy for 
the area. With also some agreement that any financial contributions received towards education could be spent within the 
Parish is required before the policy could be effective. 

  

LC5 - Chiltern District Council owns the freehold of the Mill meadow site. Therefore as landowner the District Council would be 
key in formulating any future development strategy. The District Council should therefore be mentioned in the wording of the 
policy. However the policy itself is not a policy but a statement of intent. The strategy once developed could be linked to the 
policy so that any development should take the strategy into account, but as worded the policy is not accurate. 
 
The Chalfont St Peter Community Association should also be listed as an affected party although the community centre users 
are listed the community association actually lease the site from the District Council and therefore are a key user of the area. 

The policy should be re-worded to refer to the implementation of a future 
strategy or removed from the plan. The accompanying text should be 
amended so that it reflects the accurate ownership and key user 
information for the Mill Meadow site. 



Classification: OFFICIAL 
 

 
Classification: OFFICIAL                    10 

Rep. Reference Name Comments Summary Respondents Suggested Change to Plan Summary 

LC6 - The aim of these policies is supported. However without evidence of existing and or future healthcare needs it will be 
difficult to implement these policies. The majority of healthcare provision is made by the NHS and or private providers. Private 
providers do not need to justify decisions on changes to medical facilities whereas the NHS will often argue that suitable 
provision exists in a nearby larger facility. Therefore the NHS may for example argue that the facilities currently provided in the 
Gerrards Cross Hospital would be improved if provided from Amersham Hospital. It would be very difficult for the District 
Council planner to counter these arguments and therefore the policy could be unworkable. 

 

LC7 - The aim of these policies is supported. However without evidence of existing and or future healthcare needs it will be 
difficult to implement these policies. The majority of healthcare provision is made by the NHS and or private providers. Private 
providers do not need to justify decisions on changes to medical facilities whereas the NHS will often argue that suitable 
provision exists in a nearby larger facility. Therefore the NHS may for example argue that the facilities currently provided in the 
Gerrards Cross Hospital would be improved if provided from Amersham Hospital. It would be very difficult for the District 
Council planner to counter these arguments and therefore the policy could be unworkable. 

  

MP1 - Government Guidance is clear that need (coverage plots etc.) is a factor in assessing this type of development and 
therefore reference to this should be included in the policy. 

  

MP2 & MP3 - These two policies appear to be aimed at reducing the visual impact of mobile phone masts. It is suggested 
therefore that the two polices could be combined into one. 

  

PWI1 - This policy only refers to a validation requirement. Therefore as a policy it is not required and the validation requirement 
should be added to the validation list (subject to acceptance by the Local Planning Authority) 

Policy PWI1 should be removed from the plan. 

PWI2 - The policy is a statement of the Parish Council’s intent rather than a land use planning policy. The policy refers to 
designation of local heritage assets and the section objective talks about protecting buildings of heritage value. The National 
Planning Guidance refers to designated heritage assets and non-designated heritage assets. The Guidance suggests that local 
authorities can identify non-designated heritage assets in a local list. The Neighbourhood Plan should use the same 
terminology as the National Planning Guidance to avoid any confusion. 

The policy should be removed from the plan and converted to a 
statement to show the parish councils aims for the designation of local 
buildings as non-designated heritage assets and wording used 
compatible with the NPPF. 

PWI3 - This policy refers to locally important landscape areas. These areas were previously identified in the adopted Local 
Plan but were removed as there was no specific evidence that the land in question had a specific landscape character that 
should be protected. The District Council considered that as the areas were covered by the Green Belt there was sufficient 
protection for the land anyway. 
 
There appears to be no specific evidence related to the proposed designation that the areas of locally important landscape are 
of particular significance and this would make it difficult for the planning authority to defend at appeal without further 
justification. 
 
The policy introduces a validation requirement. This should not be included in the policy and any validation requirement would 
have to be agreed with the local planning authority and included in its local validation requirement list. 

The policy should be amended to remove the requirement for a 
statement and evidence should be provided to justify the designation of 
locally important landscape. 

PWI4 - The wording of the policy requires submission of a statement. This is a validation requirement which is not appropriate 
for the policy. The policy wording itself is vague requiring development to positively contribute to the green character. The 
policy does not define how this will be measured and to be realistic it is suggested that the policy should only be applied to 
buildings above a certain height and or size. It is unlikely a single storey rear extension would have any impact on views. 
 
The plan defines an area (fig 10.3) where views should be protected. It is considered that development on the edge of this area 
could also affect views and consideration may need to be given to a policy or addition to the policy to cover development which 
could affect the setting of the defined view corridor. 

The policy should be amended to include clear criteria and what types of 
development are included. The requirement for a statement to be 
submitted should be removed. 

Paragraph 2.15 - The text refers to a recommendation that a review of the Chalfont St Peter village centre be undertaken to 
assess the need for a conservation area. This text could be updated as Chiltern District Council has commissioned this review 
and the resultant report is attached. 

A review of the potential for a conservation area in the village centre has 
been undertaken by independent consultants commissioned by Chiltern 
District Council. This review has recommended that part of the historic 
core of the village should be considered for designation as a new 
conservation area. 

Paragraph 5.16 - It is not accepted that a neighbourhood plan which includes a design guide for its area can state that its 
design guide would take precedence over any other design guidance in a subsequently adopted part of the Development Plan 
(last sentence of paragraph 5.16). It is considered that all design guides would be a material consideration but that 
requirements specific to Chalfont St Peter would be most likely to be relevant to any development considered within the 
Neighbourhood plan area. 

Paragraph 5.16 should be re-worded to state that the neighbourhood 
plan guidance should be referred to for any development within the 
Neighbourhood plan area. 

Paragraph 7.2 - The scale of these figures is too small to be able to identify the exact size and location of each identified open 
space/character area. In relation to the key green character areas although listed in a table the actual extent of each area is not 
identified on the plan. The Chalfont Common area designation is unclear. Once private front and rear gardens and built areas 
are removed it’s unclear as to which area or areas are designated local green space. See also comments on Policy O2 

Larger scale plans should be provided with clear defined areas. 
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Paragraph 7.3 - The scale of these figures is too small to be able to identify the exact size and location of each identified open 
space/character area. In relation to the key green character areas although listed in a table the actual extent of each area is not 
identified on the plan. The Chalfont Common area designation is unclear. Once private front and rear gardens and built areas 
are removed it’s unclear as to which area or areas are designated local green space. See also comments on Policy O2 

Larger scale plans should be provided with clear defined areas. 

Appendix A - The section A2 general principles third paragraph refers to shop fronts avoiding the use of expansive unbroken 
levels of glazing. It then refers to fig A2.3 as a good example - this shop front contains a large expanse of glass and so the 
design message of the guidance is confused. 

  

Appendix B - The figure B4.40 shows a high wall immediately adjacent to the pavement edge. The caption states that High 
quality boundary treatments are a positive feature throughout the area. While the wall in question is built to a high standard the 
picture and caption give the impression that high walls immediately adjacent to the pavement would be favoured whereas the 
other pictures on the page show the type of character the area has. The identification of this wall with gates as a good example 
boundary treatment is in conflict with the character area appraisal which lists as a risk – ‘An increased prevalence of gates and 
hard boundary treatments are damaging the open nature of front gardens.’ It is considered a different example photograph 
would be better to show boundary treatment. If the existing picture and associated caption is maintained it would be difficult for 
local planning authority planning officers to refuse similar boundary treatment proposals in other locations. 
 
Figure B4.43 refers to Thorpe house school as a non-residential building in the area. However the building in the centre of the 
photograph is All Saints church. 

A different example photograph should be included in figure B4.40. 
 
The caption of B4.43 should be amended to refer to the church. 

Appendix C sets out the validation requirements required by Chiltern district council and as part of the neighbourhood plan 
polices. 
 
Validation of planning applications is part of the procedural process in the determination of planning applications it does not 
form part of planning policy and therefore validation requirements are not included in planning policy documents. It is therefore 
not appropriate to include a validation list in the neighbourhood plan documentation. Validation of planning applications falls 
into two parts there are national validation requirements defined by central government and there is the ability for local planning 
authorities to define their own validation requirements in a local validation list. 
 
National government advice contained in the NPPF is clear that validation requirements should be proportionate to the nature 
and scale of development and information requested should be relevant necessary and material to the application in question. 
(NPPF Paragraph 193). Nationally government is on a drive to reduce un-necessary requirements on planning applications as 
can be seen by the decision in 2013 to reduce the requirements for the number of planning applications requiring a design and 
access statement to be submitted. 
 
A neighbourhood plan document does not have the powers to require planning applicants to submit additional documentation 
with a planning application. The power to define a local list and to decide its requirements rests with the local planning 
authority. 
 
The content of any local list has to be reviewed every two years and the content has to be consulted upon by the district 
council. Should the parish council want items added to the local list these should be submitted to the district council who can 
consider the merits of the parishes proposals when they next consider a local list review. At the time of this review any relevant 
national government guidance on what should or should not be included in a local list will also be a consideration. 

Annex C of the Neighbourhood plan appendices should be removed. 
 
10.1 

Figure 2.9 - The key refers to showing the Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty boundary. This is not shown on the plan. Amend the figure to show the Chiltern’s Area of Outstanding Natural 
Beauty on the plan. 

Figure 5.4 - Part of the area identified in this figure as an extension to the shopping centre is currently shown in the adopted 
and saved Local Plan as a protected employment area. The two allocations are in conflict with each other and would make it 
difficult for planning officers to deal with applications on this area. Given this conflict the neighbourhood plan is not in general 
conformity with the higher level development plan in this case the Chiltern District local plan 1997 Saved policy E3 as shown on 
the adopted Polices Map. 
 
In addition the employment area is included as a retained Strategic Employment Area in the emerging Submission Delivery 
Development Plan Document 

The proposed extension to the retail centre of the village should be 
amended to remove the area currently designated as a protected 
employment site. 
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Figure 7.1 - The scale of the plan is too small to be able to identify the correct boundaries of the identified open space and in 
particular the areas of roadside public open spaces. 

Larger scale plans of the public open space areas should be provided. 

The scale of figure 8.1 is too small to accurately identify locations. The map is missing at least one reference point (27) and 
some reference pints are outside of the map base. 
 
The table 8.1 has two number 20’s and the private dentists are not named. 
 
Figure 8.1 and Table 8.1 both refer to the Gerrards Cross Pony Academy there is some doubt whether this has an authorised 
use and as such the district Council would be concerned if a policy in the neighbourhood plan was seeking to protect this use. 

The figure should be amended to include a larger scale plan or an 
additional figure added to include a further plan so that all locations can 
be easily identified and all identified locations appear on a map base. 
 
The table should be checked for accuracy. 

Figure 9.3 - It is not clear if the sites chosen in figure 9.3 have been assessed for their suitability for mobile phone masts in 
terms of gaps in network coverage or if the sites have been assessed as being suitable for mast locations. If the only reason for 
the maps is to show preferred sites for mobile phone masts without any recognised assessment of their suitability in terms of 
network location coverage and site conditions then the maps and figure 9.3 serve no purpose and it would be better to rely on 
a the design and location criteria within the policy. 

  

The map does not clearly identify the local heritage assets, these should be shown more clearly on the plan at sufficient scale 
to be able to identify the boundaries of the assets in question. The implication of the figure is that there are no heritage assets 
beyond the main village area of Chalfont St Peter, this may not be the case and it is unclear whether the Neighbourhood Plan 
has taken this into account. 

Heritage asset boundaries should be clearly defined. 

The Neighbourhood plan contains many objectives and policies. All are commendable however several of the policies are not 
enforceable in planning terms and would be better left as objectives and or statements of intent. 

Only policies which are enforceable in planning terms should be listed in 
the neighbourhood plan as policies. 

CSPNP19 Mrs Jennifer Brooke  I fully support the Chalfont St Peter Neighbourhood Plan as submitted by Chalfont St Peter Parish Council No amendments considered necessary 

CSPNP20 Savills on behalf of  
Thames Water 
Utilities Ltd 

Thames Water supports the changes made to the Neighbourhood plan as suggested in their representations made in 
November 2013 

N/A 

CSPNP21 
 

Emma Green  
Buckinghamshire 
County Council Place 
Service 
  

Policy O3 refers to the protection of Chalfont St. Peter’s “very green character” and we note the intended protection of green 
intersections at road junctions and roadside verges to help protect this character. Policies 76 to 78 of the National Planning 
Policy Framework (NPPF) make provision for the creation of a new local green space designation. 

To inform decisions regarding green space designations, the County 
Council would also encourage referral to advice published on the 
Planning Portal: 
 
http://planningguidance.planningportal.gov.uk/blog/guidance/open-
space-green-space-and-rights-of-way-2/local-green-space-designation/ 

Policy O5 states that “The Parish Council will work with partners to develop a strategy for protection of and improvements to 
the River Misbourne Regeneration Zone and Protection Zone”. 

We would suggest that the Buckinghamshire Green Infrastructure 
Strategy and Green Infrastructure Delivery Plan, as previously 
mentioned, are followed to assist in a strategy for the protection and 
improvement of the Regeneration Zone. The Misbourne Valley is 
considered to be a strategic Green Infrastructure resource and is 
recognised with its own Policy. 

VC4 - This policy has identified buildings that make a negative impact to Chalfont St Peter and could be controversial. While 
buildings such as the modernist block of St Peter’s Court are an incongruous presence with Chalfont St Peter’s vernacular and 
arts and crafts architecture, it still represents an episode in the history of the village. Increasingly, architecture of this period is 
being expunged or demolished because it does not fit in with aesthetics or taste but these could be the buildings of the future 

Justification for the removal of these buildings should extend beyond 
appearance and homogeneity but also consider the function and 
services they provide to the village centre and community. 

If this area were to be redeveloped, reference should be made to the historic towns report to understand the former use of the 
site and how it might be redeveloped, to accord with its history 

  

PWI3 mentions Locally Important Landscape Areas and we raise concern that a new local landscape designation for part of 
Chalfont St Peter parish is being proposed. We seek clarification as to the criteria and methodology that has been used to 
define this area. In terms of recent planning policy, the NPPF encourages the use of Landscape Character Assessments to 
understand landscape character and its significance of landscape in preference to local designations.  

  

In principle, we support the Open Space policies outlined in Chapter 7 and agree that green spaces within and next to built-up 
areas are a defining characteristic of the Parish 

To bolster the policies, evidence and supporting text relevant to green 
space, we suggest reference is made throughout the Plan to the relevant 
content of the Buckinghamshire Green Infrastructure Strategy (2009) 
and Green Infrastructure Delivery Plan (2013). 
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Paragraph 2.10 - Aside from mentioning landscape designations, this paragraph lacks context regarding existing work and 
analysis. 

Reference should be made to the Landscape Character Assessment 
(LCA) for Chiltern District (2011) produced by BCC and CDC, including 
the citation of the landscape character areas that cover the parish. 

Pragraph 2.11 & 2.12 - These paragraphs give a pen portrait of landscape character but should refer first to the descriptions 
laid out in the LCA. The document does make a reference to the LCA (2.12) in relation to ‘the landscape to the west of the 
A413’, but it does not say what landscape character area this covers. 

It would be helpful if the key characteristics from the relevant character 
areas could be included here. 

The description of Heritage in 2.16-2.17 focuses on designations rather than the wider historic environment and consequently 
gives the impression that Chalfont St Peter has little heritage. 

This section would benefit from incorporating more information from the 
Chalfont St Peter historic town report. There are also further 
opportunities to look at the value of the ‘metroland’ heritage - 
suggestions are in the recommendations section of the report. 

Paragraph 5.1 -  It should be pointed out that the Historic Towns Assessment of Chalfont St Peter was carried by 
Buckinghamshire County Council, not English Heritage. A final version of the report is on the County Councils’ website: 
http://www.buckscc.gov.uk/media/1609860/Chalfont-St-Peter-Final-Report.pdf 
It is very encouraging that the evidence in the report is being used as to support an application for a conservation area. 

 

In addition to Chiltern District Council’s townscape character studies we would encourage the use of the data in the Chalfont St 
Peter Historic Towns Report – specifically the historic urban characterisation study of building stock and styles into policy H8, 
H9 and H11. 

 

Heritage ‘initially’ appears be a separate key objective in Part 3: Vision and Objectives yet it has been subsumed into the 
policies for the Village Centre. 

Heritage should either be included more widely in the other objectives 
(Housing, Open Space, Leisure Community and Health or be an 
objective in its own right. 

There is mention of higher level policy but this is not elaborated upon – e.g. Commons Act 2006, and the Commons 
Registration Act 1965. 

  

B3 Landscape Setting: it should be noted that the Landscape Plan for Bucks is a broad brush study and was superseded by 
the more detailed Chiltern district landscape character assessment commissioned in 2011 by BCC and CDC. We suggest the 
section is rewritten to reflect this. 

We suggest the section is rewritten to reflect this. 

B2 should directly refer to Chalfont St Peter Historic Town assessment and include the character zone map which contributed 
to the initial townscape assessment. 

  

B4 Character Area assessments make reference to the Chris Blandfords report but should also look at the contribution made 
by the Chalfont St Peter Historic Towns Report (BCC) in character descriptions. 

  

The village centre policies, such as VC9, promote redevelopment of large parts of the historic village core. Although the 
buildings in question may be 20th century it is likely that buried archaeological remains could survive on this site and therefore 
archaeology will need to be a material planning consideration in any redevelopment plans. 

  

Figure 2.5 - We are uncertain as to the purpose of this map. If it is to show heritage designations, it also needs to mention 
conservation areas (which are on the map but not in the title), registered parks and gardens and any scheduled monuments. 
There are also non designated heritage assets (archaeological sites) which are not included but are of material consideration in 
the planning process. 
 
We are unsure as to what the two shades of green portraying the surrounding landscape on Figure 2.5 denote. 

It would be useful to have a series of maps or a detailed map to show 
different landscape and landscape character elements. 

The reference made to improving leisure routes for walking and cycling along the river Misbourne is welcomed.   

We raise query with the implications for the Chalfont St Peter neighbourhood plan being drawn up while the Chiltern District 
DDPD is in consultation. It would have been beneficial if the district policies were agreed so the policies of the neighbourhood 
plan could be aligned with them. There is also a lack of reference to key documents or source materials where information has 
been gathered or taken from and the report would benefit from a bibliography. 

  

Further, although a red line demarcates the area of interest, Chalfont St Peter is contiguous with Gerrards Cross - both 
settlements share the same issues, history, economy, transport, etc and both evolved into ‘Metroland’ settlements in the early 
20th century. While considering the geography of the two across District borders, there should still be some overlap and 
discussion about Gerrards Cross and how this might affect Chalfont St Peter and vice versa. 

  

The report is urban centric and we encourage reference to the links between Chalfont St Peter and the wider rural landscape. Opportunities for green infrastructure/leisure, food production, health and 
wellbeing should be considered. 

  It would also be beneficial if the historic townscape character map of 
Chalfont St Peter and historic landscape character assessment for the 
parish could be included as a separate map or appear as an appendix to 
the report e.g. B3. 
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We have concerns that the timing of this consultation coincides with a consultation on the Chilterns Development Delivery Plan 
Document (DDPD), the policies of which should be reflected by Neighbourhood Development Plans (NDP) in the Chilterns 
District. At present the DDPD document does not afford adequate protection to biodiversity and does not include sufficient 
policy to this end. Therefore, it is difficult to envisage the context within which this neighbourhood plan sits. Nevertheless, I 
have the following comments. 
 
Policies O1 to O5 and PWI3 are identified for the conservation and enhancement of the natural environment in the Basic 
Conditions Statement. Notwithstanding the points made above, there is some value in these policies for the protection of 
biodiversity. However, I have reservations that, with the exception of Policy O5 relating to the River Misbourne, the 
conservation and enhancement of the natural environment is conflated with the interests of recreation and village character. 

I recommend that an additional policy be included that specifically relates 
to the protection of biodiversity assets from development proposals. 
Importantly, biodiversity net gain should be sought from development in 
line with paragraph 109 of the NPPF (2012). 
 
The neighbourhood development plan provides a good opportunity to 
promote features which act as stepping stones and/or connecting 
features which allow species to move through urban areas.  The 
Misbourne Valley is rightly recognised as an important environmental 
resource and the work of the Chiltern Chalk Streams Project and the 
Misbourne River Action Group should be applauded. A notable omission 
however, is the lack of reference to the Central Chilterns Chalk Rivers 
Biodiversity Opportunity Area (BOA).  
 
The role that biodiversity and nature plays in promoting human health 
and well-being as well as ecosystem services should be promoted. 

Objective: Protect Buildings of heritage value - This wording of the policy could be broadened to go beyond historic buildings 
and protect other elements of the historic environment. This includes archaeology and the historic plan form of the village 
centre which encompasses the surviving historic plot boundaries and road alignment. Plan form elements are probably older 
than any vernacular buildings in Chalfont St Peter and contribute to its appearance and character. There is a map showing 
these boundaries in the Chalfont St Peter historic town report, which could be incorporated into figure 5.3. Archaeology and 
historic platform could easily be added to policy VC2. 

  

Archaeology - The Chalfont St Peter Neighbourhood Plan Examination Draft is comprehensive and we support their vision. 
Overall the neighbourhood plan is well-written and clear in its objectives. 

  

We are pleased to see ‘Heritage’ features prominently at the start of the Plan, but we are concerned that it is limited in its scope 
to historic buildings. In general planning terms a heritage asset is “a building, monument, site, place, area or landscape 
identified as having a degree of significance meriting consideration in planning decisions, because of its heritage interest”. 
Heritage asset includes designated heritage assets and assets identified by the local planning authority (including local listing)” 
(NPPF 2012). 
 
The Neighbourhood Plan should recognise the links between the natural and historic environments. Areas of ancient woodland 
survive in the parish, which reflect historic land use and provide important habitats for wildlife. The same could be said of 
historic field patterns and hedgerows and traditional farm buildings  
 
Our concerns lie in the narrow view of ‘heritage’ and we would encourage consideration of other heritage assets within the 
plan. The Historic Environment Record is a public record and we would welcome the opportunity to share our information with 
the local community in Chalfont St Peter. 

The neighbourhood plan needs to look beyond the historic buildings of 
the village centre to the landscape, settlement pattern and buried 
archaeology of the wider parish. For example, there is no recognition of 
the heritage importance of the designed landscape park at Chalfont 
Park, only of its contribution as a sports facility. 

Archaeology does not appear to be mentioned anywhere in the document, but it is a material planning consideration. It would 
be useful to consult the Historic Environment Record to obtain details of the known heritage assets in the parish. The NPPF 
specifically mentions Historic Environment Records as the key evidence base on the historic environment for plan making and 
local plans (NPPF paragraphs 169 and 170). It is not clear where the list of local heritage assets within the neighbourhood plan 
has been obtained from. Chalfont St Peter sits within an area that has been occupied for thousands of years. This is reflected 
in the known prehistoric sites in the parish and in the number of flint scatters recorded. Iron Age and Roman sites have also 
been recorded in the surrounding landscape. 

  

The Historic Environment Record includes thirty four listed buildings within the parish. Section 2.16 – Heritage, and Section 10 
– Parish-wide issues, note only 15 listed buildings in the parish, which is factually incorrect and there is no mention of the 
Scheduled Monument within Chalfont Park. 

  

CSPNP22 
 

GVA on behalf of  
Buckinghamshire 
NHS Healthcare 
Trust 
 

Policy VC1 seeks to promote the designation of a Conservation Area across the Village Centre.  
 
We do not agree that there should be a blanket designation across the whole of the village given the variation in the quality of 
built form and heritage value 

Without sufficient reasoning for designating the village as a conservation 
area, we suggest that this policy should be deleted 
 
Delete Policy VC1. 

Policy VC6 seeks to resist changes of use from use class A1. It should be noted that changes of use to a number of different 
classes are permitted development under the General Permitted Development Order. We therefore suggest that the wording of 
this policy is amended to reflect this. 

We suggest that the policy wording is amended as follows: 'Within 
primary shopping frontages changes of use from use class A1 will be 
refused unless the proposed use would not cause undue harm to the 
vitality of the town centre, including through the addition of community 
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facilities, or create a significant break in the shopping frontage.' 

Policy H1 - We support Proposed Policy H2 which is consistent with Chiltern DC Core Strategy Policy CS12 which encourages 
the provision for elderly and disabled accommodation in the principal settlements, including Chalfont St Peter.  

  

Policies H3, H4 and H5 - The other housing policies appear to relate to the types of housing that would be developed under 
use class C3. 
 
In accordance with the policies within the Chiltern District Local Plan, we understand that these policies apply only to use class 
C3 and not to the specialist forms of residential accommodation that would be provided under use class C2. It would be helpful 
for this to be clarified within the policy text through amendments to include references to use class C3 within policies H1, H3 
and H4 in particular. 

 Clarify within the housing policy text that the policies apply specifically to 
housing proposed in use class C3 with suggested amendments as 
follows: 
 
"On developments where there is a net gain of four or more dwellings 
(use class C3), a Dwelling Mix Statement must be submitted with any 
planning application. The Statement must clearly set out identified 
housing needs within Chalfont St Peter and demonstrate how the 
proposed development addresses these needs." 

Proposed Policy LC1 sets out the Parish Council’s approach to community facilities, it states: “The Parish Council will work with 
partners to actively support the village’s sports and community facilities.” Healthcare provision is an essential community facility 
required to support the future population of Chiltern District and Chalfont St Peter locally. BHT therefore supports this policy 
and is keen to work closely with the Parish Council to provide the necessary healthcare for the community of Chalfont St Peter. 

  

Proposed Policy LC3 seeks to reinforce the Core Strategy’s protection of existing community facilities within the Parish. It 
states that the land and buildings identified within Table 8.1 and Figure 8.1 will be protected, including Chalfont and Gerrards 
Cross Community Hospital (site 20). We note that the numbering and key in Figure 8.1 does not correspond with Figure 8.1. 
BHT supports the policy to maintain healthcare related uses on these sites (including specialist residential accommodation 
under use class C2), however this should be considered in the context of the comments provided previously regarding the 
needs to ensure that policies are sufficiently flexible to allow the Chalfont and Gerrards Cross Community Hospital site to adapt 
(including redevelopment) to meet future healthcare needs. 

  

Proposed Policy LC6 states: “Retention of, improvements to and expansion of existing healthcare facilities will be supported. 
Loss, removal or degradation of existing healthcare facilities will be resisted.” 
 
Policy LC6 appears to unduly restrict the potential for replacement healthcare related facilities on existing sites and we cannot 
therefore support this policy in its current form. BHT agrees that the degradation of facilities should be avoided. However it 
should be acknowledged that the nature of healthcare provision will necessitate changes to existing accommodation in future 
including the replacement of existing facilities with newer, more modern formats. As identified previously there is an evidenced 
need to provide specialist residential accommodation for the elderly supported by healthcare services. This may be an 
appropriate future activity at Chalfont and Gerrards Cross Hospital, while maintaining the continuity of NHS services. In order 
for this to be achieved however, there is the potential that the site will need to be redeveloped and it is important that the 
Neighbourhood Plan policy has the flexibility to allow for this. 

On the basis of the comments above, we propose the following amended 
wording to proposed Policy LC6: 
 
“Retention of, improvements to, replacement and expansion of existing 
healthcare facilities will be supported. 
 
Loss, removal or degradation of existing healthcare facilities will be 
resisted unless it can be demonstrated that the replacement provision 
meets identified healthcare needs.” 

Policy LC7 states: “The provision of new healthcare facilities will be supported.” 
 
Healthcare provision is an essential community facility required to support the future population of Chalfont St Peter and the 
wider Chiltern District. BHT therefore strongly supports proposed Policy LC7. 

  

The Neighbourhood Plan’s overall vision for Chalfont St Peter, summarised at paragraph 3.3, is to maintain what is good about 
Chalfont St Peter and encourage changes that will make the village a great place to live, work and play. The key objectives 
which support the overall vision are set out in six topics which include new housing; and leisure, community and health. 
 
BHT supports the Neighbourhood Plan’s vision and identification of housing and leisure, community and health as key 
objectives. It is important to note however that, as well as being standalone objectives, housing and health are also interlinked 
and particularly in this case when associated with meeting the needs of the elderly population. 
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Section 5 identifies the objectives for the village centre of Chalfont St Peter. The village centre is focussed around the High 
Street and Market Place and includes Chalfonts and Gerrards Cross Hospital. 
 
Policy VC1 seeks to promote the designation of a Conservation Area across the Village Centre. We do not agree that there 
should be a blanket designation across the whole of the village given the variation in the quality of built form and heritage 
value. Paragraph 127 of the NPPF. Without sufficient reasoning for designating the village as a conservation area, we suggest 
that this policy should be deleted. 
 
Figure 5.3 (associated with Policy VC3) includes a building within the Chalfont and Gerrards Cross Hospital site as a building 
that makes a positive contribution to the village centre and that is subject to the above policy. 
 
We support the need to maintain positive characteristics of the village centre, but we do not agree that the building at Chalfont 
and Gerrards Cross Hospital has any specific architectural or townscape merit that would warrant special protection.  
 
In delivering healthcare accommodation and services that meet modern standards and needs, redevelopment of the site will be 
necessary and policy should be sufficiently flexible to allow for this. While we recognise that the text suggests exceptional 
circumstances in replacing buildings that are subject to the policy, it is important that the draft Neighbourhood Plan policies 
align with Chiltern District Council Core Strategy Policy CS27 which promotes the improvement of healthcare facilities. For the 
reasons set out above, we request that the building within the Chalfont and Gerrards Cross Hospital site is removed from 
Figure 5.3. 
 
Policy VC6 seeks to resist changes of use from use class A1. It should be noted that changes of use to a number of different 
classes are permitted development under the General Permitted Development Order. 

We therefore suggest that the wording of this policy is amended to reflect 
this. In addition, we consider that the inclusion of a variety of activities 
within town centres is an important way of providing vitality and the 
necessary community services, including health and community facilities 
and object to the policy in its current form. We suggest that the policy 
wording is amended as follows: 
 
 
 
'Within primary shopping frontages changes of use from use class A1 
will be refused unless the proposed use would not cause undue harm to 
the vitality of the town centre, including through the addition of 
community facilities, or create a significant break in the shopping 
frontage. 

Section 6 of the Neighbourhood Plan proposes policies to deliver the objectives for housing. Proposed Policy H2 supports the 
objective to provide a range of different homes to meet the future needs of the community. 
 
We support Proposed Policy H2 which is consistent with Chiltern DC Core Strategy Policy CS12 which encourages the 
provision for elderly and disabled accommodation in the principal settlements, including Chalfont St Peter. This strategic policy 
promotes specialist housing in locations which are most accessible by road and public transport, and to services and amenities 
within the towns. 

  

Section 7 of the Neighbourhood Plan proposed policies to deliver the objectives of leisure, community and health. BHT’s focus 
is on the community and health policies within this section, although it recognises the wider role that leisure facilities have in 
providing opportunities for residents to enjoy active and healthy lifestyles. 
 

On the basis of the comments above, we propose the following amended 
wording to proposed Policy LC6 (underlined): 
 
“Retention of, improvements to, replacement and expansion of existing 
healthcare facilities will be supported. Loss, removal or degradation of 
existing healthcare facilities will be resisted unless it can be 
demonstrated that the replacement provision meets identified healthcare 
needs.” 

We support the need to maintain positive characteristics of the village centre, but we do not agree that the building at Chalfont 
and Gerrards Cross Hospital has any specific architectural or townscape merit that would warrant special protection. The 
supporting text states that the reasoning for its identification is set out within Appendix B, but there is no specific explanation or 
reference to this building. The case for including the building is therefore unclear and we do not consider there to be sufficient 
evidence to support this level of protection. In delivering healthcare accommodation and services that meet modern standards 
and needs, redevelopment of the site will be necessary and policy should be sufficiently flexible to allow for this. While we 
recognise that the text suggests exceptional circumstances in replacing buildings that are subject to the policy, it is important 
that the draft Neighbourhood Plan policies align with Chiltern District Council Core Strategy Policy CS27 which promotes the 
improvement of healthcare facilities. For the reasons set out above, we request that the building within the Chalfont and 
Gerrards Cross Hospital site is removed from Figure 5.3. 

 
 
 
 
Remove the building within Chalfont and Gerrards Cross from Figure 5.3 
(reference by Policy VC3). 
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Current Provision 
 
As identified above, BHT own and operate the Chalfont and Gerrards Cross Hospital located within the village centre of 
Chalfont St Peter. Chalfont and Gerrards Cross Hospital provides a wide range of services for outpatients in conjunction with 
Chalfont and Gerrards Cross Health Clinic, the Misbourne Centre and Calcot Medical Centre. 
 
Emerging Requirements for Healthcare 
 
Background work has been conducted on the health profiles of boroughs and districts within Buckinghamshire as part of the 
Buckinghamshire Health and Wellbeing Board (County Council) Joint Strategic Needs Assessment (2013). The purpose of this 
work is to help local government and health services understand their community’s needs so that they can work to improve 
people’s health and reduce health inequalities. 
 
It is important that the evidence from the Joint Strategic Needs Assessment is considered as background to the Chalfont St 
Peter Neighbourhood Plan at paragraph 2.1, along with the Better Healthcare in Buckinghamshire’ Report (2012) and planning 
publications of the Better Care Fund, which is a single pooled budget to support health and social care services to work more 
closely together in local areas. 
 
We are pleased that the population demographics and associated housing needs are recognised within the Examination Draft 
Neighbourhood Plan (at paragraph 2.7). There is also however a pressing need to adapt and expand healthcare services so 
that they are designed to modern standards and provide the necessary services and facilities to support the growing and 
ageing population. The Clinical Strategy objectives and emerging Estate Strategy are seeking to address this need most 
effectively in the context of continuing to provide high quality NHS healthcare for the wider population. Our comments on the 
Draft Neighbourhood Plan are made in this context with a view to shaping the draft policies so that they support the delivery of 
high quality healthcare to the community. 
 
Emerging Clinical Strategy and Objectives for Chalfont and Gerrards Cross Hospital BHT has been developing a Clinical 
Strategy to guide the future of healthcare provision across the County. The Clinical Strategy is based on the overriding priority 
to deliver ‘safe and compassionate care, every time’. 
 
Response to Chalfont St Peter Neighbourhood Plan Examination Draft Consultation - Vision &  
 
Objectives 
 
The Neighbourhood Plan’s overall vision for Chalfont St Peter, summarised at paragraph 3.3, is to maintain what is good about 
Chalfont St Peter and encourage changes that will make the village a great place to live, work and play. The key objectives 
which support the overall vision are set out in six topics which include new housing; and leisure, community and health. 
 
BHT supports the Neighbourhood Plan’s vision and identification of housing and leisure, community and health as key 
objectives. We support in particular the following objectives on page 13 
 
It is important to note however that, as well as being standalone objectives, housing and health are also interlinked. As 
identified in the background section, there is a strong need for example for specialist residential accommodation to meet the 
needs of elderly people in the context of an increasingly ageing population. We request therefore that the objectives recognise 
this specialist need and include support for specialist housing in accordance with the emerging Chiltern District Local Plan. 

Include an objective on page 13 to encourage the provision of specialist 
residential accommodation to meet the needs of elderly people. 

As discussed previously, thought is being given to the future of the Chalfont and Gerrards Cross Hospital site within the context 
of the wider Clinical Strategy for healthcare services across the County. Consideration is being given to the potential to provide 
specialist residential care on the site, subject to further consultation with the community and important stakeholders. Specialist 
residential accommodation can be designed to allow elderly people to live and be cared for at home during their lifetime with 
independence for as long as possible. 

It is therefore an important future use that we feel should be recognised 
and encouraged through the Neighbourhood Plan. 

CSPNP23 Miss Hannah 
Butterfield  
South Bucks District 
Council 

At this stage in the plan-making process, South Bucks has no comments to make regarding the draft neighbourhood plan, and 
supports the vision, objectives and policies contained within it. 

  

CSPNP24 Mr Clark Gordon  
Environment Agency 

Thank you for consulting us with the above Neighbourhood Plan (NP). We are satisfied with the NP scope and policies and we 
do not wish to propose any changes. 
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CSPNP25 
 

Barton Wilmore LLP 
on behalf of 
Persimmon Homes 
(Thames Valley) 
 

Policy H1 - On developments where there is a net gain of four or more dwellings, two bedroom dwellings must be included. 
 
It is noted that paragraph 184 of the NPPF states that Neighbourhood Plans should 'be aligned with the strategic needs and 
priorities of the wider local area'. The approach taken by the draft Plan is therefore considered to be unsound as it only takes 
into consideration the immediate community rather than the needs of the Borough as a whole. 
 
As part of the preparation of the Core Strategy, it is noted that Chiltern District Council chose to drop the requirement for 
smaller units within residential developments as it did not meet wider strategic objectives. Furthermore, guidance contained 
within the NPPF explains that new residential developments should contain an appropriate mix of units. 

Policy H1 of the Neighbourhood Plan should be removed as sufficient 
guidance is contained at a 
 
national and district level. 

Policy H3 - On developments where there is a net gain of four or more dwellings, a Dwelling Mix Statement must be submitted 
with any planning application. The Statement must clearly set out identified housing needs within Chalfont St Peter and 
demonstrate how the proposed development addresses these needs. 
 
Persimmon Homes object to the proposed requirement for submitting a Dwelling Mix Statement alongside a planning 
application for four or more dwellings. It is noted that Chiltern District Council has an adopted validation checklist for all new 
developments which does not include a Dwelling Mix Statement. In any event, the dwelling mix would be included within a 
Design and Access Statement therefore the requirements of this policy would repeat existing guidance. 

In light of the above it is considered that Policy H3 should be deleted 
from the Neighbourhood Plan. The consultation draft includes insufficient 
justification to demonstrate why an additional Statement would be 
required that would largely repeat the information contained within a 
Design and Access Statement. 

Policy H4 - Where the development includes on-site affordable housing, a range of dwelling sizes will be required within the 
affordable housing provision. This range must be justified through the Dwelling Mix Statement required by Policy H2. 
 
As highlighted within the explanatory text to draft Policy H4, the adopted Core Strategy provides detailed guidance on the 
mixture of affordable housing which will be considered acceptable as part of a proposed development (Policy CS11). It is 
therefore considered unnecessary for the Neighbourhood Plan to contain additional guidance which could potentially contradict 
the overall strategic objectives of the Core Strategy. 

In light of the above, it is considered that draft Policy H4 should be 
deleted, with guidance on the mix of affordable house being taken from 
Policy CS11 of the Chiltern Core Strategy 

Policy LC2 is essentially a repeat of Local Plan Policy R2 which seeks to protect existing sports facilities thoughout the district. 
 
Both the Local Plan policy and the proposed neighbourhood plan policy set out a number of exceptions which would allow for 
the loss of sports facilities to be accepted, these include that there is no continuing community need for the facility. 
 
The Council's recently published Open Space and Recreational Policy is clear that there is no identified shortfall in playing 
pitches within Chalfont St Peter over and above those being used by the public at the present time. 
 
As such, the inclusion of Policy LC2 in the neighbourhood plan both repeats that of other guidance already in existence and is 
not necessary given the lack of any shortfall in that area. 

Policy LC2 of the Neighbourhood Plan should be removed as sufficient 
guidance is contained at district level and there is no identified shortfall 
which would warrant an additional level of protection within the 
neighbourhood plan area. 

Whilst we welcome the desire to work collaboratively with the District Council in respect of the Holy Cross Site (should the 
judicial review challenge be successful), recognition needs to be given to the fact that this site is within private ownership and 
that any work to review the Core Strategy policy, or agree principles for the redevelopment of the site should include the land 
owners and developers to ensure that the outcome is something which is deliverable and viable. 

If the Judicial Review is successful, work with Chiltern District Council, 
the landowners and developers to revise Core Strategy policy for the 
Holy Cross Site setting out principles for a deliverable and viable scheme 
that is sympathetic to the character and function of the village. 

 


