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Introduction 

This document is Volume 2 of 5 volumes.  Volume 1 should be read before as it explains how to use this document and contains background 

information, an overall analysis of the consultation process and importantly generic answers to key questions raised in the consultation which 

are not repeated in summary responses in this document. 

 

Name Summary of Representation 
Council Response (see also 

Volume 1 for generic response) 

Rep0001 
Mr Harvey 
Whittam 

The built area extension option for Stoke Poges outlined in the map on page 43 is a disproportionately larger area. 
This makes up nearly half of the current built up area. It appears to be another plan towards merging the village into 
a suburb of Slough. Whilst 75% of landowners and developers support the whole plan there is currently no evidence 
to show that the landowners of this land are supportive of development.  The land to the North of Park Road and to 
the West of Grays Park Road is a beautiful landscape used by many villagers for recreational purposes should be 
protected under the Heritage Strategy: the Clock House within the site is Grade II listed. There is no evidence 
indicated as to the test of urban extension settlements adjacent to the District such as Slough Borough Council area. 
There is totally inadequate transport infrastructure or other public facilities in the village for such a large increase in 
a settlement. Another area with impressive road infrastructure and rail links already in place is the South West area 
of South Bucks District Council area to the South of the A4 near Taplow. 

The options identified are 
subject to further testing as 
part of the Local Plan process 
and points raised will be taken 
into account. 

Rep0002 
Mr Andrew 
Adamson 

No Comments   

Rep0003 
Mr Nigel Robert Wilson 
Council Member 
Buckinghamshire Archaeological Society 

Buckingham Archaeological Society request that specific heritage statements be part 
of the Local Plan adopted by the Councils. At a personal level may I request that 
consideration be given in the Local Plan for the protection of orchards and/or 
orchard sites. 

The Local Plan will include 
policies and text relating to 
heritage, open spaces and 
biodiversity. 

Rep0004 
 Wendy Scott 

No Challoners parents/grandparents to park on double yellow lines. Do something about graffiti - there is a BT green 
box in Hervines that has needed cleaning/painting for a year and the council/BT are not interested. No more coffee 
shops or even restaurants.  Neither do we need any more hairdressers, estate agents, card, charity or phone shops. 
Then you can start thinking about paving and trees. 

Many of the issues are not 
planning matters that can be 
addressed in a Local Plan.  
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Name Summary of Representation 
Council Response (see also 

Volume 1 for generic response) 

Rep0005 
Mr Paul Griffin 

Iver needs relief from the HGVs but that doesn't mean we need to be rid of them, we simply need them re-routed. 
This will enable the commercial side of Iver to flourish and maximise on its location to the west of London. 
Iver has greenbelt land some could be sacrificed for 'the greater good' and the future of the area. The land between 
the canal and the railway which is used partially by Thorney Business Park could all be redeveloped which would 
remove the HGV activity from that area whilst providing housing, jobs, retail and potentially education and medical 
facilities, all of which will be needed if more homes are constructed. The land to the south of Lees Drive could be a 
natural expansion area for housing. The temporary bridge could make an ideal site for the Iver Station Car Park with 
a pelican crossing traversing Thorney Lane North to join Bathurst Walk. Parking issues within the High Street area 
could be addressed by narrowing the very wide areas of pavement. Alternatively the land to the rear of the current 
High St shops could be purchased and converted into a village car park. 

Transport options for Iver are 
being considered with the 
County Council as Highway 
Authority in conjunction with 
the Local Plan. 

Rep0006 
Mr John Telfer 

No Comments   

Rep0007 Mr Peter Costello, Heart 
of Bucks (Bucks Community 
Foundation) 

No Comments   

Rep0008 
Mr Stephen 
Brooker 
Walshingham 
Planning on 
behalf of  
Whibread PLC 

The review of Green Belt boundaries should include the Whitbread Plc owned site at junction 1 of the M40 (north 
side abutting rear of properties in Priory Close). This is a prime site which contributes very little to the openness of 
the green belt or indeed any of the 5 purposes set out in NPPF Please see attached location plan. The site could 
accommodate a variety of uses, including uses related to the motorway junction location as set out in the 
accompanying Call for Sites response in respect of the site. The site has excellent access to the road network, it is 
within easy walking distance of shops, schools and other services.  The site has access to mains drainage, water and 
electricity.  The site benefits from good bus service links to railway and underground stations and nearby centres. 

 

Rep0009 
Ms Elizabeth Neil 

My main comment apart from it being such an unwieldy document is that, apart from one mention of train stations, 
the proposals for development do not seem to take into account that increasing employment areas.  The whole area 
is very poorly served by public transport: the area around Chalfont St Peter is also struggling on infrastructure - in 
particular the roads. 

The needs for employment are 
identified in the HEDNA which 
will be updated as required as 
the Plan is progressed.  

Rep0010 Mr 
Lloyd Marsden 

No Comments   
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Name Summary of Representation 
Council Response (see also 

Volume 1 for generic response) 

Rep0011 
Miss Maureen 
Perry 

Central government should think very carefully before building more houses in Iver, Iver Heath and Richings Park.  
This village cannot take any more HGV's it is a accident waiting to happen.  We have no secondary schools our 
closest secondary school is 9 miles away in Chalfont St Peter which all the students are taken back and forth by 
coach. We also have issues getting doctors appointments.  They should not be allowed to build on green belt and if 
they are building in Villages the houses should go to local families and their children who have lived in these areas 
for most of there life. 

Transport options for Iver are 
being considered with the 
County Council as Highway 
Authority in conjunction with 
the Local Plan. 

Rep0012 Mr R W G Smith 
Vice President 
London Green Belt Council 

The London Green Belt Council is very interested in such proposals, in order to enable it to 
help ensure that green belt protection is not weakened.  

Rep0013 
Mr Chris Walker  
and  
Rep0014 
Mr Paul Taylor 

Site CDC0161 in the Draft HELAA (page 53) has passed Stage 1 but recorded as not passing Stage2. The site should 
have passed Stage 2 and should be included as a residential proposal site in the Local Plan with development being 
capable of delivery within 5 years. The entire site would allow a policy compliant redevelopment in line with Green 
Belt policies as the entire sile is within an area where infilling would be acceptable along the road frontage with land 
to the rear being previously developed land. Also both landowners (for the entire site) are submitting these joint 
representations and I understand the Parish Council is in support of this. 

The HELAA is draft and will be 
updated taking into account the 
Green Belt Assessment Part 2 
and representations. 

Rep0015 
Mr & Mrs 
Theodorus and 
Catherine Franke 

Having looked at the potential changes, regarding possible reclassification of the greenbelt in the Middle Green 
map. I have noted that the land surrounding Trenches Lane is partially included. As a lot of that actual site has 
frontage on Langley Park Road, would it not be sensible to include it? A crucial point is that it is so close to Langley 
station; people would be able to walk to the station in a couple of minutes. I would develop this part of the county, 
as opposed to The Ivers, where people would still need to drive to the station. 

 

Rep0016 
Mr Dominic 
Johnson 

This ludicrous decision to build on green belt land is hypocritical and unloyal to any decent local citizen. The strain 
on local services is at high level. There is no infrastructure to accommodate extra people. The shops and local 
amenities are at breaking point. Schools have no free spaces as do the dentist and doctors. 

 

Rep0017 
Mr Peter 
Chapman 

In response to questions 5 and 6, I think options A to E should be the priority and in that order of priority. I believe it 
will be necessary to use some parts of what is now the Green Belt to meet the future needs of our Districts. I believe 
the area to the south of Gerrards Cross and to the north of the M40 is a legitimate area to be investigated for 
exclusion from the Green Belt. 

 

Rep0018 
Mr Graham Jones 

I have searched on the words cycle and cycling but can find no mention that any 
provision is going to be made for cycling between RBWM and S Bucks. Please can you 
ensure that this is included in the Plan. 

The Issues and Options Consultation is only the initial 
consultation for the Local Plan and therefore only covers 
broad, strategic issues. Appropriate cycling opportunities 
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Name Summary of Representation 
Council Response (see also 

Volume 1 for generic response) 

will be a consideration in policies and proposals in the Plan. 

Rep0019 
Mrs Christine 
Trendell 

Chalfont St Giles: there is no consideration for the fact that this area is an area of outstanding natural beauty, Green 
Belt, an Established Area of Special Local Character, a Floodplain with wildlife.  There are numerous Brownbelt sites 
within the County that could be used for house development and yet these are not being identified 
You are taking away part of this countries heritage for future generations. 

These considerations will be 
taken into account as the Local 
Plan is prepared. 

Rep0020 
Mr Steve Brown 
Housing Officer 
Paradigm Housing 
Group 

It is clear that it is unrealistic to meet the 15,100 target for new homes within the Chiltern and South Bucks Districts. 
Until Green Belt assessment part B is released we are really trying to guess what the likely outcome is. However 
considering Wycombe, Slough and Windsor and Maidenhead as the local Districts who will not be capable of 
delivering their housing ‘need’ then a huge strain will be put on the likes of Aylesbury Vale who have already 
estimated an additional 10,000 homes of unmet need and this may yet be pushed up. The areas for growth which 
should be brought forward are parts of Southern Beaconsfield close to the Motorway junction and Little Chalfont 
close to the station (mainly due to infrastructure) one green belt area which should be released is Holmer Green 
next to the travellers site on off the A404. These are not fit for purpose and could well be developed as brownfield 
land within the green belt. A joint approach with Wycombe DC may be considered to fully utilise this area. A park 
and ride facility should not be ruled out. 

Discussion are on-going under 
the Duty to Co-operate with 
adjacent local authorities 
including Aylesbury Vale and 
Wycombe District Councils 
regarding meeting development 
need across the 
Buckinghamshire Housing and 
Functional Economic Market 
areas.  

Rep0021 
Mr John Naylor-
Smith 

I reluctantly agree that some green-belt land has to be sacrificed. Of the proposed sites: Land to North East of 
railway and astride Holloway lane: a long way from any shops, has no bus route near, and has appalling bad access 
roads. Land between High Street and School Lane, West of Old Amersham: totally unsuitable — alongside the river 
Misbourne, includes a football pitch area, but above all is about a mile from shops, and no bus route. Land annexing 
by-pass road of A413: This is a possible site (which has been suggested before). It has no merit as greenbelt, is near 
to Tesco as a main store, and very near to bus routes. I suggest a another site for consideration: Land to the North of 
the A413 London Road to the East of Stanley Hill Redevelopment of 67/75 Sycamore Road, Amersham on the Hill: I 
do not object to the redevelopment as such, but the size of building will be overbearing; We do not need more 
restaurants; Restaurants do not create customers for other trading shops; The planning category must NOT be 
changed from shop trade to restaurant use. 

Site-specific comments will be 
taken into account.  
Restaurants can be important 
parts of town or district centres 
supporting overall health and 
vitality and the plan will need to 
consider the balance of retail 
and non-retail uses in centres. 

Rep0022 
Miss Lisa 
Hollobon 

I am devastated to learn that the Iceland Shop is closed so that the site can be 
redeveloped. I am all for redevelopment in the town but please no more 
restaurants or coffee shops. Is it not possible to have an Iceland on the site 
with flats above - I understand that Iceland want to stay in the town and they 
certainly bring people in which can only be good for all other traders. 

The Councils cannot get involved in commercial decisions such as 
whether the unit contains a specific retailer. Restaurants and coffee 
shops can be important parts of town or district centres supporting 
overall health and vitality and the plan will need to consider the 
balance of retail and non-retail uses in centres. 

Rep0023 Everyone wants a budget supermarket as most of the residents in this area are 80 years Retail needs will be considered as part of Retail and Leisure 
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Name Summary of Representation 
Council Response (see also 

Volume 1 for generic response) 

Mrs June Pierce upwards. Waitrose and Marks' prices are much higher all round. Needs Assessment however the Council will not be able to 
distinguish between end users if new retail space is planned. 

Rep0024 
Mrs Maria Miller 

The designated residential and commercial areas in Little Chalfont are not only Green Belt land but part of the 
Chiltern AONB.  Stony Lane could not bear any further traffic, it is already a narrow winding lane, impassable with 
snow, and a accident black spot where it meets Latimer Road at the bottom of a steep hill. The extra traffic 
generated by development will put pressure on the main road through Little Chalfont. The primary schools in the 
area barely support the number of young children needing places now, an increase in housing will exacerbate this. 
Parking in Little Chalfont is becoming difficult with all the coffee opportunities and free parking for an hour in Snells 
Wood due to end in April. 

 

Rep0025 
Mr Phillip Morrice 

The area between Quill Hall Lane, Amersham and the metropolitan railway line to Chesham: this area really is an 
area of outstanding beauty and is well used by a large number of people for excercise and also dog walking. The 
abundance of wild life is stunning and it would be such a pity if this area was indeed lost to housing development. 
There is areas of land which have the infrastructure to cope, along the white lion road is one and I'm sure there is 
other areas which would have a far less damaging effect on wildlife. 

 

Rep0026 
Mr David Brackin 

I struggle to comprehend the Local Plan document and maps. It's my view that this document is barely 
understandable and is not fit for purpose as a public consultation document. I refer to the map of Iver Heath on 
page 45 of the consultation document. Most of the areas are contiguous with existing areas of dense housing, which 
comes with all the usual infrastructure of roads etc.  However to the North there is an unusual separate section 
which is between the narrow part of of Seven Hills Road and the motorway. The road network in this area is 
extremely stressed at the moment -- the large development at Pinewood together with the poor state of the local 
roads, Hawkswood Road is permanently flooded owing to lack of maintenance on the Irish Bridge and is often closed 
or simply impassable and and each of Cherry Tree Lane and Fulmer Common Road have had intermittent closures. 
Perhaps we should focus on upgrading the existing infrastucture before straining it further and creating conflict 
between users and perhaps a touchpoint for anti-social behaviour in what is a lovely rural community. 

 

Rep0027 
Mr Jonathon 
Reynolds 

Land & Scout hut at Botley, Botley Road, Chesham. HP5 1XS (7 acres) should be released for potential development. 
A planning application had been submitted back in circa 1987/1988 for 9 homes by the then owners Cape Industries. 
Something that had been overlooked on the original application was that the land has right of access along Botley 
Lane with pedestrians, horses and motor vehicles, which would provide a solution to the original issue. 
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Name Summary of Representation 
Council Response (see also 

Volume 1 for generic response) 

Rep0028 
Mrs  Evans 

I am opposed to additional housing in and round the Gerrards Cross and Chalfonts areas. The roads and local 
services are already overloaded. It is hard to get doctors appointments, children into schools and cars parked to 
commute from GX station. Additional housing will only add extra pressure. Furthermore it takes up land useful for 
wild life, horses grazing and will create additional pressure on local flooding and drainage/water issues. Other towns 
with larger infrastructures should be targeted first where high rise housing and flats can be accommodated near key 
commuter stations/bus stations etc and thus negating the pressure on local road networks. 

 

Rep0029 
Mrs Susan V 
Bullock 

Please preserve the current community facilities in Amersham. Housing is important, but for a 
community to flourish these have to be facilities therefore we must retain the Community Centre, 
Swimming Pool, Library and Youth Club and redevelop the area in sections so that we are not left 
totally bereft. Affordable housing could be put on the Lower Road to Chalfont St Giles. The shopping 
area is vital and Icelands’ closed shop should be restored, or a similar supermarket put in place. 

The Councils will aim to retain needed 
community facilities and encourage the 
introduction of new facilities as part of the 
Local Plan. The Councils cannot get involved in 
commercial decisions such as whether the 
unit contains a specific retailer.  

Rep0030 
Ms Janet Walford 

Land adajcent to Maplefield Lane, Little Chalfont: This land is divided into 8 parts; each separately owned by the 
individual householders whose properties adjoins the land and which therefore forms part and parcel of their 
freeholds. As one of these householders this is to advise you that our part of that land is not for sale and should 
therefore be withdrawn from any consideration as potential land for future housing. 

Noted 

Rep0031 
Mr Andy Jones 

The joint plan assumes that both South Bucks and Chiltern are influenced by the same factors. The plan seems to be 
biased towards the northern areas, which are more rural and I would expect that areas towards Burnham should be 
more prominent, particularly as this area will be accessible for cross rail. No account has been given of the need to 
improve infrastructure, which is near capacity. In particular M25 access in the area is very congested at peak time, 
car parking facilities at Chalfont and Latimer tube are at full capacity. 

 

Rep0032 Andrea 
Gilmour Herts 
County Council 

There is a relationship between towns such as Berkhamsted,  Chorleywood, Rickmansworth and Tring and 
neighbouring population centres within Buckinghamshire. With pupils moving between areas for school provision, 
any increase in population as a result of development may impact upon existing dynamics and put pressure on 
school places.  Further work would need to be undertaken once more details are known on housing growth. 

 

Rep0033 
 Anonymous 

I am particularly concerned about the amount (76) of new houses you plan on building in Prestwood. As a local 
resident, I am very confused as to where you are going to build these houses and why you insist on developing an 
already over developed village that struggles to cope with the amount of residents that it already has. Local 
infrastructure already has problems coping. 

 

Rep0034 The amount of additional building planned for Chesham is much too much, increasing the small town by 30%. I am The consultation document has 
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Name Summary of Representation 
Council Response (see also 

Volume 1 for generic response) 

Mrs Sandy 
Keenay 

totally against building in the Green Belt, but surely it would make more sense to build any extra employment on 
the area between Amersham and Little Chalfont. Have you taken into consideration the deadly conditions down the 
hill into town in snowy or ice covered conditions, in rush hour. Also the pollution levels that get trapped on the 
route into the town centre are bad now, they would get considerably worse. 

not quantified growth at 
Chesham. 

Rep0035 Mrs Lucia Bough and Rep0036 Mrs Eleanor CookseyRep0051 Mr Paul De Neys, Rep0052 Mrs Michelle De 
Neys, Rep0053 Master Ethan De Neys, Rep0056 Mr Nirmaan Kesarwani, Rep0101, Rep0105 Mrs Joanna Merifield Mr 
Angus Wallis, Rep0241 Prof Paul Riley, Rep0242 Mr Ali Hyder, Rep0245 Mr Alan Donovan, Rep0251 Mr Roshan 
Herath, Rep0269 Mr Dinesh Ramanan, Rep0354 Mr Paul Withams, Rep0361 Mr Stuart Watson,  Rep0632 Mrs Dawn 
Midwinter, Rep0761 Mrs Angela Diamond, Rep0879 Mrs Claire Perry, Rep0880 Mrs Rebecca Vorster, Rep0883 Mrs 
Sheetal Maheshwari, Rep0890 Mrs Pamela Lavine, Rep0898 Mrs Eleanor Thompson, Rep0900 Mrs M Hynds, Rep1046 
Ms Helen Marsland, Rep1049 Ms Neve Marsland, Rep1107  Janet Delves, Rep1115 Miss Danielle Smith, Rep1132 Miss 
Lauren Fairhurst, Rep1183  Anon, Rep1193 Anon,  Rep1194 Mr Krisztian Juhasz and Rep1200 Dr Sarah Halton, 
Rep1239 Dr Radhika Gudipati, Rep1259 Dr Laurence Smith, Rep1337 Mrs Sarah Koumi, Rep1339 Anon, Rep1338 Mr 
Mykhaylo Hnatyev, Rep1494 Mr Christopher Fribbens, Rep1499 Mrs Ana Gnatieva 

I wish to register 
my support for 
the proposed 
cricket facility 
located at 
Betjeman Park, 
Amersham HP6 
6JQ 

Noted 

Rep0037 
Mr Shahed Khan 

No Comments   

Rep0038 
Mrs Deborah 
Griffin 

I do not agree that Little Chalfont should be identified as a “Main Settlement for Growth". It has already absorbed a 
housing increase of some 12% since 2006, a far greater percentage increase than its larger neighbours Amersham, 
Chesham and Chalfont St Peter. The potential scale of development in Little Chalfont would have a major adverse 
impact on the village, degrading its integrity and substantially damaging its current high quality environment and 
rural landscape. There is already severe pressure on infrastructure in Little Chalfont and a significant increase in 
housing and office/industrial space would make those pressures intolerable. 

The Local Plan will need to 
identify sustainable 
development options to meet 
needs taking into account the 
scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements. 

Rep0039 
Miss Sian Brooks 

The expanse of proposed building areas seem to be unjustly proportionate to wealth in the area. For example 
Gerrards Cross and Beaconsfield have much smaller development proposals to Iver Heath and other similar areas. 
The Ivers are currently suffering serious over development with the Pinewood expansion and threat of HGVs for the 
Crossrail project. It is rapidly losing its village feel and what green space we have is being compromised at a 
frightening rate. There are already two new housing developments in the Swallow Street area alone. There has been 
very little consideration for wildlife, trees are being removed which contain abundant nesting birds. 
No one appears to care about the the effect more buildings have on existing properties, residents and traffic. 

The Local Plan will need to 
identify sustainable 
development options to meet 
needs taking into account the 
scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements. 

Rep0040 I am horrified that the present government thinks it can sweep this aside to fulfill present housing needs. If the 
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Name Summary of Representation 
Council Response (see also 

Volume 1 for generic response) 

Mrs Peggy 
Lancaster 

reader of this cares to look at the five purposes all of them are applicable to Little Chalfont and to build on the green 
belt would be devastating to future generations.  Added to this is the fact that The Chilterns is an AONB and unique 
in the UK. 

Rep0041 
Mr Ian Bullock 

The current community facilities in Amersham need to be preserved. It may be necessary to build 
on land between Amersham and Chalfont St Giles, which may be in the Green Belt but not perhaps 
of outstanding beauty. With regard to the shopping area, I consider that Iceland should be 
encouraged to return, or, alternatively, a similar cut-price supermarket put in its place. The last 
thing that is required is yet another restaurant or coffee shop on this site. 

The Councils will aim to retain needed 
community facilities and encourage the 
introduction of new facilities as part of the Local 
Plan. The Councils cannot get involved in 
commercial decisions such as whether the unit 
contains a specific retailer. 

Rep0042 
 Barbara 
Hodgkinson 

Living here which was the Raans School years ago and if we have 91 houses here plus the other field about 86 also 
the Church. Now we have so many cars parked along the roads because the unit often new people don’t have any 
parking we are over built up here. 

 

Rep0043 
Mr John Naylor-
Smith 

I reluctantly agree that some green-belt land has to be sacrificed, but Little Chalfont has already had significant 
housing development at Bell Lane and school and medical facilities are at capacity. Of the proposed sites: Land to 
East and West of Lodge lane is a particularly attractive area, being on the top of the ridge, and with a great view 
from Chessfield park recreational ground. This should be left untouched.  Land to South of Railway is “hidden away” 
and therefore more suitable, but the access is very bad from Lodge lane. The rest of the site should remain as fields 
otherwise the character of the whole area of Little Chalfont will be ruined. Land between Maplefield lane and Snells 
Lane. This again is a vast area, but perhaps part is a possible area for housing. Land for Employment use: I don’t 
know what employment is suggested, but as stated above this must all still remain as green belt fields. If one must 
have additional housing, one possible area that could be sacrificed is that along the White Lion Road on the South 
West side near GE Healthcare. 

The Local Plan will need to 
identify sustainable 
development options to meet 
needs taking into account the 
scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements. 

Rep0044 
Mr John Taylor 

May I encourage you to consider adopting the practice of French and German towns to redevelop 
surface car parks into underground car parks. As a long term Amersham resident I am thinking of 
Sycamore Road Car Park, Iceland Site and the road opposite side of the road with the pedestrian 
and Church opposite. In Chesham there are two or three surface area car parks which similarly 
lend themselves to the possible redevelopment as underground car parking areas. The land 
released could be available for retail/commercial or residential development. 

Opportunities to increase development in town 
centres will be considered however underground 
car parking is something that may prove unviable 
to provide but could be permissible if the 
relevant landowners/developers were able to 
fund. 

Rep0045 
Mrs Christine 
Summers 

It is many years since Woodleys built the Hundred Acres Estate of affordable houses. Very little affordable housing 
has been built since. I would support a small plot of “green belt” land being used if it helped our low paid workers 
working in the town and the young trying to find a smaller starter home. They deserve a house and a garden not 

The Councils cannot get 
involved in commercial 
decisions such as whether the 
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Council Response (see also 

Volume 1 for generic response) 

rented flats A viable High Street is essential to any town or village but we do not need any more coffee shops, 
restaurants or charity shops. We need a low cost store to attract shoppers, our town is feeling the pinch of the 
closure of Iceland. We will need more Doctors as those we have are already stretched. We have a swimming pool, 
library, and Hervines Park for games but we do need to preserve the small amount of green space we have. A wish 
list would include a Theatre, Cinema and Tennis court all with adequate parking. 

unit contains a specific retailer. 
Recreation and leisure needs 
will be assessed as part of the 
emerging evidence base. 

Rep0046 
Mrs Maureen 
Holdaway 

No Comments   

Rep0047 
Mrs Anne 
Cushion 

In principle I support the Council’s aim to increase and improve the town’s facilities. The replacement buildings for 
Sycamore Road appears to fit well into the townscape providing it does not encroach on the existing pavement. I am 
sure you have been made aware of the dismay felt by many of the towns-people at the loss of Iceland. 

The Councils cannot get 
involved in commercial 
decisions such as whether the 
unit contains a specific retailer. 

Rep0048 
Mr & Mrs Roy 
and Edna Hall 

No more coffee or eating places/charity shops. We need Iceland or similar grocery shop sewing and stitching 
even for small items - buttons. 

The Councils cannot get involved in 
commercial decisions such as whether 
the unit contains a specific retailer. 

Rep0049 
Mr Ian Telford 
John Nash & Co 
on behalf of 
Amersham Hill 
Cricket Club 

Amersham Hill Cricket Club has played an important role in the community for 95 years. We provide sporting action 
from 7 years old to over 70's, but presently lack facilities for a ladies side. We have control of land and can therefore 
guarantee delivery of a mixed use offer for Amersham, and indeed Little Chalfont with housing and sporting and 
community uses based on a new "Village Green", which will provide a permanent buffer of separation between the 
two built up areas. The main road access is from Raans Road, where the bridge which we understand is owned by 
TFL needs strengthening or possibly replacing as it is limited by a structural weakness. We will continue to play as 
there is no pressing timescale in terms of having an option against a deadline date, so this can readily be 
incorporated in the plan period under consideration. We have had discussions with community groups as to their 
needs for improved facilities, and extending from a new pavilion we wish to offer a multi use indoor hall to provide a 
cricket school and nets alongside other activities for a local School of Dance and Raans Gymnastics Club. 

 

Rep0050 
Mr John Glasson 

West Gerrards Cross: This is Green Belt land crossed by a public footpath within easy walking distance of the 
residential area. It is much used by ramblers and dog-walkers. It is difficult to see any justification for extending the 
option so far west, (i.e. as far as Siblets Wood): it would be less intrusive if such an area extended no further west 
than the existing houses to the north of the A40 (ie approximately following the SBDC/Chiltern boundary). 
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Rep0054 
Ms Glyn Strong 

I would like to register my strong opposition to all and my dismay at what appears to be a blatant attempt to erode 
an AONB, link Little Chalfont with Amersham and destroy the very environment that attracted myself and so many 
others to this very special area. Little Chalfont's infrastructure and services are already under pressure. The 
introduction of additional housing and/or industrial development, to Little Chalfont would change the character of 
this beautiful area, to the detriment of residents and visitors. The Chilterns is an AONB; a place that Londoners and 
tourists from many parts of Britain, treasure and admire. The Chess Valley and land separating Little Chalfont from 
Chesham, Latimer, Chenies, Chorleywood and Chalfont St Giles is precious - once destroyed it is gone forever. 

 

Rep0055 
Mr Luke Carrivick 

I agree with the broad approach of the Joint Local Plan Vision. The case for increased housing development appears 
to be made. However, I'm not convinced that the case is made for a requirement for increased employment space of 
15ha. I suggest that for the Spatial Strategy options the most preferential options are a) making more efficient use 
of land within built up areas; and b) extensions to the main settlements. However, my view is that there should 
generally not be release of undeveloped and unspoilt land (which is currently classified as AONB land) for housing 
and commercial use. Option c) is also a viable option with additional development at , for example, Holmer Green or 
Prestwood.  The 2 areas in the most south east part of Amersham appear to be entirely viable areas for 
development and are located either side of the A413 therefore I would support development in these areas. I would 
not however support development to the western tip of Amersham Old Town, the AONB land should be completely 
protected. In preference, major development of the area at Chiltern Pools (Chiltern Avenue). I would support the 
proposed residential development at Chesham this area not being designated as AONB land. For Little Chalfont I 
would be in favour of the 2 x residential and 1 x employment developments to the south of the area (ie south of the 
A404). I would be strongly against the 1 x residential and 1 x employment developments to the north of the area (ie 
north of the A404). 

 

Rep0057 
 Lynne Dowlen 
Secretary 
Great Missenden 
Village 
Association 

On this basis, there are a number of brownfield sites in the village that can be sensitively developed without 
changing the character of the community and make a contribution to the 2036 housing “needs” target of 7,300 new 
dwellings across the District. These include the “Tesco” land to the rear of the historic High St, the Chalk Leys site 
and sites on Station Approach. It is unclear whether the “objective” “housing needs” assessment of 7,300 new 
dwellings across the District is really an accurate projection. 7,300 new dwellings is the equivalent of seven new 
Great Missendens built throughout the District. This is simply unsustainable in such a sensitive and nationally 
protected environment as an AONB, but this crucial AONB issue is hardly discussed at all in the document. Great 
Missenden is included in Option E alongside the very much larger settlements of Prestwood and Chalfont St Giles. 
How can the District Council justify that surprising categorisation? If Options E & J are implemented it would destroy 
green-field sites in the AONB around Great Missenden and fundamentally change the nature of the village forever. 

The Council is aware of the 
Brownfield sites which have 
been nominated: the site rear 
of the High Street in Great 
Missenden is assessed as part 
of the Housing and Economic 
Land Availability Assessment. 
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Rep0058 
Ms Gillian 
Roberts 

I totally understand the need for additional housing and the process that is currently taking place in trying 
to identify suitable areas. I am however extremely concerned that Green Belt is being assessed in the way 
that it is. Little Chalfont has already had a 12.4% increase in properties since 2006, substantially more than 
neighbouring towns. This has already put considerable strain on local infrastructure: schools and 
healthcare facilities, railway station, parking. You have a lot of elderly people living in large properties who 
would like to downsize to 2 double bedroom houses with a small manageable outside space. 

The Local Plan will need to identify 
sustainable development options to meet 
needs taking into account the scale of 
development and implications for 
individual settlements.  Downsizing 
opportunities would be supported. 

Rep0059 
Mrs Pat Jeffs 

Since you have not provided a electronic link to the questions I am supposed to be answering here, I shall not be 
answering them. My computer is full up already. 

  

Rep0060 
Mr Aaron Emmett 

No Comments Noted 

Rep0061 
Carter Jonas on 
behalf of 
Mr R Offer 

We are instructed to submit a nomination to the Chiltern and South Bucks Call for Sites, by Mr R Offer, part owner of 
Land off Middlegreen Road, Wexham, Slough. This land is located within the Middle Green built area extension 
option, identified in the Chiltern and South Bucks Issues and Options document, which is currently the subject of 
public consultation.  We confirm that the site is suitable, available and deliverable and request that it is considered 
further for release from the Green Belt. 

 

Rep0062 
 Anonymous 

As a man with disabilities it’s important that the local plan considers the aspects that affects me. I have been 
fortunate to privately accommodate myself recently, but 5 years ago I was looking for a suitable house and there 
were none. All towns that are currently in your local plan. There was nothing available for me in the private housing 
market, and my advisors informed me that the councils were unable to assist me either.   This is quite simply due to 
the absolute failure to build adequate housing in the area. I feel as do the majority of my friends that hard decisions 
need to be made, and in my mind that means building disabled orientated homes and of course more family 
orientated homes too sooner rather than procrastinating any longer. I appreciate that this is impossible when the 
areas are constrained by Green Belt, but that simply means you have to be decisive and constructive, and ultimately 
it means reviewing this constraint. I support the review of the Greenbelt and hope it can be positive. 

The Plan will consider the needs 
for specialist accommodation 
and other needs of disabled 
people (through an Equalities 
Audit). The Councils' housing 
team also provides services 
such as grants which can enable 
residents to adapt their home. 

Rep0063 
Mr James 
McLaren 

Any development of mill meadow in Chalfont St. Peter will I'm sure be the total destruction of a village already 
ravaged by the planning authorities.  
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Rep0064 
Mrs Ellie 
Henderson 
The Woodland 
Trust 

We would want to see ancient woodland protected and buffered from development and therefore any sites that 
include ancient woodland should not be considered.  Ancient woods are irreplaceable. With only 2.4% of the land 
area in Great Britain covered by ancient woodland, it is essential that no more of this finite resource is lost. This 
means that ancient woodland must be protected absolutely from permanent clearance, but also that it must be 
protected from damaging effects of adjacent and nearby land-use that could threaten the integrity of the habitat 
and survival of its special characteristics.  With regard to the Green Belt. The green belt offers an exciting 
opportunity for environmental enhancement. 

 

Rep0065 
Mrs Janet Bridden 

I am very much opposed to the potential sites in Gerrards Cross for redevelopment, particularly Green Belt parcel D 
between M40 and Fulmer Drive.  There is often very little infrastructure to support this either.  

Rep0066 
Mr Viresh 
Thakerar 

I strongly oppose the land North of Long Walk being considered for development. Any development on this land will 
reduce the peace and tranquility and will make already dangerous our highways more dangerous. In addition 
developing in this area will remove the village feel of the area as we will end up merging with Chenies. 

 

Rep0067 
 Mr Robert Deanwood  
Amec Foster Wheeler on behalf of Ann Holdsworth 
Development Liaison Officer 
National Grid 

National Grid is happy to provide advice and guidance to the Council 
concerning our networks. To help ensure the continued safe operation of 
existing sites and equipment and to facilitate future infrastructure investment, 
National Grid wishes to be involved in the preparation, alteration and review 
of plans and strategies which may affect our assets.  

Noted. 

Rep0068 
Mrs Ruth Allison 

Old Amersham is an historial town with beautiful old houses. The view from all high ground around the town, which 
at present shows very few new buildings, must be preserved at all cost to maintain its iconic value. Space for future 
development must therefore be found elsewhere. 

 

Rep0069 
Mr John 
Skrimshire 
Chairman 
Great Missenden 
Parish 
Revitalisation 
Group 

There should be no urban extension in Great Missenden itself which is not an urban area and because of the 
difference in population character type and design of property should not be linked to Prestwood. The Great 
Missenden Parish Village Design Statement lodged with the Council sets out how any development should be 
undertaken to take into account the proposals in the Statement and that this Statement should be fully reflected as 
though it were a Neighbourhood Plan. The existing Conservation Area and its boundaries should be preserved and 
any development reflect the policies for that Area. With additional housing new services would need to be put in 
place as the present systems are out of date and overloaded including school places would be needed especially at 
primary level in the Great Missenden Parish. With this amount of housing capable of being provided we consider the 
Council should remove Great Missenden from Options E and J  and retain the green field sites around Great 
Missenden without any extension to the village into the AONB Green Belt around the village. 

The Village Design Statement: 
cannot be given the same 
status as a neighbourhood plan. 
The Councils are carrying out a 
review of the Conservation 
Areas alongside the Local Plan 
process.  
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Rep0070 
 Julia Dawson 

I totally understand the need for additional housing and the process that is currently taking place in trying 
to identify suitable areas. I am however extremely concerned that Green Belt is being assessed in the way 
that it is. Little Chalfont has already had a 12.4% increase in properties since 2006, substantially more than 
neighbouring towns. This has already put considerable strain on local infrastructure: schools and 
healthcare facilities, railway station, parking. 

The Local Plan will need to identify 
sustainable development options to meet 
needs taking into account the scale of 
development and implications for 
individual settlements.   

Rep0071 
Mr Stephen 
Palfreman 

No development should be allowed in the Green Belt. Declassification of areas of Green Belt should only 
take place in exceptional cases, and certainly not in any AONB.  As for our own village of Little Chalfont, we 
have recently taken more than our share of developments in the Sawmill site and the Donkey Field. This is 
already putting unacceptable pressure on local resources in education, healthcare & road traffic & parking. 

The Local Plan will need to identify 
sustainable development options to meet 
needs taking into account the scale of 
development and implications for 
individual settlements.   

Rep0072 
Mrs Anabel Curry 

The east side of Little Chalfont should be excluded from consideration for development. It is essential that the Green 
Belt and AONB designations be upheld in order to maintain effective separation from the Metropolitan sprawl. Any 
employment development to the east of Stoney Lane would serve people from Hertfordshire more than 
Buckinghamshire and put more pressure on  development of the Hertfordshire side of the Green Belt too. I suggest 
that population increase be focused away from the Green Belt. Towns such as Chesham would benefit from 
increased population and the economic and retail activity it brings. 

 

Rep0073 
Mr Martin Durkin 

I would like to  strongly oppose the local Councils identification of spaces for potential development in the Gerrards 
Cross Area. In particular Parcels 47b, 57b, 65a and 69. These should be protected in relation to the Environmental 
and Pollution issues involved and especially in view of the fact that they are contrary to the recommendations of 
your own expert planning Consultants  ARUPS. 

 

Rep0074 
Mrs Jean Fox 
 
Jean Fox Rural 
Housing 

I would particularly like to respond to the Affordable Housing and Local Measures: I strongly support the inclusion of 
a rural exception policy within the new Local Plan.  To; "provide small scale development of affordable housing, 
available in perpetuity for people with a strong demonstrable local connection". Also to help meet its local 
affordable housing need the Council should also give serious consideration to actively supporting and encouraging 
local communities to use the Community Right to Build, pa Government guidelines advise that, "Local planning 
authorities should take a positive and collaborative approach to enable development to be brought forward under a 
Community Right to Build Order, including working with communities to identify and resolve key issues before 
applications are submitted. 

Noted 

Rep0075 
Mr Steven 
Barnett 

We would like to nominate our land, Clover Farm (currently known as "land at") as part of the Local Plan for housing 
development. It could be used for affordable housing.  It is a 3.46 acre site and is currently a derelict pig farm.  
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Rep0076 
Mr Ameer Khan 

Blackwell Stubbs is not very commonly used by the owners nor others for any recreational, economic, agricultural or 
other purposes. The site should be included within HELAA for consideration of future development. Given lack of 
any meaningful current utilisation by owners, I suspect they may open to the development of the area; as it provides 
them with economic, security and improved green area (e.g. potentially making a small part of the site as a better 
green area/park) incentives.  Chiltern District Council area residents are badly affected by HS2 and the current 
development proposal is a loss loss situation for them. If the HS2 development does go agead, the Plan should 
consider how to bring some of the benefits of the project to the people, specifically that of Amersham. 
Option A, C and B in this order should be the priority order. However increasing building height and density should 
be limited and restricted to town centres of principal settlements only, otherwise it will destroy the character of the 
area, change and deteriorate the living style and experience of the residents in the area.I agree with the options for 
further testing in Option C for Amersham; specifically woodland area bordered by St Leonards Road, Chesham Bois. 
The County and council should continue to provide top rated grammar schooling system. 

 

Rep0077 
Mr Christopher 
Cooke 

I object to the proposed redesignation of Green Belt land around Little Chalfont: i) Little Chalfont has 
already be subject to more than its fair share of new houses, to the benefit of other areas, e.g. Amerhsam 
and Chesham. ii) The proposed residential and industrial development which will inevitably ensue from the 
proposal will adversely affect the character of the village.  iii) Little Chalfont suffers from congestion at rush 
hours, especially on the White Lion Road, and this can only worsen with the large population increase which 
will doubtless result from the proposal. 

The Local Plan will need to identify 
sustainable development options to 
meet needs taking into account the 
scale of development and implications 
for individual settlements.   

Rep0078 
Mr Richard 
Speakman 

Large scale development such as that described in the Consutation Document would not be sustainable for 
Little Chalfont  because: Infrastructure (Roads, Rail, water, drains, telecoms, electricity and gas); Schools are 
already oversubscribed; Doctors and Dentists are already busy; Social Services cannot cope with the current 
population let alone a significant increase; Greenbelt land is valuable and is the only thing that’s kept us 
seperated from Greater London; and Brownfield, have we really used all brownfield sites up in both local 
authority areas? 

The Local Plan will need to identify 
sustainable development options to 
meet needs taking into account the 
scale of development and implications 
for individual settlements.   
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Rep0079 
Mrs Henrietta 
Gloor 

I object in the strongest terms to the expansion of Little Chalfont into the surrounding Green Belt. Neither Stony or 
Bell Lane constitute a defensible barrier to further development as both are narrow lanes. In point of fact only the 
Chess Valley road from Chesham provides a defensible barrier in the entire plan, as the proposal goes right 
underneath the Metropolitan Line on Lodge Lane. Little Chalfont is a small community already under strain from 
recent housing developments: schools at capacity for decades and cannot meet the demand place upon them by 
new developments. The Latimer Saw Mills and Donkey Field developments have added over 300 households to the 
area which is proportionally more than either Chesham or Amersham have had to cope with. The facilities within the 
village are limited with heavily used essential shops and businesses. The doctors surgery list has been full for years, 
with no capacity for further expansion on the existing site. The new dentists lists have also filled up rapidly. The 
comparatively small number of coffee shops and restaurants show that existing retail businesses - the vast majority 
of which are well established - are well used by the community. Provision should be made for the additional traffic 
generated and pressure on the existing tube station. 

The Local Plan will need to 
identify sustainable 
development options to meet 
needs taking into account the 
scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements.   

Rep0080 
Mr Andrew 
Blatherwick, 
Rep0082 
Mrs Gillian 
Blatherwick 

I would like to add my support to the comments and objections submitted by the Little Chalfont Parish Council and 
Little Chalfont Community Association: The proposed relaxation of the Green Belt around Little Chalfont is in direct 
conflict with national objectives. The proposed development plan areas endanger the very nature of Little Chalfont 
as a village and would result in a merging of several villages rather than protect against it.  The Chilterns AONB has 
one of the highest visitor numbers in the country and developments like those planned will destroy this amenity for 
the urban population of London and those living in the AONB. I believe that Little Chalfont has been designated a 
"Main settlement for Growth". Given the fact that the village has already seen growth of 12.4% or 307 new 
properties between 2006 and 2014 which is significantly higher than surrounding villages and towns I would suggest 
that this designation has already been fulfilled.  The Infrastructure of Little Chalfont is already feeling the pressure of 
recent housing development. 

The Local Plan will need to 
identify sustainable 
development options to meet 
needs taking into account the 
scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements.   

Rep0081 
Mr Richard 
Bradley Gloor 

Access to open countryside and long healthy walks has been a vital part of our son's life and continues to be so 
when he is at home. He gets immeasurable benefit from the peaceful surroundings away from heavy traffic that is 
such a danger to him. Being part of a small community which recognises him and supports him has been a huge 
blessing. He is known in local shops and among residents including other young people and children. This element of 
the community looking out for its own only really happens in a village where people live and work together, where 
you know your neighbours and people say hello to each other in the street. 

The Local Plan will promote 
strong community cohesion 
through development, design 
layout and supporting facilities. 

Rep0083 
Cllr Nick Varley 

We wish to put forward for the site being the ‘Land and garages adjacent to 62 Vale Road’, Chesham to be removed 
from the Green Belt.  
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Rep0084 
Mr Michael Curry 

I believe that it is critically important that the green belt, particularly between Little Chalfont and Chorleywood be 
protected from development, to prevent the eventual absorption of the village into the greater London sprawl. 
Seeing that Little Chalfont station car park is included for possible housing development, has any consideration been 
given to the idea of a development designed on the lines of the Waitrose development in Rickmansworth? 
I believe it is vitally important for the village to remain at about its present size if it is to retain its atmosphere, which 
was a major reason for many of its residents to settle here. 

 

Rep0085 
Mr William 
Buchanan 

I strongly disagree with any encroachment on our precious Green Belt. Specifically I object to any development of 
Mill Meadow and the Sports Ground (which incidentally is on flood plain land and has underground springs).  Also I 
object to the proposed closure of Rowans Nursery and Brawlings Farm Stables which are important local amenities. 

 

Rep0086 
Mr Peter Wheeler 

I strongly object to the proposed development of the 4 parcels of land around Gerrards cross. Parcel 47b is a fine 
area of countryside west of Gerrards cross, and is very noticeable  as one enters Gerrards cross from the West.  It 
should not be built on as it would spoil the ambience of entering Gerrards cross; Parcel 57b is an attractive area of 
open & wooded countryside and is of great benefit, which should not be built on Parcel 65 a around capswood 
should not be developed further Parcel 69 is very unsuitable for development because being adjacent to the M 40.  
It would be extremely noisy.  It is noticeable that Arups have only suggested one of the 4 parcels to be suitable. I 
therefore hope that these proposals will be rejected in order to maintain the character of our town/village 

 

Rep0087 
Mr James Leslau 

Prestwood village is the larger of UK villages and a population housing of over 76 homes 
will tip into less friendly people services and roads. Respect the size as it is and build 
elsewhere thinking about impact properly. 

The Local Plan will need to identify sustainable 
development options to meet needs taking into account 
the scale of development and implications for individual 
settlements.  
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Rep0088 
Mr Colin Collier 

The current proposals could materially change Little Chalfont’s character and hence affect an important piece of our 
heritage that must be passed down to future generations.  I can only think that there are other more appropriate 
areas that are able to accommodate ‘progress’ which do not destroy our inheritance. Much of the area around Little 
Chalfont is an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty, extensively enjoyed by local people. The Green Belt was 
established to prevent urban sprawl. It was designed to preserve areas such as Little Chalfont.  It is counter-intuitive 
that the Green Belt should be observed, until there is a ‘need’ not to. It is precisely this ‘need’ that the Green Belt 
was established to protect.  Notwithstanding that a Green Belt review undermines its very purpose. It appears that 
the Green Belt methodology was chosen to fit a desired answer, rather than fit the question which should have 
supported an objective review (and that is if it is accepted that the Green Belt should contentiously no longer 
function as designed, such that a review was relevant). There are a number of pinch points locally which continue to 
become further overused. More local development will only increase pressure on the infrastructure (roads, rail, 
education). Little Chalfont has taken an inequitable share of recent developments: the 307 new properties in Little 
Chalfont from 2006 to 2014 equates to an unsustainable increase of 1/8 (12.4%). For reference, other local 
communities also expanded significantly, but at approximately 1/3 to 1/2 of Little Chalfont’s rate (Amersham 5.3%, 
Chalfont Saint Peter village 7.7%, Chesham 4%). 

The Local Plan will need to 
identify sustainable 
development options to meet 
needs taking into account the 
scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements.  
 

Rep0089 
Ms Rosalind 
Singleton 

There should be consideration of the impact of building on the Green Belt in terms of increasing the potential for 
flooding.  In terms of density of build where the character of an area has already been lost due to replacement 
homes being built to a very dull, and large frontage standard perhaps a higher density of homes should be required, 
or more developments of buildings with multiple dwellings. Particularly in Gerrards Cross there is a paucity of 
smaller homes.  The Green Belt assessment, particularly with regard to building on the AONB is without merit. There 
is currently a significant amount of unused office space around Gerrards Cross and the Chalfonts, creating more 
would not by itself create jobs, just useless empty buildings which would then attract several other issues. 
There is insufficient infrastructure to support the population increase of this size. Some of the proposed areas round 
Prestwood and Iver Heath and Villages look to be better served by infrastructure and a choice of stations, bus routes 
etc which are already inplace, reducing the disruption required. 

The Local Plan will need to 
identify sustainable 
development options to meet 
needs taking into account the 
scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements.   

Rep0090 
Mr Adrian Lamb 

I appreciate the need for more housing generally and that Little Chalfont should make a contribution. However, the 
approach taken appears to be seriously faulty in two major respects. Potential sites for development are those proposed 
by landowners whose interests may not align with what is for the general good. Sites should, in my view, be driven by 
what is needed and appropriate rather than by what is easy to achieve, and take account of the need to protect the 
Green Belt. No account seems to be taken of the ability of local towns to provide the infrastructure to support the 
envisaged development. The current infrastructure in Little Chalfont (shops, schools, parking etc etc) cannot support the 
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considerable potential increase in population and it is difficult to see how it could be changed to do so. 

Rep0091 
Mrs Janet Hynes 

I believe most strongly that this area should retain its status of AONB and Green Belt so that future generations can 
continue to enjoy it. Little Chalfont has already been enlarged considerably and the large number of additional 
dwellings proposed will simply add to the already over-crowded facilities. The plans that I have seen make no 
provision for improving schools, roads, car-parking, health facilities, etc. 

 

Rep0092 
Mr Martin Small 
Principal Advisor 
HEP SE Planning 
Group 
Historic England 

The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) makes it clear that the conservation and enhancement of the 
historic environment is an integral part of sustainable development and sets out a number of specific requirements 
for the historic environment in local plans. It should be noted that the definition of “historic environment” in the 
National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) is wide-ranging, encompassing more than just the built environment. 
We therefore welcome the recognition of the wealth of heritage assets in the Districts in paragraph 7.2 of the 
consultation document. We note the intention to review the draft Joint Heritage Strategy alongside the emerging 
Joint Local Plan.  We have previously welcomed and commented favourably on the Draft Heritage Strategy and 
would be pleased to assist with/constructively comment on its review. We therefore consider it likely that the 
Councils will have an adequate, up-to-date and relevant historic environment evidence base and we will expect the 
Councils to demonstrate in the Local Plan how that historic evidence base has informed and influenced the Plan’s 
policies and site allocations (see our comments on site allocations below). We support the commitment to produce 
a Heritage Strategy and carry out a review of the existing Conservation Areas. The Plan should also included detailed 
policies which aim to conserve historic assets. 

Noted and welcomed. 

Rep0093 
Ms Maryanne 
Walden 

I would like to register my strong objection to the erosion of the Green Belt in our area in any way. With regard to 
the specific proposals: The allocation of potential new housing in the proposed areas of development is 
disproportionate to other communities in South Bucks. Infrastructure: facilities such as transport, parking, and 
medical services already over-stretched; the idea that Roughwood Lane should be the new local boundary is bizarre; 
the proposal to create new industrial estates has the potential to place development between Chenies Manor and 
our village; areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty would be built upon and wildlife would be adversely affected 
Finally I object strongly to the methodology employed by Arup to carve up Green Belt into sub-sections to try and 
justify the argument for using such land for development 

The Local Plan will need to 
identify sustainable 
development options to meet 
needs taking into account the 
scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements.   

Rep0094 
Mr Michael 
Rogers 

I would like to add my support to the comments and objections submitted by the Little Chalfont Parish Council and 
Little Chalfont Community Association: The proposed relaxation of the Green Belt around Little Chalfont is in direct 
conflict with national objectives. The Chilterns AONB has one of the highest visitor numbers in the country and 
developments like those planned will destroy this amenity for the urban population of London and those living in 
the AONB. I believe that Little Chalfont has been designated a "Main settlement for Growth". Given the fact that the 

The Local Plan will need to 
identify sustainable 
development options to meet 
needs taking into account the 
scale of development and 
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village has already seen growth of 12.4% or 307 new properties between 2006 and 2014 which is significantly higher 
than surrounding villages and towns I would suggest that this designation has already been fulfilled. The 
Infrastructure of Little Chalfont is at breaking point. 

implications for individual 
settlements.   

Rep0095 
Mrs Molly Wright 

Whilst we currently have no specific proposal for the land or buildings (Hobbs Barn, Botley, Chesham) we may wish 
to apply for permission to develop it in the future. Therefore we are providing you with this information to have the 
land included in the Local Plan. 

 

Rep0096 
Mrs Ellen Niblett 

I believe that Green Belt Land is sacrosanct and should always remain that way. Once this is changed it will, in my 
opinion change the whole character of Little Chalfont.  Already the schools are over subscribe and parking is 
becoming a big problem.  The Green Belt Land within and surrounding Little Chalfont is what makes the village the 
pleasant place that it is. 

 

Rep0097 Mr David Longmore  
Smith& Co Consultant Surveyors on 
behalf of Mr P Langston 

4A The Broadway, Farnham Common: We propose to construct a three storey building with 
car parking at ground floor level and approximately 10 x 2 bed flats at first and second floor 
level, one/two retail units would front the Broadway. 

 

Rep0098 
Mr David Black 

I am in favour of the councils aims to further test the Chalfont St Giles Green Belt area because the site: already has 
potential access points to different parts of the existing road network; would enable Chalfont St Giles to 
accommodate sensible expansion without losing the village’s characteristics; is ideally located close to the amenities 
of the village centre; would help meet the additional housing required in the Chilterns; the field which stretches 
from the Chalfont St Giles village centre carpark at one end to Mill Lane at its other end would be available for 
development. 

 

Rep0099 
Mrs Catherine 
Geldart 

Have noticed plots being purchased 'in the hope' they will later be allowed to develop. We need existing buffers 
maintained to avoid urban sprawl which threatens our towns. The area supports valuable oasis of declining wildlife 
species both animal and plant too. Traffic pollution is already a problem with the M40 and M25 on our doorstep. 
Areas such as Chalfont St Peter and Fulmer are extremely susceptible to flooding. 

 

Rep0100 
Mr Robert Twydle 

The area proposed is already under threat from the proposed HS2 route which fortunately will be in a tunnel 
at these points and damaging what is undoubtedly an area of natural beauty. Old Amersham is and remains a 
historic market town and any further development will completely destroy the character of the town.  
There are several other fields around the town that are much more suitable and the proposed changes are in 
filling in area which will result in overcrowding and strain local infrastructure. 

The Local Plan will need to identify 
sustainable development options to 
meet needs taking into account the 
scale of development and implications 
for individual settlements.   

Rep0102 
Mrs Janice 

Mill Meadow and Sports Ground are important local amenities which should be retained. In addition it must be 
recognised that land alongside the River Misbourne is totally unsuitable for housing or any other buildings as it  
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Buchanan constitutes a flood plain and the area is known for its underground springs. Rowans Nursery and Brawlings Farm 
also provide local amenities which should be retained for the benefit of the community. There should be no more 
office block development as there are several unoccupied buildings already available within Chalfont St Peter and 
Gerrards Cross. The Epilepsy Centre has seen development permitted which in my view contravene greenbelt policy. 

Rep0103 
 D H Crawford 

The area(s) concerned surrounding Little Chalfont make up a disproportionate acreage selection to other local 
towns and villages within the Chiltern and South Bucks area.  The area has a relatively high proportion of Green 
Belt and AONB and irrespective of the Local Plan document commentary; this must be seen as sacrosanct. Any 
development is on the exterior of the village centre and would consequently draw in extra traffic and the 
infrastructure is already severely challenged with traffic issues and shortages of parking, schools, and health 
care. 

The Local Plan will need to identify 
sustainable development options 
to meet needs taking into account 
the scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements.   

Rep0104 
 Gillian Crawford 

I would like to strongly object to the proposed planning changes to the Local Plan in Little Chalfont. Little Chalfont 
has seen far greater development than any other Parish or Town within Chiltern District in the last few years, i.e. 
12.4% between 2006 and 2014 but the proposal to develop within the green belt.  If permitted, the development 
proposed on green belt in the Plan would more or less increase the size of the current built-up area of Little Chalfont 
by 100% making it a major area of growth with no real space to become such and not only would it cease to be a 
village, but it would completely change the nature of the area. The Parish has already used up brown land (the Old 
Sawmill site off Bell Lane) for housing. The infrastructure is already at full capacity: roads, healthcare, education, 
parking. 1. Little Chalfont should NOT be identified as a “Main settlement for Growth” 2. Little Chalfont cannot 
accommodate any further significant new developments 3. Development within Little Chalfont should be limited to 
remain within the current village built-up boundaries 4. There should be no development on Green Belt Land around 
Little Chalfont 5. There should be no development on land within the Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty around 
Little Chalfont. 

The Local Plan will need to 
identify sustainable 
development options to meet 
needs taking into account the 
scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements.   

Rep0106 
Mrs Joy Marshall 

Included is an extract from the Core Strategy document which references the Taplow Riverside Conservation Area- 
Green Belt land is important to retain in the new Local Plan. Taplow Village is also in a conservation area as well as 
the extended area in Mill Lane. We have enjoyed the rural setting of this area ever since moving here. 

Noted 
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Rep0107 
Mr & Mrs G & P 
Green 

We would like to point out that we live in Ashley Green Road, Chesham, just before The Bellcote, and were nothing 
less than shocked and horrified to learn what the Chiltem District Council and South Bucks District Council are even 
considering. The proposal to buy land and construct Industrial Units is absolutely unthinkable, it would be totally out 
of character for the rural area of Green Belt land you are considering. This type of development would devalue the 
homes of those of us who live in this rural entry into Chesham.  It should never be forgotten that Chesham is an 
historic and comparatively speaking, small country town; there are several large towns fairly nearby with ‘out of 
town’ industrial developments and we do not believe it is necessary to build Industrial premises on the Green Belt 
land in Chesham which is under consideration. 

 

Rep0108 
Mrs Sue Ward 

I have looked at the proposals for Built Area Extension Options in the Local Plan and am very concerned about the 
inclusion of the parcel of land to the west of Bull Lane between the railway line and the A40 Oxford Road. Because 
of the proximity of the M25, M40 and the A41 3 dual carriageway, there is considerable traffic noise in the area. The 
expansion of the Built Area up to the footpath next to Siblets Wood would wreck the quiet enjoyment of this walk 
from Maltmans Lane through woods, across fields and through Bulstrode Park. Not only is this good productive 
farmland, but also a local amenity for the enjoyment of all; as such it is extremely valuable to this community and 
irreplaceable. 

 

Rep0109 
Miss Catherine 
Gates 

With all the new houses being planned for the Chiltern area can the area cope? The sewage works in Chesham is 
already full to capacity and needs modernising. Our surrounding villages could be used to house more people, 
instead of being second (or third) homes for people who already live elsewhere. The villages would need public 
services, which they once had, such as post offices, libraries, banks and a good bus service as well as small 
supermarkets. Another option I thought of was to move the surrounding villages nearer to town centres so the 
villages are practical places for working families to live in. Then any Green Belt that is built on could simply be 
transferred to where the villages once were. Of course second homes would need to go. 

The councils are unable to 
control second home 
ownership. 

Rep0110 
Dr William 
Waterfield 

I wish to comment on the large shaded area between the North side of Grimsdells Lane, Amersham and the railway 
line from Little Chalfont to Chesham. This land has been proposed for housing by developers on several occasions 
but the proposal has always been swiftly and emphatically refused. This is an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty 
and any building would be visible from the Chess Valley and the Bovingdon area. It is also much too large for any 
appropriate development (as was stated in the last plan) and access would only be from narrow, and at times 
overcrowded, roads. I would object to any development and hope that the Council will also maintain its opposition. 

 

Rep0111 
Mr Peter Black 

I would like to register my strong objection to the erosion of the Green Belt in Little Chalfont. Little Chalfont has 
already had to accept more than its fair share of new housing in recent years, with the most recent intensive 
developments taking place on the Donkey Field and Old Sawmill sites. I understand that the share of new housing in 

The Local Plan will need to 
identify sustainable 
development options to meet 
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Little Chalfont over the last ten years has risen by 12.4%. I am extremely concerned that the local 
facilities/infrastructure in Little Chalfont are already overstretched and the release of the Green Belt land would 
make an already bad situation impossible.  Much of the areas of Green Belt that are proposed to be released are 
also designated as being Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty and is home to wildlife. 

needs taking into account the 
scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements.  . 

Rep0112 
 Patricia Goble 

I have lived in the area of Little Chalfont for over sixty years and am very worried that the development of the Green 
Belt will ruin the village which is already complete. So will impose an increased burden on the existing facilities, 
schools and heathcare, and parking problems and will destroy the village atmosphere. 

 

Rep0113 
Ms Joyce Sharpe 
and Rep0114 
Mr Alan Ede 

The numbers that have come in have put unsustainable pressure on the infrastructure, not only of Amersham but of 
the whole area covered by the “Plan”. Whole swathes of land have already been converted to housing estates. Back 
gardens have been sold off so that one or more extra houses can be squeezed in. Existing house have been 
demolished or converted into something much larger. This has put services at risk: doctors, hospitals, roads, schools, 
drainage, water, etc... Even simple car journeys at rush hour and school run times have become far more onerous 
and stressful. 

 

Rep0115 
Ms Stephanie 
Thomas 

I would like to strongly affirm my perspective that small areas of the Green Belt should be released to accommodate 
the housing.  

Noted 

Rep0116 
Ms S Ross 

Chalfont St Peter has already taken planning permission for 600 new houses, significantly more than other areas of 
Chiltern District. Drainage has always been an issue in CSP, raw sewage has been seen and experienced on many 
occasions in the main street. Brownfield sites should be developed first. Schools within CSP are at capacity now.  Mill 
Meadow is a major community facility area which includes a community centre, football club, recreation park, 
playing pitches, tennis courts, a scout headquarters, and the parish council offices. Epilepsy Society Centre is used by 
the community and surrounding communities for football, the care home provision is exceptionally important for 
the community and surrounds as there is a national need for more care homes. There may be potential and I would 
encourage the use of more care homes on this site in disused buildings or brown sites there.  Area East of A413 is 
identified as particularly important as a green space for biodiversity and environmental priorities.  The area is a 
buffer separating built areas of Gerrards Cross, tatling End and Denham.  It is most importantly a flood plain area.  It 
is valued and used by the community as a green area and would result in the loss of separate developed areas.  
Areas need green & trees to prevent pollution & noise and this area supports the need for this alongside the A413. 

The Local Plan will need to 
identify sustainable 
development options to meet 
needs taking into account the 
scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements.   

Rep0117 
Mr Peter Hodson 

In my opinion the land east and west of South Drive should be a separate issue and south drive infill should not be 
Green Belt and there is no logical reason for it to remain so.  
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Rep0118 
Mrs Marian 
Ainsworth 

Little Chalfont now just seems to have become a dormitory town housing people who work in London. As people 
grow older we want to downsize but around here there are very few places available which are affordable. We need 
housing suitable for the elderly instead of the larger houses that seem to be being built. Our schools are over 
subscribed with little or no evidence, that any are planned for the future. So how will extra children be 
accommodated? The same argument applies to all the many other facilities that are in short supply. Consequently I 
really feel that to build more housing, especially on the Green Belt sites, would be a very serious mistake. 

The HEDNA will consider 
general and specialist housing 
needs. 

Rep0119 
Mr John 
Burrowes 

I would like to suggest that the land adjacent to the Hollies is suitable for release from the Green Belt for 
development. It has the advantage of being a smaller development within the current village whereas the proposed 
area is a perimeter extension taking the village ever closer to being swallowed up by Slough. 

 

Rep0120 
Mrs Michele 
Bartram 

The proposals for the future development of 15,000 new houses in and around Little Chalfont is truly excessive. The 
area has already, over thje past few years, built the equivelent of 12.4% of new houses compared to Amersham 
5.3%, Chesham 4% and Chalfont St Peter Village 7.7%. I believe that Little Chalfont should not be identified as a 
'main settlement for growth' as this would have to be done by removal of our Green Belt. The Green Belt also 
provides areas of AONB and the the means for recreational activities.  Further development of Little Chalfont should 
be only contained within the current village boundaries and not allowed to sprawl and join up with the surrounding 
villages. I deplore the further urbanisation of this area, which has provided its many visitors beautiful Chiltern 
countryside. Please distribute the housing requirements more fairly within our neighbouring towns. 

The Local Plan will need to 
identify sustainable 
development options to meet 
needs taking into account the 
scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements.   

Rep0121 
Dr Clive Bartram 

Traffic: the roads around Little Chalfont are in a very poor condition and congested. Little Chalfont shopping area: 
the parking facilities are already inadequate, so an increase in the local residential population requires requires a 
significant improvement in these. Infrastructure: a problem conveniently overlooked is the need for more school 
places, GP surgeries, hospital facilities, water and sewage supplies. 

 

Rep0122 
 Anonymous 

There is a great need for new houses in the country. In this area, particularly for affordable houses, be they for rent 
or buy or a mixture of both. We have some small areas of Green Belt that are not particularly productive in the 
Beaconsfield area ie the strip between the A40 and the M40 and when the new relief road is built the strip between 
this and the existing A355. Keeping Green Belt land should only be considered when it is of natural beauty or where 
something worth preserving is or as park of a nature reserve.We need more houses so why should all Green Belt 
land be held as sacred? 

 

Rep0123 
Mr John Rennie 

The parcel of land west of M25 and north A40 to east of Gerrards Cross could be considered. Bulstrode Park should 
be considered for Local Green Space designation. Area west of Bull Lane, Gerrards Cross, if developed will need 
access to A40 and probably no access to Bull lane, already a very busy lane General Point: support the need for more 

The Plan will seek to 
appropriately protect important 
open spaces. 
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housing, especially affordable 

Rep0124 
Mr Mike Etkind 

I support Option A but the local plan will, among other things, need to take account of the traffic management 
consequences of intensification. Regarding Options E and F, I understand that these options may need to be 
considered, depending on the total land take required to meet housing and employment land forecasts. The local 
plan should include policies, drawn up in conjunction with Bucks CC (and, as appropriate, other  local authorities 
covering the Chiltern AONB), aimed at supporting and enhancing the tourism economy 
The consultation document is, in my view, not fit for purpose as a public consultation document. As a former civil 
servant and someone with some planning background I found it dense with acronyms and reference to other 
documents. There needs to be a non-technical summary. 

 

Rep0125 
Ms Julian Cork 

As a long term (10 year) resident of Little Chalfont I have seen a marked deterioration in the quality of commuter 
train service from Little Chalfont to Marylebone on the Chiltern Line during my time in the village. When I have 
previously raised this with Chiltern Rail they have stated that there are no intentions to improve this service or add 
additional carriages to trains to ease congestion. The reason given by Chiltern Rail for this is that the platform 
size/length in the London Underground owned stations on the route from Little Chalfont to Marylebone cannot 
accommodate the additional carriages. If we are to expand Little Chalfont and increase housing stock and 
population this issue needs to be addressed. As such please can we ensure that any consultation carefully considers 
mechanisms to address this working with London Underground and Chiltern Rail. 

 

Rep0126 
Mr James & Julie 
Wong 

Strongly object to the coming planning policies as the Lt.Chalfont Village size will be doubled and there will be 
insufficient facilities, shops, schools, hospitals, doctors clinics, roads, car parking, transport etc.to cope with increase 
of residents. 

 

Rep0127 
Mrs Hayley Lewis 

Whatever additional building is proposed in Chesham, something has to be done about the traffic going through it. 
The town is too congested already and additional development in or around Chesham will be intolerable without 
proper provision of an improved road network. On a more specific point, whilst school transport provision  under 
threat from budget limitations, this is adding to the traffic problems. 

 

Rep0128 
Mr Jon Walden 

I would like to register my strong objection to the erosion of the Green Belt in Little Chalfont. The areas identified 
are also AONB. I understand that the share of new housing in Little Chalfont over the last ten years has risen by 
12.4%. I am extremely concerned that the local facilities/infrastructure in Little Chalfont are already 
overstretched and the release of the Green Belt land would make an already bad situation impossible.  Much of 
the areas of Green Belt that are proposed to be released are also designated as being Areas of Outstanding 
Natural Beauty and is home to wildlife. 

The Local Plan will need to identify 
sustainable development options 
to meet needs taking into account 
the scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements.   
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Rep0129 
Mr & Mrs Clive 
and Karen Byfield 

We have read and struggled to understand the very long, 61 page, document as distributed by yourselves.  It is so 
wrapped up in jargon.  What your questionnaire does not reflect is that we are already dealing with increased traffic 
on the A412 which goes straight through our village including more HGVs for Cross-Rail. We have the proposed 
threats of the HS2 Project and Heathrow Expansion looming, we all saw what happened there. I am against any 
further erosion of the Green Belt in Iver Heath. Soon, the whole area will be urbanised and ruined.  Is that what you 
really want for us?  We don’t seem to have ‘a leg to stand on’ here in Iver Heath anymore.  We feel very much the 
‘forgotten corner’ of Bucks even though we are situated right in the middle of the Colne Valley Park.  We feel that it 
is all very sad and a great tragedy. 

 

Rep0130 
Mr Michael Hynes 

I would like to register my strong objection to the erosion of the Green Belt in Little Chalfont. The areas identified 
are also AONB. I understand that the share of new housing in Little Chalfont over the last ten years has risen by 
12.4%. I am extremely concerned that the local facilities/infrastructure in Little Chalfont are already overstretched 
and the release of the Green Belt land would make an already bad situation impossible.  Much of the areas of Green 
Belt that are proposed to be released are also designated as being Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty and is home 
to wildlife. 

The Local Plan will need to 
identify sustainable 
development options to meet 
needs taking into account the 
scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements.   

Rep0131 
Mrs Tracy Ramsay 
Watson 

The proposal of building on the Bull Lane site is ridiculous.  The road itself needs major improvement to cope with 
the traffic it already has. There are no footpaths for pedestrians. Making this a totally unsuitable area for family 
homes. The road is overloaded with traffic to and from the numerous schools on the road. Is the Council planning to 
build another school in the already over subscribed area? If family homes are planned here this is surely an area of 
consideration. There are not enough school places at our local schools as it stands today without building more 
homes here? This site is totally unsuitable unless these 2 major issues are addressed. 

 

Rep0132 
Mr Keith Hawes 

I worry that with all these extra dwellings the Village that I love will cease to be a Village any more. The children in 
the village already have to be transported out of the village to attend school. It was stated that you intend to install 
Air Pollution Monitors. Will the Data from these monitors be made available to the public? With the reduction of 
Green Belt land the pollution will only increase. 

Air Quality data is published on 
the Councils website and/or 
available from the 
Environmental Health team o 
monitoring AQMA. 

Rep0133 Mr 
Matthew Streuli 
 

Only affordable sustainable homes should be built however it should be a small amount and reserved for young 
adults with a connection to Iver, Iver Heath and Richings Park. These homes can only be built and successfully 
accessed via relief road. 

Transport options for Iver are 
being considered with the 
County Council as Highway 
Authority in conjunction with 
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the Local Plan. 

Rep0134 
Miss M Perry 

I have heard is that it was put over to the residents if we agree houses we will get a relief road. Before any more 
homes are built schools, doctors and hospitals should be built. Currently in Iver you have to wait ten days for a 
doctors appointment. 

Transport options for Iver are 
being considered with the 
County Council as Highway 
Authority in conjunction with 
the Local Plan. 

Rep0135 
Mrs Yvette 
Phillips 

I strongly believe that this plan for Iver should not be going ahead, we already have a high level of people/children 
with Asthma due to our air pollution. You have marked out an area in Iver that leads to a flood area, if we continue 
to build on any greenbelt land then floods are more likely happen regularly and therefore will cost more to you in 
the long run. I do not believe that we will receive a school, GP Surgery and Hospital as where will the land come 
from to build this and cost. As you are aware we are a village and we are being taken over by HS2, WRATH, 
Heathrow, Crossrail and more. This in itself will cause more pollution to this area and take away a lot of land. Yes we 
want a relief road, but at what cost to us? I feel you need to advise all residence a.s.a.p where you plan to build as 
everyone is deeply concerned and anxious that it maybe next to them and knowing the Council, I would assume you 
already know what areas these will be, even though you state otherwise. 

Transport options for Iver are 
being considered with the 
County Council as Highway 
Authority in conjunction with 
the Local Plan. 

Rep0136 
Mr Norman 
Smyth 

Little Chalfont has accommodated more than its fair share of new housing development given its size compared to 
the the amount built in other nearby towns and villages. Amersham, Chesham, Chalfont St Peter and Great 
Missenden are all surrounded by areas of land which, if in part developed, would have less impact than the 
proposals for Little Chalfont. Little Chalfont is unable to cope with any more pressure on traffic management, health 
facilities, school places, public utilites, shops and leisure facilities. The loss of further Green Belt land is totally 
unacceptable. Little Chalfont is in an area designated as an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty. 

The Local Plan will need to 
identify sustainable 
development options to meet 
needs taking into account the 
scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements.  . 

Rep0137 
Mr Shaun 
Greaves 
GC Planning 
Partnership on 
behalf of 
Mrs Jane 
Broadhead 

It is noted that the Council are undertaking a Green Belt Assessment: this is an opportunity to look at sites that 
could be removed from the Green Belt, or included within a Green Belt settlement, with a view to future 
development that would not harm the aims of the Green Belt. One of the Built Area Extension Options within the 
green belt is land to the east of Chesham. This is an extensive area to to the north of Botley Road. The respondent is 
proposing that land on the south side of Botley Road, some of which is in the respondent's ownership should be 
included within the settlement of Botley.  This land presents a logigcal extension to the settlement of Botley. It 
includes existing dwellings and buildings and would offer the opportunity to deliver some additional housing in a 
sustainable location close to the facilities and services in Botley. 
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Rep0138 
Mr Neil Mitchell 

I believe building further houses at this location will be to the detriment of Prestwood. The village has neither the 
space nor the infrastructure needed for such a proposal.  The village will lack necessary schooling, doctors surgeries, 
and local amenities to serve this many new families within the village. There are limited sports / social clubs for 
adults and children to join.  Prestwood Colts football club / Abbey Gym are the only realistic clubs nearby for 
younger children, and Sprinters Gym is very small and has limited equipment and training areas. Local shops are 
small, as are the post office, dental surgeries, and other local traders. In short Prestwood is ill equipped for such a 
proposed large scale expansion. 

 

Rep0139 
Ms Sue Beresford 

No doubt Little Chalfont should see some development along with other areas in the Chilterns but the scale of the 
proposals are ludicrous. The recent Bell Lane development (and the soon to be occupied Donkey Field) has already 
put a strain on facilities & parking. The country lanes edged with hedgerows & thus wildlife would be destroyed by 
upgraded roads. Some like Lodge Lane limited by the narrow railway bridge totally unsuitable to increased traffic. A 
new town would almost be formed requiring Schools, doctors, dentists, parking & shops. Possible development of 
the fields on the A404 West of the village would destroy wildlife habitat & ruin the countryside walks we enjoy. 

The Local Plan will need to 
identify sustainable 
development options to meet 
needs taking into account the 
scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements.   

Rep0140 
Mr David Lane 
 
DLA Town 
Planning Ltd 

The proposed spatial strategy option (c) – urban extensions to a wider range of settlements, which includes Chalfont 
St Giles, is supported. The adopted Core Strategy (2011) identifies Chalfont St Giles as a village excluded from the 
Green Belt. In the context of the previous Local Plan Inspector’s concerns regarding housing land allocations, the 
report site could make a valuable contribution to the Council’s housing land supply. Proposed Policies: To assist with 
the delivery of proposed spatial strategy option (c), two proposed policies are suggested below. Proposed Policy 
Option A: There should be a policy in the emerging local plan that allows for the limited outward expansion of 
defined settlements where this would provide a more rational and defensible Green Belt boundary. Proposed Policy 
Option B: There should be a policy in the emerging local plan that allows for market-led sustainable development on 
the edge of settlement boundaries. We have previosuly promoted land at Stylecroft Road, Chalfont St Giles 
(CD0004) so do not need to submit this again. 
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Rep0141 
Mrs Barbara 
Perkins 

Chalfont St Peter has already taken planning permission for 600 new houses, significantly more than other areas of 
Chiltern District. Drainage has always been an issue in CSP, raw sewage has been seen and experienced on many 
occasions in the main street. Brownfield sites should be developed first. Schools within CSP are at capacity now.  Mill 
Meadow is a major community facility area which includes a community centre, football club, recreation park, 
playing pitches, tennis courts, a scout headquarters, and the parish council offices. Epilepsy Society Centre is used by 
the community and surrounding communities for football, the care home provision is exceptionally important for 
the community and surrounds as there is a national need for more care homes. There may be potential and I would 
encourage the use of more care homes on this site in disused buildings or brown sites there.  Area East of A413 is 
identified as particularly important as a green space for biodiversity and environmental priorities.  The area is a 
buffer separating built areas of Gerrards Cross, tatling End and Denham.  It is most importantly a flood plain area.  It 
is valued and used by the community as a green area and would result in the loss of separate developed areas.  
Areas need green & trees to prevent pollution and noise & this area supports the need for this alongside the A413. 

The Local Plan will need to 
identify sustainable 
development options to meet 
needs taking into account the 
scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements.   

Rep0142 
Ms Anne Hogbin 

I wish to strongly object to the district plan for Chesham Bois because: I had understood the destruction of the 
Green Belt is against government policy; The area shown on the map is designated as an area of outstanding natural 
beauty. The grassland is designated as an area of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI) for the variety and rarity of plants 
and animals. The access to the proposed site would involve the felling of Blackwell Stubbs trees and the compulsory 
purchase of open green fields. It would involve the creation of an urban road infrastructure in a very rural 
environment. 

The Council are not proposing 
to compulsory purchase any 
land as part of this consultation. 
The woodland is an Ancient 
Woodland, but not a SSSI. 
Ancient Woodlands will sought 
to be protected. 

Rep0143 
Mr Devin 
Amliwalla 

I oppose any plans to build on green belt land. 
 

Rep0144 
Mr Alan 
Eastwood 

Option A is the most desirable, although I appreciate such opportunities may be limited. I would hope that the 
imminent completion of the Crossrail project would strengthen the case for pursuing Option D with vigour. As to 
Options B, C, E and F, I would suggest that decisions should be made based on factors such as the quality of the 
agricultural land in question and its current amenity value. Option G touches upon another important issue - the 
need to be capable of "establishing a durable and defensible new boundary." Sympathetic design standards can be 
enforced, then Options H, I and J are clearly feasible. Good design helps to make development of all kinds more 
palatable; bad design stokes resentment and opposition. Option K deals with commercial space requirements, and 
the ideas set out are sensible. As in the case of housing development, the main consideration should be to minimise 
the loss of Green Belt amenity value. One factor not explicitly mentioned is the aggregate retail space provided.  

A retail needs assessment will 
be carried out as part of the 
Local Plan process. 
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The area immediately south of Gerrards Cross has advantages in that the site has a clear "defendable" southern 
boundary, and is not crossed by public rights of way. Hbut has clear views and is in agricultural use. Air pollution 
may be an issue in this area. The area immediately west of Gerrards Cross has no obvious defensible boundary to 
the west. Large area to the NE of Chalfont St Peter: Quite apart from the amenity value of this large area with 
several footpaths, the additional infrastructure needed to access and serve such a large additional housing 
development would be considerable. All current roads in the area are narrow and twisting and would require total 
reshaping. 

Rep0145 
Mrs Barbara 
Brookes; Rep0146 
Mr Jeffrey 
Brookes 

The development of land bordering Stony Lane would destroy ancient woodland and encroach on the green belt, 
which is also AONB. Within this area are public footpaths that are part of the network of Chiltern walks.  Visitors and 
residents alike, extensively use these footpaths to enjoy this AONB. Little Chalfont already has a high-density 
development Turners Field/ The old Saw Mill; a medium density development; Harvard Grange and a small new 
multi purpose development is planned adjacent to Chenies Parade. There are also small residential building sites 
along the 404 towards Amersham that are currently under construction.  Since 2006 Little Chalfont has increased in 
size by 12.4%. Since the building of the most recent housing developments I have seen Little Chalfont’s 
infrastructure straining to cope; there is heavy traffic congestion, and a critical lack of spaces for parking; doctors, 
A&E services and schools are failing. 

The Local Plan will need to 
identify sustainable 
development options to meet 
needs taking into account the 
scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements.   

Rep0147 
Mr Colin Crook 

I am objecting to the inclusion of the fields to the immediate south of Bury Farm in Old Amersham being included as 
a potential site for new housing. This site is not only, green belt and in an area of oustanding natural beauty, but 
more importantly is adjacent to the many historic and listed buildings in Bury Farm. 

 

Rep0148 
Mr John Wickens 

The Ivers are saturated with building work,HGV, and all the other works that are proposed in the area. You say there 
needs to be 1,100 old people beds in the area but you are allowing l&q to get rid of them and give them planning to 
build houses. 

The needs assessment covers 
the whole plan area and the 
period to 2036.  

Rep0149 
Mrs Elizabeth 
Hemsley 

The roads in Iver cannot cope with the sheer size of the leviathans that presently blocking this little village.The 
pavements are narrow and our children are at risk from just trying to walk to school. Lorries frequently travel down 
roads that are clearly marked 'not suitable for HGV' and nobody seems to care. Pinewood seems to have turned into 
a blistering sore, the added traffic that is produced by this construction  can be added to the Crossrail development 
at Langley. Without a relief road there will soon not be anything worth fighting for in Iver. Yes there will always be a 
need  for new houses but at this time there is enough development going on and our village surely cannot cope with 
the building of 7,500 new homes. 

Transport options for Iver are 
being considered with the 
County Council as Highway 
Authority in conjunction with 
the Local Plan. 

Rep0150 
Mrs Denyse 

I object to the building on green belt land. Who will be allowed to buy the affordable housing? Why do we need 
more office building along the A413 when the present offices along the A413 are always empty? Will we get more 

Office development needs are 
projected over the plan period 
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Leschhorn schools and hospitals and doctors surgeries to cope with the extra population. Will the roads get repaired. How can 
we afford all these consultations and meetings and yet the basics are not being addressed. 

to 2036. 

Rep0151 
Mr Michael 
Saunders 

I would like to see the park in Chesham developed as shown at the meeting in the town hall on 25th February to 
include a "grass maze". The idea being to make a low cost attraction as a leisure destination. If you add some 
bridges over the re-designed pond(s) and some moveable hard landscaping like tunnels, scramble over walls and 
crawling tubes the maze could be re-mown and the layout changed each year to encourage visitors to return.  If the 
start and finish were at each end of the High Street then people would walk past the shops resulting in  increased 
trade. 

The Council will in principle 
support suitable local measures 
or proposals brought forward 
by the community, such as 
improvements to public open 
space. 

Rep0152 
Mrs Rose Crabb 

I am very concerned about the plans to develop in Little Chalfont. My primary concern is for education. Clearly, a 
school which does not serve its catchment community already has huge problems in the future. We cannot cope 
with any more infrastructure in Little Chalfont. Certainly not on previous greenbelt land. 

 

Rep0153 
Mr Paul Burnham 

In summary the proposal is to designate the area subject of this application as a 'local green space' (area adjacent to 
15 Fair Acres, Prestwood). 

The Local Plan will consider how 
best to protect important open 
spaces. 

Rep0154 
Mrs Janet Davies 

If more houses are to be built in Chalfont St Peter they should either be social housing or affordable housing and not 
luxury housing. The village would need more schools and GP surgeries to cope with the increased population. The 
local bus service would also have to be improved. The other mailer that concerns me is what sort of businesses 
would be sited in the potential employment area. Ideally Chalfont St. Peter could do with a decent supermarket and 
more affordable care home facilities for the elderly and people with end stage of life conditions such as a hospice. 

 

Rep0155 
Mr Ashley 
Blackburn 

I am writing to register my concern and objections to the releasing of Green Belt land for building developments 
around Little Chalfont and in particular the section along Chessfield Park and Stony Lane. The field has a footpath 
crossing it which is well used by local walkers of all ages all the year round. 

It is important to note that the 
options identified are subject to 
further testing as part of the 
Local Plan process. 

Rep0156 
 Bin Wang 

I object in the strongest terms to the expansion of Little Chalfont into the surrounding Green Belt. The facilities 
wihtin the village are limited with heavily used essential shops and businesses. The doctors surgery list has been full 
for years, with no capacity for further expansion on the existing site. The new dentists lists have also filled up 
rapidly. The comparatively small number of coffee shops and restaurants show that existing retail businesses - the 
vast majority of which are well established - are well used by the community. Provision should be made for the 
additional traffic generated and pressure on the existing tube station. 

 

Rep0157 The release of Green Belt land in Amersham Old Town for housing will alter the character of the Old Town beyond 
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Mr Chris Record all recognition. Also much of this land is part of the Misbourne flood plain and bearing in mind climate change, could 
be subject to substantial flooding as we saw in the Old Town a few years ago. I recognise land needs to be freed up 
to meet government housing targets and there are other alternatives within Amersham which I do not believe have 
been considered. 

Rep0158 
Mrs Jacqueline 
O'Curry 

I am writing in the strongest possible terms to object to the future expansion plans using Green Belt Land 
surrounding Little Chalfont particulary the area between Finch Lane and Cokes Lane. Little Chalfont has already 
absorbed a vast housing estate off Bell Lane. Green Belt land was designated as the lungs of London, we cannot 
allow urban sprawl to continue. The size of the possible expansion down the Chess Valley and joining up with 
Chalfont St Giles is horrendous where would Children go to school. Our beautiful Area of Outstanding Natural 
Beauty (AONB) would simply cease to exist, resulting in considerable loss of income to local communities from all 
the visitors who come each year to enjoy what has already been destroyed and removed from their own 
environments. Green Belt land is there to prevent towns merging and to assist in the safeguarding of the 
countryside from encroachment. I do hope you will take my very significant concerns into account. 

 

Rep0159 
Mrs Julia Jenkin 

Green Belt should mean Green Belt otherwise where will it end? We have insufficient infrastructure to cope as it is: 
schools, doctors & hospitals, and Little Chalfont Station car park is full (we are unable to park on several occasions) 
not to mention the trains. Chenies parade is full permanently. Amersham is a much larger town with fewer areas 
being proposed for development. We feel the Donkey field and Bell Lane development are as much as the village 
can accommodate as we do not have the infrastructure to cope. 

 

Rep0160 
Mr Graham Hoare 

In 1986 the Trustees of the Gold Hill Baptist Church proposed to build a Regional Baptist Centre on the land they 
owned, mostly woodland, bordered by Lower Road and the A413 dual carriageway and stretching from North Lodge 
to South Park (The Lozenge); this was rejected in 1986/88 yet this area is identified in the consultation document. It 
seems that the reasons for the rejection are as relevant today as they were in 1986/88. I understand that the trees 
concerned are protected by a preservation order and, accordingly, cutting them should be prohibited. 

The trees are protected by a 
Woodland Tree Preservation 
Order. 

Rep0161 
Mrs S J Page 

I am writing to express my concern over the recent proposals for several possible developments in the Little 
Chalfont area. Some are for residential areas and some for “business development” and they add up to a much 
larger % of new building than any other District in the vicinity. Not only will the schools be unable to cope with so 
many extra children, but the doctors and shops will be inundated, to say nothing of the extra traffic on our narrow 
lanes and roads. All the proposals will encroach on surrounding Green Belt, completely changing the character of 
Little Chalfont forever. 

 

Rep0162 Having looked at the proposals for future development in the Little Chalfont it fills me with dread.  I don’t think Little 
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Miss AE Kempter Chalfont has space, schools, car parking, for a main settlement for growth because the centre has no more area to 
expand to. 

Rep0163 
 Anne Swan 

I have lived in Little Chalfont for 32 years. I strongly object to the proposed development on land adjacent to the 
cottages. At present Little Chalfont's infrastructure is at saturation point.  The meeting I attended was well 
supported, with many very concerned resident. 

 

Rep0164 
Mr Jack Oliver 

As a member of the LCCA I have been informed the CDC emerging local plan and the areas of Green Belt Land to be 
tested. I am aware from the map that land to the rear of Maplefield land (North and West side) of Little Chalfont is 
shown as a potential site for consideration for housing development. This land is divided into 8 different parts, each 
part is separately owned by the 8 house holders whose properties adjoin the land and which form part of their 
individual freeholds As one of the 8 owners this is to advise you that my part of the land is not for sale and should be 
withdrawn from any consideration as potential land for future housing. I enclose a map of the land showing the 8 
divisions on which I have highlighted my part which is registered with the land registry. 

Noted 

Rep0165 Mrs 
Dorothy Thomson 
and Rep0166 Mr 
David Thomson 

The site North of the High Street Area in Old Amersham has already been subject of a planning application 
CH/2015/1063/FA and comprehensively rejected. All 8 reasons given also apply here. The site is on the edge of town 
adjacent to the Jaguar dealership seems ideal for development because of easy access to shops, bus stations etc. 
The Raans Road site seems suitable for leisure/sports development. 

 

Rep0167 
Mrs Rosemary Mc 
Nair 

The local plan should concentrate building on brown field sites and use infilling as far as possible in the Chilterns to 
fulfil our quota of 7,300 houses between now and 2036. The towns are surrounded by Green Belt and to a large 
extent the Chilterns Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty, which should be protected from development in order to 
preserve its unique character. Extending the towns and villages which have good transport connections by rail and 
bus services seems the only sensible solution (especially since rural bus services are under extreme threat with the 
withdrawal of the bus subsidy). Amersham, Little Chalfont, Chesham and to a lesser extent Great Missenden come 
under this category. I completely support the concept of providing business opportunities within each local area, 
along with sport, leisure and school facilities. If there are spare housing sites in Aylesbury Vale, High Wycombe etc. it 
would be sensible to build there. In the case of Aylesbury there is already a new station, Aylesbury Parkway. As 
mentioned in 4, each community needs its facilities. In our local area (Amersham), l am concerned that the area at 
the east end of Amersham between the Jaguar garage and the bypass is on the flood plain. Flood risk should be 
assessed as part of each development. 
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Rep0168 
 W R Savage 

The proposed spatial strategy option (c) – urban extensions to a wider range of settlements, which includes Chalfont 
St Giles, is supported. The adopted Core Strategy (2011) identifies Chalfont St Giles as a village excluded from the 
Green Belt. In the context of the previous Local Plan Inspector’s concerns regarding housing land allocations, the 
report site could make a valuable contribution to the Council’s housing land supply. Proposed Policies: To assist with 
the delivery of proposed spatial strategy option (c), two proposed policies are suggested below. Proposed Policy 
Option A: There should be a policy in the emerging local plan that allows for the limited outward expansion of 
defined settlements where this would provide a more rational and defensible Green Belt boundary. Proposed Policy 
Option B: There should be a policy in the emerging local plan that allows for market-led sustainable development on 
the edge of settlement boundaries. We have previosuly promoted land at Stylecroft Road, Chalfont St Giles 
(CD0004) so do not need to submit this again. 

 

Rep0169 
 Lisa Popa 
 
Northumberland 
Walk Residents 
Associations in 
Richings Park, Iver 

We support the development of brownfield sites where development can help deliver a relief road and necessary 
infrastructure required for Richings Park. Car parking is a particular concern – we would like to see more 
consideration of car parking capacity in any assessment criteria. We note that in identifying these sites, no 
consideration is taken of the cumulative effects of all this additional development and its impact on local 
infrastructure and social resources. We note that there is no compensation provision for loss of greenbelt land 
where this has been identified as a possibility within the South Bucks district; wherever greenbelt land is earmarked 
for potential redevelopment, we would expect the local community to be compensated for its loss by way of some 
other benefit. We strongly object to development on the green belt within Iver irrespective of its ecological value 
(with the small exception noted in paragraph 2) which is effectively the ‘lungs’ of our area due to the close proximity 
of A-roads and motorways (M4, M25).  Some examples of the planned loss of green space both within and 
surrounding the Iver area include: a. WRATH; Heathrow Express terminal; Gravel extraction – farmland at North 
Park Road; Relocation of the Colnbrook incinerator to the Old Slade Lane lakes if the third runway is approved for 
Heathrow; Pinewood. In the Sustainability Appraisal, we are unclear about why pollution impacts have been 
assessed as uncertain.  We urge the council to take air pollution factors into consideration when testing the options 
for development, especially green belt development.  We do not agree with the transport assessment that ‘car use 
is likely to be lower if local services and amenities are close enough to be accessible by foot or if there are good links 
to sustainable modes of transport. Issues with HGVs prevail and should be discouraged in the area. 

. 
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Rep0170 
Mr Gervase 
Forster 

I object to the encroachment of the Green Belt such as have been proposed, especially areas of outstanding natural 
beauty provisionally designated.  The huge extra number of people living in the area will increase traffic, especially 
for the A404, and put even more pressure on existing roads than at present.  The huge number of extra people 
residing in the area will put increased pressure on services, such as GPs, parking, schools, roads, flooding, schools. 
There is a potential radiation hazard at GE which could cause great harm to the community if released by accident 
or by ground works during construction. Although the areas under consideration are published. The general 
encroachment of green belt and ribbon development around London will change for ever the rural nature of the 
area we love. The green ring around London is highly valued by Londoners who can easily travel out to enjoy the 
countryside. It would also spoil the rural nature of the area for the local community. 

 

Rep0171 
Mr Charles 
Hogbin 

I wish to strongly object to the suggested District Plan related to Chesham Bois and the potential destruction of the 
Blackwell Stubbs Wood on the following grounds: The destruction of the Green Belt is against government policy. 
This area is designated as an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty. The damage to the local flora and fauna would be 
substantial and for centuries. The access to the proposed development site is both difficult and destructive. Access 
would involve the felling of many trees in Blackwell Stubbs wood and, additionally, the compulsory purchase of 
currently open green fields. Access would involve the establishment of an urban road infrastructure in an otherwise 
very rural environment. 

 The councils do not propose 
compulsory purchase. 

Rep0172 
Dr Lotte Grant 

I would like to make the following comments in response to the proposed plan to build on Green Belt in the Chiltern 
District. I strongly oppose any development on Green Belt Land. Schools are already over-subscribed; here is a small 
row of village shops, with very few parking spaces. Demand for healthcare would be overstretched; commuter trains 
into London are already over-crowded and can not take any more passengers. Further building in Little Chalfont 
would stretch these already stretched local resurces beyond capacity. There has already been a 12.4% increase in 
housing between 2006 and 2014, which is a much larger percentage increase than surrounding towns. Infrastructure 
in this area cannot accommodate further large increases in housing. 

 The Local Plan will need to 
identify sustainable 
development options to meet 
needs taking into account the 
scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements.  

Rep0173 
Mrs Amanda 
Griffiths 

In relation to the Built Area Extension option for Chalfont St Giles, I support the council's consideration to release 
this area from the green belt for housing for the following reasons: It would provide housing close to the village 
centre and amenities without detracting from the character of the village itself; a good network of public transport 
and road links already exists in the area; the field running from the car park in Chalfont St Giles to Mill Lane and 
bordered by the River Misbourne and Stratton Chase Drive would be available for development. 

  

Rep0174 
Bjorn Hall 
The Hall 

On behalf of our Client the freeholder of land located to the north of Howard Crescent, Seer Green we are proposing 
that this site be considered as a built area extension to Seer Green. The site, currently located within the Green Belt 
is, subject to a modification of the Green Belt boundary 'suitable, available and achievable' as a residential 
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Partnership 
On behalf 
of  Anonymous 
(Land Owner) 

development site. Direct vehicluar and pedestrian access is provided on to Chalfont Road and its release from the 
Green Belt will not adversley affect the five stated purposes for its original inclusion. We trust that the availability of 
the site for the residential development will be of interest and should you have any queries regarding the site please 
contact me. 

Rep0175 
Mr Paul Pearson 

The consultation only seems to relate to the existing employment opportunities and not taking into account the 
tremendous changes in the digital technologies which are currently evolving which will come into effect in the 5 to 
10 years. These will dramatically change the skill set requirements of the workforce in Chesham. This means greater 
integration of the workforce through the use of Cloud Computing and home /small unit space requirements and the 
Internet of things reducing the need for large factory units and HGVs. What I would suggest is that the plan for the 
Town includes a Technology Hub where a number of small low cost startup units based on a building near the town 
centre with ultra fast broadband connectivity (30gb plus) are available on short term occupancy flexible rents from 
the council. This could be linked to the New University of Buckinghamshire as a Project Centre of Expertise. 

The HEDNA is based on 
employment projections taking 
into account of assumptions as 
far as possible for future 
working opportunities, trends 
and patterns. 

Rep0176 
Mr James 
Crockett 

With such a high % of green belt in South Bucks and being within walking distance of Langley Train Station, Middle 
Green needs to be released from the green belt for development. 

  

Rep0177 
Mr Peter Wood 

Regarding Lodge Lane, Prestwood: The land concerned is designated in the Green Belt and an Area of Outstanding 
Natural Beauty. The development will put increased strain on the local amenities: doctors, schools and increase 
traffic in the area to dangerous levels. Tarmaccing will increase the potential for flooding. Noise levels which will 
severely impact local residents and wildlife. The development would destroy the character and community within 
the village of Prestwood. I fear this development will severely impact the community spirit. 

   

Rep0178 
Mrs Samantha 
Evangelista 

We need to make sure there are green spaces for residents to relax in and for children to play. Trees planted to 
enhance quality of life even on highstreets. The doctors surgery in Iver is not large enough, not enough parking 
would be better relocated to better premises. There needs to be a cycle/ walkway from Iver to Iver station maybe 
surrounded by small woodland area for dog walkers and recreation. Parking on high street should be looked at as 
dangerous to cross the road round parked cars. Relief road should be the main priority when negotiating it is 
essential to quality of life. Residents only parking is needed in some areas. 

 Open space needs will be 
considered as part of the plan 
and development proposals. 
Transport options for Iver are 
being considered with the 
County Council as Highway 
Authority in conjunction with 
the Local Plan. 
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Rep0179 
Mrs Sally Roberts 

Iver is pretty much full to bursting with industries that are already operating in the village, and those lined up ready 
to be installed. The health and safety aspect of living in our communities is declining. Amenities are not increasing 
proportionally to cope with the future plans for the area, leaving us at risk of having the already creaking 
infrastructures imploding entirely. The Greenbelt is under threat of erosion within the villages, endangering the 
natural environment and the creatures that live within it. Natural habitats are being removed. Plant species are 
being removed. This too has an impact on the many varieties of wildlife that exists in the areas. Affordable housing 
is at so much of a premium it is practically non-existent in the local areas which is grossly unfair to those whose 
homes these villages actually are. 

  

Rep0180 
Mr Nicholas 
Payne 

I believe the consultation process is flawed. It is common practise for all adjacent properties to such a change of use 
to be informed directly but this has not occurred. Iver has already lost 100’s of acres of green belt land already with 
the development of Pinewood Studios and now it is proposed we lose 100’s of acres more. Sustainable development 
/ Public Transport: With the exception of the highlighted areas in Richings Park and the back of Grange Way none of 
the areas are within walking distance of a station. Iver Station has no Parking so a large car park is required but no 
land has been assigned for this. HEX development will reduce parking in Langley so a new car park will also be 
required there. Traffic: with 1,500 extra houses if 700 journeys are undertaken by train this still leave in excess of 
1,000 journeys to be taken by car (based upon more than 1 car per household). In addition once Pinewood is 
finished they have more the 1000 car spaces allocated. Pollution: I have a concern the pollution assessment is being 
undertaken after the consultation is finished. Neighbouring areas breach EU pollution limits and we do not know if 
we already breach these limits. No decision can be made from an un-informed position. Schools: Presently there are 
no secondary schools in Iver. Wildlife: Around Iver, there are many species that may be endangered. Many of the 
proposed areas are habitats for bats, slow worms, and newts. Indeed one of the areas will destroy a nature reserve 
(Hardings Row). 

  

Rep0181 
Mrs Susanne 
Singh 

Regarding residential development on Green Belt land in Little Chalfont to which I have very strong objections. I 
am not only concerned at the unacceptable increase of traffic, car parking and pressure on infrastructure  this 
proposal would generate, but also at the threat it poses to the whole character of the village and surrounding 
areas. I don't think this should be in Little Chalfont where between 2006-14 307 new properties were approved 
or built, equalling to a substantial  increase of 12.4%, much higher than in neighbouring communities.  The area 
is also AONB. 

 The Local Plan will need to identify 
sustainable development options to 
meet needs taking into account the 
scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements.   
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Rep0182 
Mr Mike 
Worsfold 

Chalfont St Peter has already been given planning permission for over 600 new properties including the Holy Cross 
site, Newlands Park etc. There are issues with infrastructure (health, schooling, drainage etc.) which will need to be 
addressed if there is to be any further housing in the village. The village sits in the green belt, and whilst it shares a 
boundary with Gerrards Cross, is separate from Chalfont St Giles and other local villages. I think it is important to 
retain this distinction and character. Sites from North to South: The Epilepsy site has some opportunity for housing, 
but development should be restricted to the southern part of this site. The Mill Meadow site is of particular concern. 
It is within easy walking distance of many houses, and is used by many people for walking young children and 
exercising dogs. This stretch of land has great value as the green heart of the village. It is not as visible as Goldhill 
Common, but the fact that it is slightly away from main roads adds to this appeal. It is also the flat flood plain of the 
Misbourne, and any development on this site would be a great loss to the character of the village. The 
Winkers/Paccar site has opportunities for housing. It is probably the most suitable site of all the options. 
Employment (north to South) Chalfont Grove.  No objections, but historic buildings should be retained. Strip of land 
along the Misbourne: there is already some offices here which are vacant. If this is to be used, then I would like to 
see the A413 retain the verges and trees that is currently has, with the development set back from the road. 

 The Local Plan will need to 
identify sustainable 
development options to meet 
needs taking into account the 
scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements.   
 

Rep0183 
Mrs Jas Ottal 

I am completely opposed to any new sites for employment and housing in Gerrards Cross because: the new 
buildings will jeopardise the greenery and wildlife. Also lots of people in the area do rambling. ARUPs report did not 
recommend any of the sites and they are experts. The station is too small to handle more people and the trains are 
not long/often enough. Instead I think more homes should be built on the Crossrail route. e.g. Iver, Maidenhead, 
Burnham, Taplow. There are corporate offices next to Tesco and they have been empty for a long time. One of the 
sites proposed is a floodplain, north of Gerrards Cross. There are no secondary schools in the area; the roads cannot 
cope with more traffic; high density affordable homes look unattractive and do not blend into the area. 

The Local Plan will need to 
identify sustainable 
development options to meet 
needs taking into account the 
scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements.  

Rep0184 Mr John Holloway, 
Junior Section Chairman, 
Chesham Cricket Club 

We understand there is a proposal that includes an Indoor Cricket Facility at the location refered to as 
'Betjeman Park, Amersham, HP6 6JQ. This is comment is to say Chesham Cricket Club would be 
strongly in favour of such a facility. 

 This is not a proposal in the 
consultation but a proposal as 
part of a consultation response. 

Rep0185 
Mrs Nina Hughes 

I have a number of concerns relating to threat to the greenbelt areas surrounding Little Chalfont. I recognise that 
these are not yet proposals for the Local Plan, but are options for comment at this stage. Green Belt land is 
important for our wider environment, providing us with the trees and the undeveloped land which reduce the effect 
of the heat generated by big cities. Instead of reducing this green space, we should be using it to its best effect. The 
openness of Green Belt land needs to be cherished and protected permanently.  In addition to being important to 
people, these places are incredibly valuable to wildlife as they provide vital 'wildlife corridors' between urban areas. 
I am concerned about the ability of our local infrastructure to cope if there is a significant population increase. The 
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recent ‘Sawmills’ development is an urban desert with no shop, play space, bus route, doctor, church or community 
centre. Local school are already full to capacity, pollution could become an issue as well as traffic. 

Rep0186 
Mr Neville 
Hughes 

Should development be allowed in the areas identified Little Chalfont, Chorleywood, Chalfont St. Giles et al will 
become one large town. This will detract from the local area's charm, and reduce individual villages' identities. If 
additional housing is put in place, local facilities will struggle to cope with the increased demand: schools, parking, 
traffic, infrastructure. This area is beautiful, due to the countryside available within a short distance of most homes. 
This will also harm wildlife. 

  

Rep0187 
Mrs Jane Seeham 

I object to land between the railway and the A404 being developed.   

Rep0188 
Mr Adam Jones 

Built area extension option: Land West of Lodge Lane, little Chalfont:  HELAA site CD0082. Green Belt Assessment 
(GBA) general area 35.  The whole site is Green Belt, and visible from the AONB on the other side of Lodge Lane. 
There are also no exceptional circumstances to justify this release. The HELAA excluded at Stage 1 with comment: 
Green Belt site – not PDL. Green Belt Assessment scores for General Area 35 serving Green Belt purposes are low 
except for Purpose 3 Assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment; score 3/5. We reject some of the 
scores awarded. I object to the treatment of General Areas 29 and 35, Areas for Further Consideration at Stage 2 of 
the Green Belt Assessment.  General Area 29 appears to have been broken up by division along Lodge Lane. 
Extended development in Area 29 along Lodge Lane and even Roughwood Lane, as above, would further damage 
the environmental and access qualities of the site in Area 35.    The green land north of Long Walk has been the 
subject of planning applications CH/1979/0103/FA and CH/2011/0275/FA both refused on the usual Green Belt 
grounds. Ownership of the site is complex. These factors could complicate development. The area is heavily wooded 
and home to wildlife, it is also Ancient Woodland. Little Chalfont lacks the infrastructure (transport, schools, 
healthcare, parking) to absorb any more large developments. 

  

Rep0189 
Mrs Jane Brown 

Regarding Iver: There is now a problem with schooling; our roads are getting more and more congested due to more 
people having the need to drive to travel out to work places as our public transport system is inadequate and the 
increase in population. There are other projects going on i.e. Crossrail, Wrath, and HS2   around our area which are 
putting us under pressure. We have lost a chunk of green belt land to the Pinewood expansion project. When 
choosing types of homes, we have a high percentage of less affordable homes. Our children, the next generation are 
less likely to stay.  Could there be starter homes – housing association properties? We need to get our infrastructure 
correct before anything else is planned for our village. 

 Transport options for Iver are 
being considered with the 
County Council as Highway 
Authority in conjunction with 
the Local Plan 
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Rep0191 
Mr Nicholas 
Peters 

I understand that all the areas that are being considered are AONB, green belt or people's back gardens in the case 
of Maplefield Lane and Appleton Close. As a resident I strongly object to the plan for the development of the area 
behind our lane. I understand that residents who own the land will refuse to sell in any case. With regard to the 
other proposed sites, I have objections based on how they will significantly detract from the village's attractiveness 
and will require fundamental changes to the area. In addition I simply don't believe we have the necessary support 
facilities such as primary and secondary schools, doctors' and dentists' surgeries, care for the elderly, not to mention 
lack of parking and traffic congestion (particularly heading towards Chorleywood and beyond). Lastly, the plan to 
have an industrial estate at the village entrance from Chorleywood will significantly change the atmosphere/feeling 
of the village. I understand that recently Little Chalfont has taken more than its fair share of new housing as London 
expands. 

  

Rep0192 
Ms Melanie Davis 

I do not agree with the proposals in this Plan as they relate to Little Chalfont. The proposals for Little Chalfont would 
have significant negative impact on the village and in proportion to the village's existing size are far in excess of the 
housing levels being requested from other villages/ towns in the area. The Green Belt surrounding Little Chalfont is 
both a local and national asset and should not be touched. The proposals would double the size of the village, but it 
does not have the infrastructure to support significant expansion: traffic, roads, schools etc. We want to keep our 
village a village.  It has a character all its own. 

  

Rep0193 
Mr John Harrison 

The scale of housing and industrial development under consideration for Little Chalfont would overwhelm village 
resources. Schools, medical services, social support and transport links would not be able to cope with the influx of 
so many more people. Car parking facilities in the village for shopping and the railway station are already beyond 
capacity and drivers seeking a place to park are already becoming a danger to pedestrians. The proposed large scale 
housing and industrial development would destroy the village. 

  

Rep0194 
Mrs Georgina 
Gatzen 

In response to the question as to whether Little Chalfont can cope with additional housing, I would say emphatically, 
no. The traffic during rush hour times is already nearing breaking point with waiting times to pass through the 
village. If, as these Plans are suggesting, further developments are built so that villages are almost joined, then 
people have moved here for no benefit whatsoever. We would have increased noise and pollution, all the 
disadvantages of town living with no benefits whatsoever. This seems highly unfair. There have already been 307 
properties built in our village recently. It is enough. 

  

Rep0195 
Mr David Witton 

I am writing to you concerning the local plans for more development in the Little Chalfont area. I would like you to 
record my total objection to any further development in Little Chalfont, this area has already been vastly developed 
since I arrived here in 1971. 
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Rep0196 
 Barbara Brookes 
and Rep0197 
Mr Jeff Brookes 

The development of land being considered for business and housing bordering Stony Lane would destroy ancient 
woodland and encroach on the green belt, which is also AONB.  Recognizing that there is a need for business 
development I would request that the piece of land between Little Chalfont and Amersham on the White Lion road 
opposite the Pomeroy restaurant be considered.  The area bordering Lodge Lane that is being considered for 
housing is green belt land and should not be released. If the land was to be re-designated for housing the increase in 
population of Little Chalfont would in my opinion be unsustainable.  Little Chalfont already has a high-density 
development Turners Field/ The old Saw Mill; a medium density development; Harvard Grange and a small new 
multi purpose development is planned adjacent to Chenies Parade. Since 2006 Little Chalfont has increased in size 
by 12.4%. The infrastructure straining to cope; there is heavy traffic congestion, and a critical lack of spaces for 
parking. Residents often have to stand on the train to London during peak-times; access to A&E services would be 
made more problematic. These situations would become even more difficult with significant new building. 

 The Local Plan will need to 
identify sustainable 
development options to meet 
needs taking into account the 
scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements.  
 

Rep0198 
Mr Luke Jefferys 

I feel Little Chalfont has recently already been overdeveloped and its infrastructure cannot cope e.g. the traffic jams 
caused on the main road as people can't park for the parade of shops in the village. The saw mills development is 
huge.  Our greenbelt needs protecting - we should not allow building of any sort to extend out towards 
Chorleywood. Otherwise we will end up joining together. I am deeply disturbed by Little Chalfont being designated a 
main area for growth. It has already taken a greater share of the local area's growth and this need to be rebalance 
not made worse.  We should only allow infill. 

  

Rep0199 
 Peter and 
Jeanette Aley 

We have lived in Little Chalfont since 1979 and have seen the "village" grow during that time, (e.g. coffee shops and 
cafes and restaurants, community library, farmers market) but with little additional infrastructure to support the 
growing population and associated increase in traffic flows. The village is surrounded by green belt land, some of 
which is designated as an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty. There is a good shopping centre for the village's size, 
however: very inadequate parking. Anything more than a minor increase in housing will further detract from the 
environment and change the character of the village. There are few opportunities for provision of infrastructure 
projects to accommodate a much increased population, without encroaching greatly onto green belt land. Any 
major further housing development might lead to merging the village with Chalfont St. Giles, or even possibly with 
Chorleywood. We understand that Little Chalfont has, or is, receiving more additional population than its 
neighbouring towns and villages. It could structurally take all its fair share of the increase without recourse to using 
green belt or AONB land. 
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Rep0200 
 Sigrid Poole 

I write in connection with planning for future Development. I have lived very close to this area for nearly 50 years 
and know the site well. I wish to object strongly to the development of these houses in this location. Another 
reasons for rejecting this scheme includes the inadequacy of the access to accommodate even small increases in 
traffic, road widening would destroy the area completely. Schools are all oversubscribed and could not 
accommodate an influx of 100s of children. The proposed siting of the development is particularly ill-considered: it is 
on a Green Belt site used by many people for recreation and walking dogs and in winter it is used for sledging and is 
of Outstanding Natural Beauty, and building here would both diminish the striking view down to Chesham and 
would totally change the neighbourhood and the rural character. 

  

Rep0201 
Mrs Faith Mayer 
and Rep0202 
Mr Allen Mayer 

A key challenge that the joint local plan faces is the responsibility of the council to uphold and protect the existing 
green belt in this AONB.  I am concerned that the infrastructure in Little Chalfont, particularly the transport services 
and schooling, is already over its maximum capacity. CDC must ensure that new developments have sufficient off-
road parking and roads that are sufficiently wide so that emergency vehicles have access, even when cars are 
inevitably parked in the road. Any new developments should also reflect the character of the village, with sufficient 
green spaces and communal green areas. Schools and transport, but also healthcare, road traffic and parking. 

  

Rep0203 
Mr Mohammed 
Gajia 

Any planned development in Chesham must take account of existing infrastructure capacity, both from utilities and 
transport. In terms of utilities, water and sewerage are key. Water pressure is already low (especially in the north of 
the town) and extra sewerage capacity is non-existent unless the existing plant on Waterside is expanded or else 
additional supply is made available. The existing Chesham treatment plant must be improved before any 
development takes place. The pipework leading to the plant also needs to be improved to stop the flooding and 
overflowing of drains and sewers seen during heavy rains. Any further developments should also be fit for the 21st 
century in terms of energy usage and internet capacity. Commercial and Industrial development should take place 
where it has traditionally been successful in Chesham. The majority of this type of development in the north of 
Chesham has not been as successful as that in the south. 

  

Rep0204 
Mr Michael Jones 
and Rep0205 
Mrs Colette Jones 

Chalfont St Peter has had its fair share of new development as CDC has already granted planning permission 
for over 600 dwellings. There is a known infrastructure issues: drainage, health and school facilities are at 
full capacity and the road system can just about meet the current level of housing. Greenbelt principles 
should be paramount in decision making over new building with brownfield sites being a priority for building 
with a consideration as regards those sites closest to train, tube and bus services. 

The Local Plan will need to identify 
sustainable development options to 
meet needs taking into account the 
scale of development and implications 
for individual settlements.   

Rep0206 
Mrs Amarjit Ottal,  Rep0207 

I am completely opposed to any new sites for employment and housing in Gerrards Cross because: the 
new buildings will jeopardise the greenery and wildlife. Also lots of people in the area do rambling. 
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 Jaspreet Ottal, Rep0208 
Mr Gurcharan Ottal, Rep0209 
 Satwant Ottal, Rep0210 
 Baldev Ottal, Rep0211 to 
Rep0216 
 Anon 

ARUPs report did not recommend any of the sites and they are experts. The station is too small to 
handle more people and the trains are not long/often enough. Instead I think more homes should be 
built on the Crossrail route. e.g. Iver, Maidenhead, Burnham, Taplow. There are corporate offices next 
to Tesco and they have been empty for a long time. One of the sites proposed is a floodplain, north of 
Gerrards Cross. There are no secondary schools in the area; the roads cannot cope with more traffic; 
high density affordable homes look unattractive and do not blend into the area. 

Rep0217 
Mr James 
Nickless 

Little Chalfont has already experienced exponential growth when compared with neighbouring 
towns/settlements,  let alone on Green Belt land. The very character of the Village is defined by its Green 
Belt spaces - open views of countryside are one of the major attractions of the village. Development on 
these spaces would be a  withdrawal of amenity for the residents already living in the village. The school is 
oversubscribed, the healthcare provision is under significant pressure. The roads and parking provision are 
already groaning at the seams. 

 The Local Plan will need to identify 
sustainable development options to 
meet needs taking into account the 
scale of development and implications 
for individual settlements.   

Rep0218 
Dr Malcolm 
Coldman 

Chalfont St Peter has already planned ahead for the building of some 600 houses. This expansion will not be 
supported by a corresponding increase in the infrastructure which is already overloaded. The village centre is 
already prone to flooding and the schools are full to capacity. The proposal to reclassify mill meadow as not green 
belt would be a disaster for the village. Mill Meadow is on the flood plain and there is a serious flood risk. The area 
on both sides of the A413 has been marked as a potential site for development. The A413 is a natural boundary for 
development. The area is in a flood plain. If the area were to be developed as an industrial site this would seriously 
diminish the attractive appearance of a major approach to the village. The wooded area to the west of the A413 
contains many fine trees which I understand have protection orders on them. The trees provide a natural barrier to 
the noise and pollution from the A413 and the M25. They also reduce the risk of flooding.  The area is valued by 
residents as a green corridor and to destroy it is likely too lead to further industrialisation and amalgamation of 
separate and distinct developed areas. 

  

Rep0219 
Mr Clifton Melvin 

I object strongly to the proposal to release Green Belt land in Little Chalfont for housing purposes. Over 
the last decade Little Chalfont has accommodated a 12% increase in its housing stock I understand - 
significantly more than any of the surrounding towns and villages - which has put undue burden on our 
amenities and has led to major parking and traffic problems. It is therefore time for others areas to "step 
up" and there would appear to be a number of brownfield sites in Bucks that could better accommodate 
future housing needs. 

 The Local Plan will need to identify 
sustainable development options to meet 
needs taking into account the scale of 
development and implications for 
individual settlements.   
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Rep0220 
Mrs Sue Jefferys 

The Local Plan as it stands needs reviewing with regards to Little Chalfont: already increased housing stock 
by 12% which is almost twice as much as neighbouring villages/towns. If the current plan is implemented 
we will see housing all the way between Little Chalfont & Chorleywood. Current infrastructure will not 
cope; schools are over-subscribed, trains already full when they reach Little Chalfont. 

 The Local Plan will need to identify 
sustainable development options to meet 
needs taking into account the scale of 
development and implications for 
individual settlements.   

Rep0221 
Mrs Philippa 
Greensmith 

The plans involve bolting new housing and industrial areas on to an infrastructure that is already struggling. Anyone 
who has lived or worked in the area will agree that the entire transport system is clogged. In time the entire county 
will become a suburb of London. Why not create a new city somewhere not in the South East? Transport, education 
and recreation can then be properly designed for modern living. I am also very concerned at the erosion of 
Greenbelt in this document. Nibbling away at Greenbelt piecemeal will continue until it is all gone and 
Buckinghamshire paved over. 

 

Rep0222 
Mr Fred Harrison 
Chairman 
Amersham Band 

A local measure should be taken to alleviate the current acute shortfall of community use facilities in Amersham. 
The councils should take the opportunity to address the challenge of a shortage of provision of community facilities 
in Amersham. Solutions are required in both the short term for current needs and in the longer term as the 
requirements develop over the 2014-2036 timeframe. The Land ajacent to the Dentists on Rectory Hill, Amersham 
should be designated as a community facility use. 

 Identified needs for community 
facilities will seek to be planned 
for in the Plan while policies will 
seek to protect and provide 
new facilities where need can 
be demonstrated. 

Rep0223 
Mr Alasdair 
McKay 

The document is too large and impenetrable for digestion by the general public in such a short time. Why you 
cannot click on a map and then get the information on that area I don’t know, navigation in future needs to be much 
improved. A restructuring and expansion of Chesham employment base through identifying new employment space 
on the edge of the town in the Green Belt would be fine if there was the road or rail infrastructure to support it. Also 
the idea that a new service area be added between the M40 and M4 is absolutely preposterous. Traffic flow in this 
area is already at breaking point and adding another problem to the flow would be very problematic. Option A 
should be totally exhausted within all settlements before we then move to the easier green belt sites. There is a 
need for increased dense, well thought out affordable housing, not enormous detached properties. Sites on the 
main travel corridors should be looked at first. Many towns in the area have many family houses and I’ve no doubt 
that many of these are occupied by single persons including the elderly who’s future needs will not be met by their 
current location. We need a lot more housing centrally placed and suitable for single occupancy but that is aimed at 
a mixed demographic. You should almost be looking solely at building affordable housing as there isn’t any 
currently. Situating some housing schemes near hospitals (Amersham, Wexham, etc.) specifically aimed at elderly 
residents with greater needs would seem like the best option. Local heritage assets are few and far between and 
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should be maximized by the community and business (preferably start-ups).  The slopes of Nashleigh Hill that are 
being considered for development should really be left as local green space as the green slopes are part of the 
identity of Chesham. 

Rep0224 
Ms Georgina 
Lomnitz 

None of the spatial strategy options are acceptable, especially density of housing, as tower blocks are unacceptable. 
Specialist elderly accommodation requires level access to services and amenities, because in winter there are days 
when it is impossible to get up or down hills.  When I look at the Chesham maps, the critical challenges for this new 
Top Chesham will be road access, sewerage and flooding.  In several parts of the Local Plan you make good 
statements about privacy, noise generation, visual intrusiveness, protecting public/green spaces.  Your proposal is to 
put "strategic employment" on top of Francis Wood, as well as on to a children's recreation ground, a nature reserve 
looked after by dedicated volunteers, and open green areas much used and enjoyed by local residents. The whole of 
this area is also a wildlife corridor. This proposal is unacceptable. 

  

Rep0225 
Ms Elizabeth Vaz 

Since 2003 I have seen the development of houses in Little Chalfont that represent an increase of nearly 13% (versus 
single figure increases in other local areas).  I am very much a supporter of the key aims of the Green Belt. Loss of 
Green Belt will result tin loss of local wildlife habitats. The option of making more efficient use of existing brown site 
areas is mentioned and I would fully support this and feel that every effort should be made to fully exploit this 
alternative. The health service is currently at breaking point and in Bucks, our local hospitals and doctors surgeries 
are under-resourced, mental health services are woefully inadequate, especially for young people. With regard to 
education, we currently have a shortage of teachers, especially in key subject areas. This is compounded by a lack of 
funding for some of the local schools who are struggling to make ends meet. 

 The Local Plan will need to 
identify sustainable 
development options to meet 
needs taking into account the 
scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements.   

Rep0226 Symon 
& Samantha Quy 
and Peren & 
Madison Quy 
Binnion 

As residents in Little Chalfont for the past ten years, we would like to place on record our objection to further 
development in the village. We are particularly concerned about erosion of the green belt and plans to develop the 
cow field at the rear of Chessfield Park. We feel that there would be a negative impact on the quality of life in the 
village, which does not have to infrastructure to support further dwellings in terms of transport, medial provision, 
shops at Chenies parade, local schools, etc. 

  

Rep0227 
Mrs Julie 
Coldman 

The area on both sides of the A413 is designated as Green Belt. It provides a natural boundary to encroachment 
from neighbouring developments at Denham, Tatling End and Gerrards Cross. The trees to the west are under a 
protection order. They provide a barrier to the noise and pollution from the A413 and the M25. The trees reduce the 
risk of flooding both from the flood plain. Chalfont St Peter has already had too much development that is spoiling 
the village atmosphere and is overcoming the infrastructure that supports village life. 
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Rep0228 
Mr Brian Kilbey 

Allowing increased density of housing in the spatial strategy options is a no-no. The maps of Chesham on page 30 
(Appendix 2) and page 45 (Appendix 5) allow for a lot of new buildings for homes and businesses. This will increase 
sewerage and water run-off from the hard surfacing of this Green Belt land. To cope requires new drains and a new 
large sewer from The Vale to an expanded sewage works. In the Local Plan you make positive statements about 
privacy, noise generation, visual intrusiveness and protecting public/green spaces. You then ignore them by planning 
to site "Strategic Employment" on a childrens' recreation ground, Francis Wood, a nature reserve managed by 
volunteers, a wildlife corridor and open green areas used by existing residents. This is a major inconsistency. 

  

Rep0229 
Mr Andrew Illing 

If development for HS2 is running at the same time as any planned development along its route then there will be 
even more chaos than there‘s already going to be. The Council must NOT develop sites at the same time as the HS2 
work is being carried out. This might have an effect on the “deliverable” dates. Just to make matters worse I believe 
that vehicles for the HS2 project will be routed through Chesham, another reason not to run concurrent work. Reply 
to Question 3 – Specifically as regards Chesham, there is derelict land at the top of Springfield Road & Hospital Hill 
and along the railway line nearby where there are old, disused buildings. Maybe The Balks and Moor Road could be 
reviewed.  Open spaces, sports and leisure areas MUST be kept as they are.  All areas that are identified should be 
measured using a scale of impact on residents living close by.  The impact of extra traffic MUST also be taken into 
consideration using a similar scale.  Chesham is already heavily congested and occasionally gridlocked at peak times 
so is the worst place to extend.  Reply to Question 4 – The Green Belt is there for a reason and should not be used 
unless as a last resort. HS2 is already ripping out enormous swathes of Green Belt land in the area. The council must 
not make it worse by using more areas just to appease the government. The argument that HS2 is slicing through 
Green Belt land in this area should be argument enough. As already mentioned Chesham is already very badly 
congested due to the nature of the road layouts and the fact that there is no real bypass. Therefore developing 
Green Belt land on its outskirts will make matters much worse. The areas designated for development, housing 
and/or businesses, will force traffic down Botley Road or Lye Green Road which then meet at the roundabout at the 
top of White Hill, a few yards from Chesham Grammar school. This is already a BOTTLENECK at school and rush hour 
times. More traffic will cause chaos as well becoming much more hazardous to school children.  Reply to Question 5 
– Making use of dis-used or derelict land within built-up areas has to be the priority. If this isn’t enough then 
creating a new settlement would be my next choice because it removes almost all the social and infrastructure 
obstacles involved with infilling/extending current settlements. This would enable the new settlement to be planned 
from scratch thus maximising infrastructure needs. The down side is that green belt land would have to be used. The 
upside is that traffic and people would not be shoehorned into unsuitable areas and existing residents and services 
would be largely unaffected. The main problem is that all of the main roads end up in the town centre, joining the 
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rather inaptly named “by-pass” and Broad Street. IMPORTANT - There is no way of skirting Chesham without taking 
an enormous diversion, hence the bottle necked traffic congestion. This isn’t the case for many other towns in the 
South Bucks Area, i.e Aylesbury.  Reply to Question 6 – Option B, test areas of special control. These areas must be 
left alone to preserve town characters. Once areas of exceptional character are tampered with towns/villages will 
lose their national heritage and appeal. LEAVE WELL ALONE.  Option C – Again, traffic must be accounted for. 
Chesham, Amersham are already heavily congested, Chesham being the worst of all. I can’t comment on the other 
towns listed as I don’t live there !  Option F – Review with a view to removing larger settlements – what does this 
even mean ?! Development around Botley, Nashleigh Hill & Lycrome Road (Recently had a large development at 
Nashleigh Hill junction) should be removed from the list due to the increase in traffic it would cause in Chesham. 
Option J – There is scope for development near or around Chesham station as mentioned earlier in reply to question 
3 but again the question of increased traffic must be a major cause for concern.  Option K, (v) The huge area north of 
Chesham illustrated in Appendix 5 is almost as large as Chesham is at the moment ! Developing Chesham to that 
extent would cause gridlock in Chesham on a daily basis. Why pick a town to redevelop which is already the most 
congested of all those listed. The area should not be considered or, at the very least, be greatly reduced in size.  
Reply to Question 7 – The more I look at this the more I have the opinion that a new town or settlement would be 
the best solution even though Green Belt land would be affected. I don’t believe that a new settlement should be 
too near an existing one, for example there is plenty of land north of Aylesbury where there is plenty of space to 
start from scratch.  I believe that trying to redevelop already heavily congested towns which are going to suffer HS2 
development should not be put through this ordeal as well. The Chilterns should be excluded from the exercise of 
pinching Green Belt land on this point alone.  At least a new town would solve the majority of problems and would 
affect a small minority rather than the large majority and would mean that current towns can remain as they are 
without having Green Belt land eroded around their borders.  The idea of a new town in Bucks is probably the best 
of a bad lot.  Reply to Question 8 – Push back the problem to the government, it’s their fault for allowing too many 
people into this country - Fact Reply to Question 9 – Obviously it’s better to extend current sites than create new 
ones which will affect many more people and cause worry and anxiety to those living nearby.  I would add that 
travellers, by definition, do not need permanent housing. This is their chosen way of life and the rest of us should 
not be burdened because of it. Why do they get everything for free? No wonder why more people are claiming to be 
Gypsies. Instead of pandering to their whims and wishes, and those of other ethnic minority groups, stop being 
politically correct and have some common sense and back bone. There are many more deserving cases than them . 
Create specialist free housing for the mentally or physically disabled and people with learning difficulties and the 
elderly. These people are far more of a priority than gypsies / travellers who, again, have chosen their own way of 
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life, so let them live it !  Reply to Question 10 – The housing needs for the elderly are much more of a priority than 
those people mentioned in question 9. If there is no other option, then I’m sure most people would agree to some 
Green Belt land being used to cater for the elderly.  The council should be more sympathetic for those people who 
have elderly relations by allowing house extensions/annexes without all the various implications. This may help with 
their housing needs.  Reply to Question 11 – It’s VITAL that the heritage and character of English towns and 
settlements are preserved and ENHANCED. I believe that in this day and age it’s even more important due to the 
number of non-English/British people in the area who are slowly but surely eroding the English/British way of life 
and who are shaping our towns in the same negative way. The council have a “duty of care” in this respect. The 
council must resist the whims and wishes of ethnic minority groups who threaten our heritage. By preserving the 
character and heritage of our towns we ensure that they do not fall into a state of disrepair and do not become run 
down. This is important when attracting tourists and businesses to the area and obviously to the look and appeal of 
the town in general.  Reply to Question 12 – Not being aware of the current assets already protected I can only list 
all those that I think should be protected in and around my local area.  ALL Churches and associated land and 
buildings, Lowndes Park in Chesham, ALL “old” towns, ALL memorials, ALL sports fields and open spaces including 
The Moor in Chesham , Botley Road playing fields near the top of White Hill in Chesham, ALL rivers and footpaths, 
Hervines Park in Amersham, King Georges Field in Amersham, Open space at Woodside Close in Amersham, Open 
space at Highfield Close in Amersham, ALL woodland areas, ALL historic architecture including shop frontages & 
public buildings, the White Hill Centre in Chesham for example.  Reply to Question 13 – Botley Road playing fields 
near the top of White Hill in Chesham (many elderly people walk their dogs here, they are heavily used by local 
football teams and children using the playground facilities and on the football pitches/basketball areas), Lowndes 
Park (Heavily used and a tourist attraction, gives the town character and provides a wildlife interest with its 
pond/lake). The playing field at The Moor in Chesham (Used by local football teams and dog walkers and has a 
strong wildlife attraction being near the river) Hervines Park and surrounding woodland in Amersham (Heavily used 
by a variety of sports teams including football cricket & bowls and dog walkers/ramblers in its nearby woodland), 
King Georges Field in Amersham (Used for a variety of recreation), Open space at Woodside Close in Amersham 
(Because it’s a very nice space giving character to the area), Open space at Highfield Close in Amersham (gives 
character to the area and it looks nice), Chesham Grammar School and associated playing fields (provides quality 
schooling)  ALL open spaces and recreational areas must be preserved to maintain the look, heritage & character of 
towns, that’s “evidence” enough. Reply to Question 14 – The council MUST NOT pander to local ethnic minority 
communities as they have done in the past. If the council does it will contradict its duty of care to the English 
character and heritage of its towns and villages.  No Reply to Question 15 or 16   Reply to Question 17 – One of the 
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main challenges the local plan needs to address is the effect of extra traffic in those areas identified for possible 
development. Chesham has the worst current congestion of all, in relation to its size. As explained earlier, all of the 
“tributary” roads around Chesham hit the main through road which runs from the bottom of Amersham Hill, 
through Chesham to Nashleigh Hill. The effect of the By-Pass has been lessened greatly by the pelican crossings at 
either end of it and the Zebra Crossing points. Traffic blackspots at the top of White Hill near the grammar school 
will be chaotic if plans to develop land around the Botley & Lycrome Road areas (Appendix 2 & 5) on the Local Plan 
go ahead. The size of the potential developments would probably result in traffic gridlock in Chesham as well as 
being a safety issue to the children who attend the grammar school. HS2 work will already cause huge problems in 
Amersham & Chesham and this must also be taken into account. Chesham also has a hugely disproportionate 
amount of land identified for possible development in relation to its size than to land identified in other towns. The 
transport infrastructure of Chesham would be almost impossible to resolve due to its geographical spread unless a 
huge underpass is created stretching from Amersham Hill to Nashleigh Hill !  I believe that the area(s) identified in 
Appendix 2 & 5 for Chesham are prone to flooding and the majority, if not all, of the land is actively used as 
farmland.  Having read the Local Plan document, looked at all the towns which could be affected, looked at all of the 
many problems and issues which need resolving, I am now of the opinion that a new settlement is the best choice 
(out of a bad lot) Green Belt land would have to be released, which is a big negative, but all of the other problems, 
including social and infrastructure issues would be resolved by selecting this option. Current towns would therefore 
be unaffected and only a small minority would suffer.  As soon as you start shoehorning development schemes in or 
around already highly congested and populated areas the more problems and issues there are to resolve. Nobody 
wins, not the council and certainly not local residents. The council will be hitting their heads against a brick wall 
trying to resolve traffic issues for years to come. Therefore building a new town from scratch within in a low 
populated area would be the best solution for the vast majority.  As mentioned earlier, land north of Aylesbury 
which is sparsely populated and away from HS2 would be a candidate, in my opinion. 

Rep0230 
Mr Stephen Lucas 
 
Lucas Land and 
Planning 

The responses on this consultation relate to Chiltern District and include our appendices 1 and 2 including a site plan 
showing our representation site in Bowstridge Lane Chalfont St Giles. 1. The danger with this joint plan is that a 
significant amount of housing land and some employment land is directed to Aylesbury Vale District. The question is 
raised is there clarity that Aylesbury Vale can cope with this extra provision? Long term we do not believe this to be 
a sustainable position. This emergent plan must look to provide for local communities and not direct substantive 
local needs elsewhere - the real danger with the emergent plan is the loss of the employment base of Chiltern 
District being given over to housing and more residents having to commute out of the district to work-this is not a 
sustainable long term development position, particularly when the Green Belt has not been reviewed. More 

Concerns about the Green Belt 
Assessment Part 1 are noted. 
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employment and housing opportunities need to be provided locally. The full Green Belt Review is an opportunity to 
re-set options in this district. 2. Part of our previous consultation on the emergent Chiltern Local Plan of February 
2015 (Appendix 1 Refers a Green Belt Anomaly) forms part of this consultation response. In particular we request 
that special note is made of our representation site, outlined in red (Appendix 1) which is still defined as Green Belt 
despite being entirely enclosed by residential land uses. The land in question performs no Green Belt function-
indeed how could it? We request that the site in this local plan is formally removed from the Green Belt-either as 
noted in a revised Part 1 appraisal (see below) or within the Part 2 reviews. We have put the site forward In the call 
for Sites’ initiative (February 2015) we are firmly of the view that this 0.80 hectare village centre site is suitable for 
residential purposes, in particular for older persons retirement housing which we know is required in the village. The 
site is located in close proximity to village centre services, shops, facilities and the doctor’s surgery which are all 
within easy walking distance. We trust you will address this anomaly In this plan. 3. Page 2 of your report refers to 
the Buckinghamshire Green Belt Assessment Part 1: We are extremely concerned about this exercise which we 
believe for the following reasons to be flawed. The plan for General Area 41b (Chalfont St Giles south to Chalfont St 
Peter) has used an out of date base plan which does not include all of the residential extent of Chalfont St Giles 
south from the village centre residential estate In Bowstridge Lane Is not included, this estate is opposite our 
proposal site. This therefore means that the vital and realistic assessment of the Green Belt in this area is 
fundamentally flawed. We have spoken to the councils consultants Arup about this mistake and they informed us 
that the plans were supplied by the council and then said the Ordnance Survey (OS) Plans might not be up to date –
we obviously are aware what they say is entirely incorrect. We note the background to the Study (paragraph 1.1.2) 
and purpose 1 the Assessment Criteria (paragraph 4.3.14) which sets out that “OS base maps and aerial 
photography were reviewed in order to undertake each of the assessments, sense checked through site visits.” 
Obviously this did not occur with Area 41b and ask did the consultants ever visit the areas concerned or did they just 
rely on what is in this instance an out of date plan whilst sitting in an office? We do not regard this as “sense 
checked”. We find this whole exercise hard to believe as the council plans in the HELAA are of course up to the date 
base plans which are available either from the OS or the council-we have had up to date OS plans of the area for 
many years, quite why Arup are using out of date plans is beyond us.  

Rep0231 
Mr Minghui Yang 

I have been a resident at the above address for four years and prior to that I had lived in Ickenham. I moved to Little 
Chalfont with my family, attracted by the beauty and open spaces that exist within our locality. I am particularly 
concerned to see within the draft Local Plan proposals to reduce the extent of the Green Belt. I would like to register 
my strong objection to the erosion of the Green Belt in our area in any way. When the Green Belt was created, after 
World War II, it was intended to be a permanent creation that would prevent urban sprawl. I believe that it is of the 
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identify sustainable 
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greatest importance that this should be respected and its integrity preserved in full. The Green Belt has done its job 
extremely well to date, in preventing urban sprawl in Little Chalfont, and should be permitted to continue to do so.  
Turning to the specific proposals for the reduction of the Green Belt in the Little Chalfont Area, it seems to me that 
what is proposed is grossly unfair. Little Chalfont has already had to accept more than its fair share of new housing 
in recent years, with the most recent intensive developments taking place on the Donkey Field and Old Sawmill 
sites. I understand that the share of new housing in Little Chalfont over the last ten years has risen by more than 
12%, which is hugely disproportionate when compared to other local areas where, I understand, the percentage 
increase is only between 2% and 4%. Little Chalfont has already taken more than its fair share of new housing and 
should not be required to accept any more by the erosion of the Green Belt. The reduction of the Green Belt and the 
additional housing that is proposed for our village would ruin its character.  I am extremely concerned that the local 
facilities in Little Chalfont are already overstretched and the release of the Green Belt land would make an already 
bad situation impossible. For example: 1. There are huge problems with parking in Little Chalfont. There are simply 
not enough spaces to cope with the existing local needs, both for the village and the station. 2. The station and 
public transport into London will not be able to cope with the additional needs that will be caused by the new 
housing generated by the erosion of the Green Belt. I commute into London on a regular basis and, at peak times, it 
is already difficult to get on to some trains let alone find a seat. The platform length is restricted, so it would not just 
be a case of adding more carriages to the trains. 3. The traffic passing through Little Chalfont is already congested 
and the new housing proposals will, inevitably, make that situation much worse. The local roads are completely 
Inadequate to cope with the additional traffic that would be generated. If one looks at the area of Green Belt behind 
Long Walk, where I live, it seems that the Local Plan proposes to release that land (including the former golf course 
in Lodge Lane). It should be recognised that this area of land has no right of access on to Long Walk, which is a 
private road, and so any traffic from that land would have to exit either on to Burtons Lane, which is inappropriate, 
or on to Lodge Lane, which is merely a narrow country lane. One only has to imagine morning traffic having to pass 
through that narrow lane under the railway bridge to realise how difficult life would become. Many of the roads in 
the Little Chalfont Green Belt areas are very narrow lanes. Indeed, it would seem that Roughwood Lane is proposed 
to be the new Green Belt boundary by these draft plans. Anyone who has tried driving along Roughwood Lane will 
realise how impossible that would be with increased traffic. 4. The existing schools in Little Chalfont would not be 
able to serve the new housing that it is proposed should be built on the Green Belt areas. Our neighbour was unable 
to find a place for her children at the local primary school, which is within walking distance from her home. 

scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements.   
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Rep0232 
Ms Elaine Bant 

I agree with the proposal for the new sports facilities in Raans Road area but feel the whole provision of sports in 
Amersham nneed to be considered. E.g. rackets sports, a large cycleway perhaps in an area of parkland but where 
there are no cars, and it is safe for children and adults incl the aged. 5 miles would be good.  Transport needs 
consideration too. If you cant drive it is difficult to get to facilities (sports) in the area, particularly in Beaconsfield. Id 
like better access between Amersham and all adult learning facilities in the county and perhaps bordering counties. 
What will happen to the existing sports facilities in the local area with the development of the Raans road cricket 
and gymnastics sports facility? Will they be open for the general public to use. The community centre- swimming 
pool facilities offer significant benefit to a wide number of people. I believe this should be redeveloped and 
maintained as sports and community facilities, perhaps expanded. I'd like to see more of a Centre Parc development 
in Amersham enabling you to walk or cycle to these facilities. Do we know why so many cars come to the centre of 
Amersham? Can shopkeepers run a home delivery service? We shop and they drop the goods back to us. The waste 
site proposal needs to strongly take on board the risk of flooding in the area which I suggest is high. Beaconsfield 
maybe a better site. I am concerned that the redevelopment of the Iceland site should not mean an overpowering 
and dominant building. The plans suggest the building will impact further on the pavement than the existing 
premisis- not good.  Could an Aldi be developed on the site of the old pub in Grimsdells/Plantation Road? 

The need for sport and 
recreation will be considered as 
part of the Local Plan.  The 
councils cannot require public 
access to private sports 
facilities.  Encouraging home 
deliveries and waste are 
matters that is outside the 
scope of this local plan and the 
councils are unable to specify 
retail operators. 

Rep0233 
Mr Ian Wilson 

I am writing to register my objection to the proposed plan to consider development of areas of green belt land 
around Little Chalfont. I. The plan appears to ignore major elements of the definition of the green belt.   A. Check 
the unrestricted sprawl of large built up areas.  B. Prevent neighbouring towns merging.  C.Safeguarding the 
countryside from encroachment. D. Encouraging the recycling of dedlict sites. A. above - the plans appear to add 30 
to 40% to the area of little chalfont which has already provided a considerably higher proportional number of new 
houses compared with the surrounding areas. B. above - the plans indicate a significant movement towards Chalfont 
St Giles and Chorleywood. C. above - it appears this requirement has being overlooked. D. above - the plan does not 
indicate any ares of recycled land. 2. There does not appear to be any acknowledgment of the need to consider the 
requirements of’Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty’ 3. The present infrastructure is, in my opinion, at fill stretch. 
Parking around the shops and the station is particularly bad, there is only 1 doctors surgery, the traffic through the 
village is very heavy at times & can back up very easily, the train service already gets very crowded in the rush hour 

 The Local Plan will need to 
identify sustainable 
development options to meet 
needs taking into account the 
scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements.   
 

Rep0234 
Mrs Jessica Spear 

The council should not be considering building on Green Belt land. This proposal will create sprawl by merging 
villages and towns together. I do not want the attractive tree-lined corridors that are the entrance/exit to our village 
built on with industrial units. The proposals will effectively double the size of the village. This is not a sustainable 
plan given the ancient nature of the village. My children and their children will not have Mill Meadow or the 
Epilepsy centre to play football. 
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Rep0235 
Mr Keith Davies 

Response to Question 6:  1. This response relates to the possible Built Area Extension at Prestwood set out in 
Appendix 4 of the Plan and, in particular, to the freehold house and land at Peppers House within that possible area 
extension. A map accompanies these comments. 2. Chiltern D. C. needs to find 7,300 houses in the period 2016-
2036 to comply with the Buckinghamshire HEDNA. Chiltern D.C. at para 4.7 of the Plan accepts that, given the 
overall levels of need and limited scope for development to meet that need, there are exceptional circumstances to 
review the Green Belt and it, therefore, intends to test a number of options, in particular Options A and E. Option E 
involves considering Built Area Extensions into the current Green Belt, including land at Prestwood, set out in 
Appendix 4 of the Plan. The map that accompanies this response of mine gives a more detailed outline of the land 
under consideration in Appendix 4 than does the rather sketchy plan in Appendix 4 itself. The whole of the land 
under consideration is outlined in yellow on my map. The house and land at Peppers House, which forms part of it, 
is outlined in pink. It can be seen that the land outlined in yellow is self-contained, being bordered on the west side 
by Wycombe Road, on the north by existing residential development on the east side by Prestwood Lodge School 
and on the south side by Peterley Wood and Lawrence Grove Wood. 3. Over the last 40-50 years practically all the 
land in the area outlined in yellow, including that at Peppers House, have been the subject of planning applications 
for residential development. All applications have been refused, mainly on Green Belt grounds. It would seem clear 
from this that, should this land be taken out of the Green Belt, all or almost all of it would be immediately available 
for residential development. The Council will be applying under para 4.14 it own agreed methodology in deciding 
whether or not this area or any part of it no longer fulfils a Green belt purpose. The self-contained nature of the 
overall land as a whole is such that good planning should treat it all as one. Death’ either all of it should be taken out 
of the Green Belt or none. It may be that in its difficult search for development land to comply with the heavy 
housing demand between now and 2036 the Council may be forced to conclude that for this side of Prestwood, the 
Green Belt purpose may be sufficiently made out by shifting the Green Belt boundary southwards to the northern 
edges of Peterley and Lawrence Grove Woods. 4. Chiltern D.C. does have one preliminary problem. Widmere Field 
has been the subject of an very similar application to build 76 dwellings that was refused by the Council as recently 
as 1gth January 2016. The applicants have made it clear that they intend to appeal, as they believe they are very 
likely to succeed. It would surely be unwise for the Council to make any firm decision on what if any, Built Area 
Extensions to allow at Prestwood or elsewhere in the District until it knows the outcome of that appeal. It would be 
most unfortunate for overall good planning reasons, if, for instance, the Council were to decide against an extension 
into any or all of the area in Appendix 4, only to discover later that the Inspector has allowed the appeal in respect 
of Widmer Field that is right in the middle of that area. 5. The house and land at Peppers House comprises 2.73 
acres, of which about 1 acre comprises mainly of paddocks. It would have the advantage of allowing access to the 
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main Wycombe Road, which is a very straight road here, and avoid any need for access through Lodge Lane. 
Although, as has already been indicated in para 3 of this response, it would ideally be better if the house and land at 
Peppers House were released from the Green Belt in conjunction with all the other parts of the overall land outlined 
in Appendix 4, it would not be inappropriate for it to be released on its own or with some of the rest, as it does have 
this extensive access to Wycombe Road. 

Rep0236 
Mr Andrew Spear 

I fundamentally reject and disagree with the proposed development plan for the following reasons:- The proposals 
will completely change the character of the village and surrounding area as it eats into Green Belt areas that 
surround the village. This will radically alter the countryside which we enjoy. - my children use Mill Meadow and the 
Epilepsy centre sporting facilities and surely we should be encouraging children to play sport, not building on the 
land. - the plans mean that the surrounding towns and villages will merge together into a sprawl - the local schools 
and facilities could not cope with the increased population - the local woods and fields which surround the village 
would be destroyed where there are perfectly good brownfield sites available that should be considered first. 

  

Rep0237 Kelvin 
Wang 

I have been a resident at the above address for four years and prior to that I had lived in Ickenham. I moved to Little 
Chalfont with my family, attracted by the beauty and open spaces that exist within our locality. I am particularly 
concerned to see within the draft Local Plan proposals to reduce the extent of the Green Belt. I would like to register 
my strong objection to the erosion of the Green Belt in our area in any way. When the Green Belt was created, after 
World War II, it was intended to be a permanent creation that would prevent urban sprawl. I believe that it is of the 
greatest importance that this should be respected and its integrity preserved in full. The Green Belt has done its job 
extremely well to date, in preventing urban sprawl in Little Chalfont, and should be permitted to continue to do so. 
Turning to the specific proposals for the reduction of the Green Belt in the Little Chalfont Area, it seems to me that 
what is proposed is grossly unfair. Little Chalfont has already had to accept more than its fair share of new housing 
in recent years, with the most recent intensive developments taking place on the Donkey Field and Old Sawmill 
sites. I understand that the share of new housing in Little Chalfont over the last ten years has risen by more than 
12%, which is hugely disproportionate when compared to other local areas where, I understand, the percentage 
increase is only between 2% and 4%. Little Chalfont has already taken more than its fair share of new housing and 
should not be required to accept any more by the erosion of the Green Belt. The reduction of the 
Green Belt and the additional housing that is proposed for our village would ruin its character. I am extremely 
concerned that the local facilities in Little Chalfont are already overstretched and the release of the Green Belt land 
would make an already bad situation impossible. For example:  1. There are huge problems with parking in Little 
Chalfont. There are simply not enough spaces to cope with the existing local needs, both for the village and the 
station.  2. The station and public transport into London will not be able to cope with the additional needs that will 
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be caused by the new housing generated by the erosion of the Green Belt. I commute into London on a regular basis 
and, at peak times, it is already difficult to get on to some trains let alone find a seat. The platform length is 
restricted, so it would not just be a case of adding more carriages to the trains. 3. The traffic passing through Little 
Chalfont is already congested and the new housing proposals will, inevitably, make that situation much worse. The 
local roads are completely Inadequate to cope with the additional traffic that would be generated. If one looks at 
the area of Green Belt behind Long Walk, where I live, it seems that the Local Plan proposes to release that land 
(including the former golf course in Lodge Lane). It should be recognised that this area of land has no right of access 
on to Long Walk, which is a private road, and so any traffic from that land would have to exit either on to Burtons 
Lane, which is inappropriate, or on to Lodge Lane, which is merely a narrow country lane. One only has to imagine 
morning traffic having to pass through that narrow lane under the railway bridge to realise how difficult life would 
become. Many of the roads in the Little Chalfont Green Belt areas are very narrow lanes. Indeed, it would seem that 
Roughwood Lane is proposed to be the new Green Belt boundary by these draft plans. Anyone who has tried driving 
along Roughwood Lane will realise how impossible that would be with increased traffic. 4. The existing schools in 
Little Chalfont would not be able to serve the new housing that it is proposed should be built on the Green Belt 
areas. Our neighbour was unable to find a place for her children at the local primary school, which is within walking 
distance from her home, because there were not enough places available. How on earth could local schools be 
expected to cope with and serve all the new families that would inevitably come to live in the Little Chalfont area? 
The existing senior schools would not be able to cope with the increased numbers and I understand that it would 
not be permissible for new Grammar Schools to be built whereas Grammar Schools are the system that our local 
area operates.  5. Medical and dental facilities are already overstretched and would also be unable to serve the 
additional households that the erosion of the Green Belt would create. I am also extremely concerned to see that it 
is proposed that part of the Green Belt should be used to create industrial estates. One of these areas has the 
potential to run from Chenies Manor into what is now the outskirts of the village. How can this possibly be 
considered to be appropriate for a lovely Chiltern village such as ours? Much of the areas of Green Belt that are 
proposed to be released are also designated as being Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty. Again, I would strongly 
object to housing being built on those areas, and I feel that the proposed Local Plan should respect them and that 
they should be incapable of development. AONBs are supposed to be landscapes for life, which have significant 
landscape value and they are supposed to conserve and enhance the natural beauty of the area. It would frankly be 
criminal for those areas to be developed.  The existing areas of Green Belt around Little Chalfont contain ancient 
woodland, footpaths and a home for nature. For example, the woods behind us in Long Walk, that would be 
affected by these proposals, are homes for owls, badgers, deer and many other species of wildlife. This should not 
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be allowed to be eroded.  I would also like to register my objection to the methodology that has been used by your 
consultants Arup in suggesting that the proposed areas of Green Belt should be released for development. The 
existing areas of Green Belt have been divided up by Arup into a number of sub-sections, whereas it seems to me 
that those areas should be viewed as a whole and not as bits that are convenient to slice off for cynical purposes. By 
eroding those areas, you will damage or destroy the integrity of the whole. This could lead to Little Chalfont 
eventually extending into and merging with Chorleywood, Chalfont St Giles and Amersham, with the whole area 
effectively being turned into a New Town. This is something that of course, the creation of the Green Belt was 
expressly designed to prevent. It seems to me that Arup have viewed their brief from you as being “how to find a 
way of breaking up the Green Belt” rather than how well the existing Green Belt has worked and is working. What 
they should have done is to look at the integrity of the whole Green Belt area and not slice it up for convenience.  In 
conclusion, I fully understand that the Council is required to find new homes for the South Bucks and Chiltern areas, 
but I think that to do this by eroding the existing Green Belt would be disastrous for the area and completely destroy 
its character. I am not against residential development in the area, and recognise this has to happen. However, I feel 
that any new homes could best be built on infill land or on existing non-Green Belt land. The scale of the 
development that the Local Plan seems to envisage for Little Chalfont is wholly disproportionate, particularly when 
one considers the developments that have already been allowed to take place. 

Rep0238 
Mr  Purton 

Green Belt land (& AONBs) must only be used for Green Belt (& AONB) purpose. It is a national treasure for the good 
of all. It maintains the rural character of rural districts. It restrains urban sprawl and conurbanisation. Once lost, it is 
lost forever- there are no policies to encourage/require change of use from urban and industrial sites to open 
farmland or woodland- even when such sites are redundant and near open farmland. Thus, unless always protected, 
the Green Belt (& AONBs) will become smaller and smaller: and the need for it greater and greater. Changing Green 
Belt land to residential or industrial use means a significant increase in residential/commuter population: public 
facilities in the district are already overloaded and unable to expand because of existing planning policies (eg 
schools, shops, community & recreational facilities - car parking already most inadequate). Change of policy with the 
Green Belt will have to mean changes of policy elsewhere- eg from domestic to additional school/shop parking and 
ancillary buildings with enlarged urbanised roads. Thus the domino effect of changing Green Belt policy is to change 
other long-help policies, and destroy the existing, careful balance between  competing/conflicting uses which has 
kept Little Chalfont's beautiful character intact for the benefit of all, including future generations. 
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Rep0239 
Ms Sally Black 

I have lived in Little Chalfont for over 18 years, before that I lived in Chesham for 12 years. My husband and I chose 
this area because it seemed the perfect, rural area to bring up our children. Good schools, excellent transport 
network and surrounded by open green spaces and farmland. I was, therefore, appalled to see the proposal set out 
by the Council to dramatically reduce the Green Belt land in our area. I would like, through this letter, to register my 
strong objection to this proposal. Little Chalfont has had large new developments approved over the past few 
years both with the housing in Burtons Lane and the Old Sawmill in Bell Lane.  This well exceeds the new 
developments in neighbouring towns and villages by some 6-8 percent. I understand that it is important to create 
new houses and that areas cannot stay the same for ever. However, this proposal would completely change our 
environment and make what is at present a lovely village into an urban sprawl. As a housewife and stay at home 
mother I have always used our local facilities as much as I could. I have spent many hours in the car driving our 2 
children around the local district to their various activities. Over the past few years driving has become more and 
more of a problem. The roads have become so overcrowded that journeys which used to take just 10 minutes now 
take 20 and there are constant traffic jams and roadworks. With all the extra housing that could only get  
considerably worse. Car parking in Little Chalfont and indeed in all the surrounding areas is already at breaking point 
Many times recently I have been unable to park in the village car park as it is full. This puts huge pressure on the 
local shops if local residents are unable to park. I like to support our local shops but am, at times, forced to drive 
elsewhere. Again this can only get worse if there are extra houses. The station car park is so full that it is difficult to 
park and as the local roads have double yellow lines parking for travel into London is lready very difficult. The 
trains in rush hour times are standing room only. Again this would be become impossible if housing increased. 
lfwe lost the present Green Belt land and it was subsequent]y developed this would completely change our 
environment. We would lose so much of the natural wildlife. We have a large variety of animals and birds and flora 
in our area, this we would lose forever. The pollution levels would rise hugely which would affect not only the 
wildlife but also the elderly residents and those with health problems such as asthma. Our local doctor’s surgeries 
are already stretched to maximum as are the local schools. Many parents have to drive long distances to take their 
children to school as the nearest to them have reached capacity. This already makes the traffic much heavier than it 
should be. Further development would make the situation impossible. With the closure of much of the A & F 
department at Wycombe Hospital Stoke Mandeville is already stretched to the limit How will local hospitals cope 
with thousands more residents in the area? I would be most grateful if you could please take my concerns into 
consideration. 

 The Local Plan will need to 
identify sustainable 
development options to meet 
needs taking into account the 
scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements.   
 

Rep0240 
Mrs Julie Wong 

We have lived in Lt Chalfont for many years & have seen our children & now our grand children growing up here.  
Any further development in area will eat up our entire green belt. Lt Chalfont is a village - please keep it this way! 
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Future development will cause massive traffic problems, overcrowding in schools and hospitals let alone taking 
away the vital open areas that are beneficial for our health. HANDS OFF OUR GREEN BELT PLEASE!!!!! 

Rep0243 
Mrs Kirsten 
Lawrence 

Green belt land was set up for a reason. We live in an area of outstanding natural beauty, which should not be 
compromised by expanding.  The infrastructure of Little Chalfont, specifically health services and schools are already 
struggling with demand and would require significant investment to meet the demands of the proposals.  The high 
street is already at capacity and would become dangerous with increased traffic. 

  

Rep0244 
Ms Sarah Randall 

My major concern regarding this development is the destructive effect this will have on the community of Iver and 
primarily the building of housing on Iver heath fields which is a community centre for the area and the only large 
piece of public green land now within walking distance of the vast majority of the Iver heath area. Many of the older 
members of the community use this area as a place to socialise and walk their dog which for many of them is the 
only time they interact with other people and exercise. It will significantly degrade their quality of life to remove this 
park land. At some point someone in the council and government needs to address the fact that the problem is not 
too little housing, but too many people and some form of population control needs to be put in place 

  

Rep0246 
Mr Alistair 
Cumming 

I am writing regarding the risk to the Green Belt as outlined in the Local Plan and Parcels 47b, 57b, 65a and 69.  My 
objections to the proposed options are: 1) Erosion of the Green Belt - we do not want any development to risk this 
precious belt of protection around our area from the sprawl of Greater London and Slough 2) Environment - 
developing on Green Belt land is destructive to the naturally beautiful environment we are so blessed live among 
and the wildlife we share our environment with  3) Infrastructure - we do not have enough schools, doctors 
surgeries, hospitals or parking in the surrounding towns to cope with more houses and families moving into our 
area.  Indeed Gerrards Cross does not even have a doctors surgery. 4) Roads - the traffic congestion in Gerrards 
Cross is not just to do with the badly designed traffic lights system.  It is about volume of traffic on the roads and 
more homes equals more traffic.  It is totally unsustainable.  We trust you, our Council, will do the right thing and 
not erode the precious Green Belt and listen to us as residents in our strong objections. 
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Rep0247 
Mr Michael 
Kightley 

I have looked at the consultative planning documents for the requirements for additional housing, especially with 
regard to the Iver and Richings Park areas and wish to make the following comments.  It is understood that the local 
authority is under an obligation by government to produce plans for the building of several thousand dwellings in 
the South Bucks area, but there are a number of critical areas that make the Ivers somewhat of a special case. I am 
not maintaining that there should not be any expansion of housing, but consideration that the building should at 
least be delayed for the following reasons and perhaps the number reduced.  I would highlight that the areas 
designated as plots 95,94,93, and 97 are subject to flooding after heavy rain, and have been under water this winter. 
The area designated 99 also has some flooding issues but more importantly, if this land was built on, it would join 
the area to an already existing housing estate and would cause urban sprawl which has to be considered. This would 
involve the loss of green belt land, which in this area is at a premium, and once lost cannot be reclaimed. 
The Ivers are already subject to large scale developments although not dwellings they are and will continue to have 
a great impact on Iver and the immediate surrounding districts, as itemised below.  The proposed extension to 
Heathrow Airport, either by an additional runway or the extension of an existing one, if the government agree on 
either of these plans, would greatly add to the congestion on already over crowded roads. In both cases by 
construction vehicles and then increased traffic to and from the airport after construction. The Heathrow rail link 
from Slough to Terminal 5 is already planned to start in the near future. This will not only add very heavy lorries to 
the surrounding village roads but it is also planned to close Hollow Hill Lane/Mansion Lane (which is very busy road) 
to through traffic permanently which will greatly increase congestion in both Langley and the Ivers. There is no 
suggestion by the rail operator for any alleviating measures for local residents by the building of a replacement road 
to help the situation  so traffic congestion in the two areas of Iver and Langley will not only be aggravated but 
continue ad infinitum.  The Heathrow Express rail depot, to facilit the HS2 requirements, is being moved from Old 
Oak Common to a site next to Langley railway station, extending as far along the rail line as Richings Park. It is 
already planned that this will increase heavy lorries through the Ivers and the plans that have been displayed show 
that the lorries will pass through Iver village and Richings Park. Some of these roads are limited by width restrictions 
and are totally unsuitable for such traffic. The only route to avoid Iver and Richings Park is through Langley to reach 
the M4. Langley is already grid locked during the rush hour and busy at other times.  There are widening plans for 
the M4 and it is anticipated that the depot area for this work will be located in the Sutton Lane, Richings Park area. It 
can be anticipated that  this work will take a considerable time. This will not only encroach on green belt, but also 
impact on traffic congestion.  None of the above demands on this concentrated area take any account of the 
additional impact of increased noise and air pollution which is already above EU guidelines. 

 Transport options for Iver are 
being considered with the 
County Council as Highway 
Authority in conjunction with 
the Local Plan. 
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Rep0248 
Mrs Julia 
Cumming 

I wish it to be known that I STRONGLY OBJECT to the proposed options outlined in the South Bucks Local Plan 
(Parcels 47b, 57b, 65a & 69) regarding the eroding of the Green Belt.  The Green Belt protects our area from the 
sprawl of Greater London and Slough and any plans which involve building on any Green Belt land is a serious crime 
against this beautiful county, it's wildlife, it's property value and against the wishes of the residents who choose to 
live here.  As our Council, you are the temporary custodians of our Green Belt and we trust you to take care of it and 
protect our area for generations to come.  Give it an inch and it will take a mile ie any eroding of the Green Belt is a 
death sentence to it. 

  

Rep0249 
Mr Jeffrey 
Deighton 

I wish to register my support for the proposed cricket facility located at Betjeman Park, Amersham HP6 6JQ. This 
would be a major help to local garss roots cricket, both training and competition. Aside from my coaching at HWCC, I 
have been part of the ESM Cricket Academy for 10 years and for each of these years, each Winter, we organise a 
League & Cup tournament every Sunda from Jan-Easter in the South Bucks district (20-30 clubs take part each 
Winter) 

  

Rep0250 
Mrs Eveline 
Charnley 

I have lived in Latimer for 30 years and chose to live here as it is and always has been an area of outstanding natural 
beauty and I am appalled to hear that our countryside is now under threat - green belt boundaries by their very 
nature are intended to be permanent . The views across the Chess Valley are second to none and it is impossible to 
contemplate their destruction.  Stony Lane is what it says - a lane . If this development goes ahead it would have to 
be made into a road possibly with traffic lights as how could it possibly cope with all that additional traffic. It is bad 
enough as it is and what about the inpact on all our other country roads in Chenies, Flaunden etc.  What about other 
infrastructure such as schools ,doctors, hospitals etc as at present all are full? Presumably we would have to have 
another carpark built at the station as it is nearly always full.  Amersham is a much larger town so why has it been 
decided that Little Chalfont and Latimer have to bear the brunt of all this upheaval?!  This whole conception is 
ludicrous and presumably has come about by Government objectives but it cannot have been properly thought 
through. 

  

Rep0252 
Mrs Christine 
Clark 

I would like to express my concern over the proposed plans to build on designated green belt land in and around 
Gerrards Cross.  This area is already very busy with existing homes, and I do not think that the town would be able 
to cope with expansion.   We would  not have enough school places, or medical facilities to cope with more housing, 
and the current parking is already a big problem with train users and shoppers.  We also have poor facilities for 
Secondary Education, with residents going to High Wycombe, Chesham, Beaconsfield and Burnham already.  We 
have only just recently decided that our village is now a town, but it is a small town which is only able to cope at 
present levels of housing. 
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Rep0253 
Mrs Susan Cooper 

I believe that Little Chalfont should be retained as a small village community and not categorised as a “main 
settlement for growth”. Green belt land around the existing village boundaries provides a major source of well being 
in the community. There are lovely quiet open spaces which add to the quality of life in this area. Filling in blocks of 
land with more and more houses, or indeed new business premises, will make a considerable change to the nature 
of Little Chalfont, which will essentially evolve into a town. I do not want this. Statistics for recent building and 
approvals of new properties in Little Chalfont show that they have far outstripped the percentage increases in other 
local communities. Chesham has seen a 4% growth compared to 12% in Little Chalfont. If there have to be more 
properties built in Chiltern District then they should be placed elsewhere.  The Green Belt needs to be protected for 
the same reasons as it was originally designated – to safeguard the countryside from encroachment. More effort 
needs to be put into urban regeneration – vacant business premises need to be reclassified and used for housing 
wherever possible. Since a lot of land around Little Chalfont is within the Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty, it 
warrants further protection from development. The pieces of land currently being tested to the north and east of 
Little Chalfont will remove significant areas from the AONB in the direction of Latimer and Chenies and this 
introduces a clear threat for future absorption of these historic communities into Little Chalfont, especially if we are 
categorised as a "main settlement for growth". This growth also extends our boundaries towards Chorleywood, thus 
reducing the protection from further merging of communities. The purpose of the AONB is to conserve and protect 
its natural beauty and the Council has a duty to abide by this. How then can we consider removing parcels of land, 
where do we stop? In designating these areas there is a clear inference that any future development should happen 
elsewhere!  There appears to be some external force that wants to spread this burden of house building to every 
community irrespective of the local conditions. We must resist this and point out that there should be absolutely no 
building on AONB land! If these developments really are necessary then some other land must be found elsewhere 
in England which is not so designated.  Why is it that Chiltern is only required to talk with adjacent local authorities 
in finding suitable sites for development? The questions regarding green belt encroachment and especially AONB 
encroachment should be addressed nationally. Little Chalfont has great problems right now with its infrastructure 
and further housing development here would be a catastrophy. Our schools are already over-subscribed. Road 
traffic is a regular problem, causing stress and anxiety to many local residents. Parking provision in the village is 
woefully inadequate. We have suffered recently from a judgement by an outside Planning Inspector which took 
away a most useful piece of land, which had been used for parking. This is now to be developed for more businesses 
and more dwellings exactly on top of the biggest parking hotspot. There is another proposed development currently 
being considered which would add even more business people and dwellings to this hot spot area. If these future 
dwellings and businesses are added in the planned areas for testing then the situation will be utterly chaotic. Other 

 The Local Plan will need to 
identify sustainable 
development options to meet 
needs taking into account the 
scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements.   
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deficiencies exist due to limits on local healthcare provision. Water supplies and waste water disposal provisions will 
need significant upgrading, requiring major disruption to implement in this very busy village centre. Greater use will 
be made of our local train services, leading to more regular traffic movements and congestion in peak hours. 

Rep0254 
Mr Edward 
Cooper 

Q1 – comments on definitions and HEDNA, etc.  The descriptions in paras 2.1 to 2.8 contain various headings, eg 
OAHN, HMA and FEMA, none of which are explained in every-day language. These appear to involve lots of 
judgement but there is no indication of what parameters are being used to gauge the needs being assessed. How is 
it possible to comment on something you cannot understand?  2.3 states there are no significant market 
relationships with Herts. As a resident of Little Chalfont I find this amazing. We are right next to Chorleywood with 
links via the M25 and Metropolitan line. Any housing needs for this area could readily be met by Chorleywood and 
vice versa. A lot of our shopping is done in Watford. We use businesses in Herts just as much as in Bucks. It is said 
that the “draft Bucks HEDNA has identified main development needs, including 7,300 houses in CDC. There is no 
explanation of the rationale behind the figures quoted. Studies have been commissioned to look at all these things 
but no details are provided to allow us to assess their merits. A quick look at the ORS/Atkins study indicates that 
Chiltern’s Fully Assessed Need for Housing is considerably higher than the base CLG figure, rising from some 4500 to 
6600. It is very difficult to determine the credibility of this change because of the mass of statistics presented and 
the lack of commentary in more vernacular language.  Little Chalfont should be retained as a small village 
community and not categorised as a “main settlement for growth”. Green belt land around the existing village 
boundaries provides a major source of well being in the community. Tranquil open spaces add to the quality of life 
in this area. Filling in blocks of land with more and more houses, or indeed new business premises, will make a 
considerable change to the nature of the village, which will essentially evolve into a town. I do not want this. Recent 
building and approvals of new properties in Little Chalfont have far outstripped the percentage increases in other 
local communities. Chesham has seen a 4% growth compared to 12% in Little Chalfont. If there have to be more 
properties built in Chiltern District then they should be placed elsewhere.  The Green Belt needs to be protected for 
the same reasons as it was originally designated – to safeguard the countryside from encroachment. More effort 
needs to be put into urban regeneration – vacant business premises need to be reclassified and used for housing 
wherever possible. Much of the land around Little Chalfont is within the Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty and as 
such warrants further protection from development. Parcels of land currently being tested to the north and east of 
Little Chalfont will remove significant areas from the AONB in the direction of Latimer and Chenies and pose a clear 
threat for future absorption of these historic communities into Little Chalfont. This growth also extends our 
boundaries towards Chorleywood, thus reducing the protection from further merging of communities. The purpose 
of the AONB is to conserve and protect its natural beauty and there is a duty to abide by this. How then can we 

The draft Housing and 
Economic Development Needs 
Assessment is on the council 
websites as part of the evidence 
base supporting the 
consultation document and 
which addresses the questions 
raised.  Abbreviations and links 
between the consultation 
document and evidence base is 
explained in the consultation 
document itself. 
 
The Local Plan will need to 
identify sustainable 
development options to meet 
needs taking into account the 
scale of development and 
implications for individual 
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consider removing elements? In designating these areas there is a clear inference that any future development 
should happen elsewhere! We seem to be acquiescing to some external force that wants to spread this burden of 
house building to every community irrespective of the local conditions. There should be absolutely no building on 
AONB land! Please find some other land elsewhere in England which is not so designated. Why is it that Chiltern is 
only required to talk with adjacent local authorities in finding suitable sites for development? The questions 
regarding green belt encroachment and especially AONB encroachment should be addressed nationally.  The 
Infrastructure of Little Chalfont is creaking at the seams! Any further housing development here would be 
disastrous.  Our schools are already over-subscribed. Road traffic is a regular problem, causing stress and anxiety to 
many local residents. Parking provision in the village is woefully inadequate. A recent brilliant piece of judgement by 
an outside Planning Inspector took away the most useful piece of land, which had been used for parking, to be 
developed for more businesses and more dwellings exactly on top of the biggest parking hotspot. We have another 
proposed development currently being considered which would add even more business people and dwellings to 
this hot spot area. It is impossible to imagine a scenario with future dwellings and businesses added in the planned 
areas for testing. Other deficiencies exist due to limits on local healthcare provision. Water supplies and waste water 
disposal provisions will need significant upgrading, requiring major disruption to implement in this very busy village 
centre. Greater use will be made of our local train services, leading to more regular traffic movements and 
congestion in peak hours.  There is no justification for any expansion in Little Chalfont. 

Rep0255 
Mrs Anne 
Campbell 

Please don't let Little Chalfont become Great Chalfont.  I am totally opposed to the proposed building on Green Belt 
land in and around Little Chalfont.  My family and I have lived in Little Chalfont for 28 years and over that time there 
has been many new homes built which I accept as new housing is always needed but the HUGE proposed 
developments will stretch the current infrastructure to the limit.  How will our two junior schools and senior schools 
cope ?  Many of the roads are not wide enough for the extra traffic.  It's hard getting a doctors appointment now so 
what will it be like with the influx of more residents - impossible !!  Then there is the destruction of our wonderful 
green fields and woodland - these proposed areas cut through some wonderful walks and as we are always being 
told to get out and exercise how can you plan to loose them.  What will happen to the valuable wildlife which is vital 
- their habitat must be saved.  Green belt land is there to enhance our lives and if the proposed developments go 
ahead Little Chalfont will loose its buffers from the other local towns and eventually will become one vast 
characterless mass of houses - PLEASE DON'T LET THAT HAPPEN AND SAVE OUR GREEN BELT !!! 
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Rep0256 
Mr Alan Gladwin 

I attended the very informative presentation yesterday in Stoke Poges village. I understand that areas for 
investigation are required and as an ex design engineer think all avenues should be contemplated. Unfortunately 
because of the stupid structure of the countries political system I don't believe this is happening, because even 
ARUP has been constrained to think inside the boxes, with each political area isolated and continuing petty frontier 
battles with their neighbours. Wexham is a Hospital, it is an ill-conceived sprawling collection of buildings with more 
corridor than usable space, it is on the ongoing battle ground between Berkshire and Buckinghamshire.  The 20 year 
plan, giving possible cause to alter greenbelt usage could be seen as a major opportunity in this area the adjacent 
fields  could be used to construct a new hospital, allowing migration from the old site over time, in turn allowing the 
old site to be reconfigured into housing, care homes next to a hospital perhaps? saving money in heating and 
maintenance for the NHS solving a major parking problem and providing better care facilities for an expanding 
population. instead the political battle prevents this because Berkshire have always wanted to do this, but the field 
is in Bucks and they cant have that, it is green belt we have been protecting for years, likewise, changing usage on 
fields that have been purchased in the hope they can eventually be built on is also off limits.  Please let ARUP look at 
the area as a whole, ignoring the political areas and in fighting, and produce a 20 year plan that would be beneficial 
to the populace not the politicians.  We are ONE country if we work as one we can make it great, or can just keep 
fighting like they do in the Gaza strip 
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Rep0257 
Mrs K Holder 
Clerk to the 
Council 
Taplow Parish 
Council 

These are the opportunity sites identified as: SB0255 Mill Lane, Taplow, SB0063 Land south of Taplow station, 
SB0296 Bishop’s Gate Station Road Taplow, SB0297 Marsh Lane, Taplow, SB0255 Mill Lane, Taplow. We are happy 
with this identification. Planning permission has been granted and construction is under way.   SB0063 Land south of 
Taplow station The identification is a little vague but we assume it means the narrow section south of the railway 
but bounded by the A4. Although technically Green Belt, we see it as of relatively low grade and are not opposed to 
further evaluation. SB0296 Bishop’s Gate Station Road Taplow Again, we assume that this refers to the strip of land 
east of Station Road and south of the railway. This area is already an active industrial area and can be evaluated 
accordingly. SB0297 Marsh Lane, Taplow We have significant concerns on this identified site and cannot understand 
how it is included. It is fully within the Green Belt, has no industrial / commercial activity other than some modest 
agricultural related activity and is not directly adjacent to any existing development. It should be removed. 
Green Belt Parcel Problems Other than the Mill Lane site, the identified sites within Taplow Parish are all within 
Green Belt Parcel 90. The draft plan has scored all Green Belt parcels against Green Belt criteria, with a score out of 
five for each topic.  It has always been the view of Taplow Council that parcel 90, together with parcels to its north 
and west, serves the prime Green Belt function of separating the Slough conurbation from that of Maidenhead. To 
see scores of only 3/5 for the two entries under purpose one relating to this aspect is both puzzling and disturbing. 
We commend the approach of scoring each parcel against criteria but as the criteria / methodology have not been 
published the consultation process is rendered unsatisfactory. It is also unsatisfactory that results are published 
ahead of the criteria, as clearly the criteria must have been in place before the exercise was undertaken. We 
consider that most of the parcels within Taplow are wrongly (lowly) scored, particularly on the values assigned to 
the separation of conurbations but also to the historic values in the Conservation Areas within Taplow. Part of the 
built form is well over 100 years old and thus becoming historic. 

  

Rep0258 
Ms Helen King 

I was very concerned with the expansion plans for little Chalfont on the grounds that I feel the area has already been 
degraded by the numbers of housing and people in this area. It simply cannot bear any more housing/people and, 
encroaching on the green belt is just not justifiable. I moved into this area in 2006 and, since we have moved into 
this area, I have specific examples of the ongoing degradation/pressure on services. My specific examples are: 

Medical Issues - My son was born in 2006 and I almost immediately experienced severe health issues with him 
having to be rushed into hospital on numerous occasions. The nearest hospital to me was sited as High Wycombe. 
This is a 10 mile journey and can take from 30 minutes to an hour to get there. With a seriously ill child, this was a 
very worrying situation. Imagine my concern when this hospital was shut and our nearest hospital is now Stoke 
Mandeville – which is 17 miles away. On one notorious occasion, we went to the nearest “out of hours” surgery 
(which is High Wycombe hospital) and were told that he needed to be admitted to hospital - and then had to drive 
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to Stoke Mandeville – with a son who could hardly breathe. Anyone acutely ill would not survive. We only ever 
called an ambulance once as it is actually quicker to drive to the hospital - even though it is probably an hour away. 
Also, I had a chest infection recently and went to the doctors for an appointment. I was told that I would have to 
wait a week. I went back 3 weeks later – even more acutely ill – and begged for an appointment. Fortunately, they 
rang me back and I did get an appointment and was put on anti-biotics. Though I am an adult and shouldn’t 
normally need an emergency appointment, I was really ill and am also on medication that reduces my natural 
immune system – which the surgery is fully aware of. However, they still refused to see me until I had been really ill 
for 3 weeks. Having a large hospital over 1 hour away from home; a maxed out surgery and an out of hours medical 
centre 10 miles away shows that the medical facilities in this area are at breaking point. Travelling to work - I’m in 
the fortunate position that I can generally work from home. However, I do travel to work and client site at least once 
a week. Train issues - In the last few weeks, I missed my train to Birmingham from Watford Junction because I only 
left 1 hour to drive 9 miles due to the “normal weight of traffic”. I need to leave 90 minutes for the 9 miles – 10 
minutes per mile – to ensure that I can catch the train. This does not factor in any accidents or inclement weather 
conditions. I also commuted to London using the underground recently – which I’m in the fortunate position to walk 
to – and had to stand all the way into London as it was absolutely packed.  On two occasions recently, there were 
issues with the underground so that I had to get out in London and walk to Kings Cross where my office is located. 
Therefore, the underground is also at breaking point. Driving Issues - On another occasion, when I was driving to a 
client site and there was an accident, I just had to turn round and go home as no one was going anywhere. I was 
trying to get to the M25 and couldn’t get further than Chorleywood. Let’s not forget when there is snow and the 
railway bridge becomes a completely impassable ford and then it can take 5 hours to get home – if at all. 
Fortunately, the pub landlord in the Sugar Loaf kindly put a couple of “stranded commuters” up for the night during 
the last snowy winter. What about the health issues of cars stuck in traffic belting out pollution. Though my son 
seemed to be born with asthma, my partner developed asthma after moving to this area in 2010 and the age of 41. 
If you smell the air in a more rural location and plot the number of asthma cases against this area, I’m sure it would 
make interesting reading.  Therefore, the roads and trains in this area are also at breaking point. Schools  - My son 
started school at Bell Lane. However, while he was there, it was cited as a “failing school” and “likely to close”. We 
did manage to transfer him to Chenies school before its eventual closure. Unfortunately,  the teaching and facilities 
were quite poor at Chenies school aswell, even in a school that wasn’t regarded as “failing”.  My friends, who have 
children in Little Chalfont Lower school, are also unhappy that their children are in a class of 34 children. They have 
one “learning support assistant” in the classroom to “help out”.  It seems that the state education system in this 
area is another area of concern. We are in the fortunate position of sending our son now to the Beacon Private 
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school. Even there, they charge a lot of money because people are desperate to get a good education for their 
children and the state options are so poor. They have even expanded this school while our son has attended and 
they now have no more room to expand.  The parking/school drop off/pick up is also a nightmare for the parents 
and local residents. Green Belt - The proposals for “more housing” in this area seems to be by converting green belt. 
This would be extremely upsetting to us. We use this facility every week and our son also enjoys “cub rambles” into 
the countryside. We have even walked from our house via Latimer house to Chesham so that the boys can enjoy a 
“cub camp” at their head quarters. We also take our mountain bikes into the woods.  It is not only us that enjoy this 
countryside. All year round, we have groups of ramblers and dog walkers walking past our house to enjoy this 
wonderful area.  How can you justify taking this away from this generation and also future generations? You are the 
custodians and you have no right to take away these facilities.  Also, trees and plants counterbalance the pollution 
of the many cars “stuck” on the local roads by belting out oxygen – a vital and life giving function for us oxygen 
breathing humans.  I would like a response to my letter to see what you are going to put in place to preserve Little 
Chalfont. I understand there are pressures to build but putting huge estates on green belt to an already 
overwhelmed village seems to be ill thought out and, frankly, illegal. Green belt is exactly that and should be 
preserved for ourselves and future generations.  

Rep0259 
Mrs Louise 
Hannah 

I think that Little Chalfont has already had an overload of residential development, Any more development in Little 
Chalfont/Chalfont St Giles will fundamentally change the character of these historic, nationally valuable rural towns. 
It would damage valuable countryside, farming, chalk streams, wildlife and overload the schools, parking, roads and 
healthcare.  I strongly believe that CDC should protect Green Belt to check the sprawl of built up areas. Towns 
function best if they do not merge into one another and the gaps between these  towns is already small so any 
fields, woods open spaces are essential for farming,wildlife, leisure and natural drainage. I do not think that Little 
Chalfont or Chalfont st Giles should be idenitfied as a main settlements for growth. The area has been protected for 
50 years and serves an excellent function of being a lung for London providing urban dwellers a place to visit/stay 
that is easily accessible by public transport. The Rail network is at full capacity for commuting into London and 
prohibitively expensive already. Any plan to provide more houses to expand this area as a dormatory town will not 
work because London is already clogged up. There are many derelict and urban sites that should be developed 
before green fields, woods, especially Ancient Woodland and amenity open spaces.  I strongly believe that AONBs 
should be protected to conserve and enhance natural beauty and protect increasingly vunerable flora and fauna. 
The infrastructure of these towns is already over stretched. Our roads are narrow, dangerous, flooded and lack 
footpaths for residents. Parking is under-provided as are sports fields and recreation. The excellent network of 
footpaths is already over used and damaged. The delicate chalk streams and aquifers are of national 
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value/importance and are in grave danger if there is any more development near them. 

Rep0260 
Mrs Gurpreet 
Bhui 

I have read your local plan with interest, having been a resident of Little Chalfont since 2001 and have always lived 
at the same address at 71 Chessfield Park. My comments come under the general points requested in Question 17 
of your consultation document. I trust that since you have invited consultation you will not disregard the views of 
the local communities in which you plan to allow development in your consultation document. Obviously developers 
are poised ready in Little Chalfont so any de-classification of the current green belt land surrounding my village will 
absolutely certain to result in development, which over future years I am sure will far exceed the current plans. 
Once the floodgates are opened by de-classifying small parcels of land, in my opinion it will be very easy for 
developers to claim that the land as a whole is no longer beautiful and therefore is not worth saving.  My husband 
and I have been proud to live in this beautiful village surrounded mainly by beautiful open countryside for fifteen 
years. The attraction for us of living in Little Chalfont was the beautiful open space not just behind Chessfield Park 
adjacent to Stony Lane, but everywhere around the village, down Lodge Lane, Burtons Lane, Bell Lane, Cokes Lane 
and beyond. We are keen walkers and have seen over many years that the green belt land around our village is used 
by walkers and ramblers who come from afar, especially in the summer months, to walk in such lovely peaceful 
surroundings which are yet so close to London. In fact the proximity to London (35 minutes to Marylebone) has 
made our village a very popular place for rail commuters. I feel compelled to strongly oppose your plans to destroy 
green belt land shown on pages 32 and 46, for a number of reasons which I will explain below: Firstly I do 
understand the pressing need for housing and your requirement to build 7300 additional homes as well as industrial 
sites, but I do not see why Little Chalfont should be over proportionally burdened with this development. Since 2006 
Little Chalfont, which is only small village of about 6000 inhabitants, has seen its housing stock increase by a massive 
12.4%. This is totally disproportional to our neighbouring towns of Amersham, Chesham and Chalfont St Peter which 
have seen increases of just 5.3%, 4% and 7.7% respectively. Already, with the additional housing being provided by 
the Bell Lane and Burtons Lane developments, we are seeing signs of severe strain in our village. Future 
development on the scale which has been proposed will totally destroy the village as it stands.  Continuing from my 
first point, my second point is that the infrastructure of the village cannot cope with the current population growth 
of the last two years, before even starting any further development. Because the area has good schools and because 
this is a beautiful place to raise a family, the people who wish to live here are mainly families and year upon year we 
have seen more and more families move into homes previously occupied by elderly people. The several hundred 
homes which developers are planning adjacent to Stony Lane would probably generate a few hundred additional 
school age children. The large area being considered off Burtons Lane would generate hundreds more homes. We 
have three local or local-ish primary schools. Neither Little Chalfont Primary School nor Chenies School have any 
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capacity for expansion, Chalfont Valley School has a few places but not hundreds of places. I would first ask you 
where will all the children go to school? I live just 0.6 miles from Little Chalfont Primary School which is my 
catchment school and yet in 2011 my daughter was unable to get a place in our local school. This happened before 
the recent housing developments at Burtons Lane and Bell Lane and the situation is only getting more and more 
difficult. I am not in favour of building more schools to solve this problem as it would totally alter the character of 
the village and Little Chalfont would gradually be consumed by Amersham and/or Chalfont St Giles and/or 
Chenies/Chorleywood. Primary schooling is not the only consideration : please consider that Dr Challoners Girls 
School having recently expanded is now full and so are all the secondary schools in Amersham. In fact even the local 
private schools such as The Beacon School are also full or very nearly full. Where will all the children go? 
Continuing on the point of infrastructure, please note that it is currently almost impossible to book a non-
emergency appointment with my GP at Little Chalfont surgery. In fact on occasions it is practically impossible to 
book an emergency appointment. I have been told in the past that my emergency must occur first thing in the 
morning in order to be allocated a time slot! In my experience the surgery cannot cope with the demands of the 
current population let alone an increase in population.  Another infrastructure point is parking and traffic : other 
than after 7 or 8pm it is very difficult to park in the village. Traffic levels have increased significantly over the years. 
Pedestrians are being put under more and more strain trying to cross the road, this is particularly problematic for 
the elderly and for schoolchildren, of which we have many. I often walk but when I am out driving I always give way 
to pedestrians, however not all drivers do. I have often witnessed near misses with children in particular at the 
roundabout junction with Cokes Lane adjacent to the GP surgery.  If more homes are built and local schools are 
unable to cope with the numbers, you generate more pedestrians and you also inevitably generate even more traffic 
and in particular parents will be ferrying around children to schools which are not local, in Chalfont St Peter etc., 
further contributing to traffic problems.  Currently at peak time it takes half an hour to drive the three miles from 
Chessfield Park into Amersham, if there is an accident or roadworks we have total gridlock even now.  In fact each 
existing problem we have will be compounded by the development of hundreds of new homes and I fear a traffic 
disaster waiting to happen.  Also regarding infrastructure, in the past it was quite possible to get a seat on the 
commuter rail/tube services into London at peak times, but now it is often impossible at peak times. So despite 
being practically at the end of the line, in fact the services are so packed that they are practically full leaving 
Chalfont & Latimer station and further commuters joining at Chorleywood and Rickmansworth are squeezing on 
even just into the standing space. In the unusual (but not exceptional) case of problems on the line, I have alreasdy 
seen the platform dangerously overcrowded even now.  Building more homes will inevitably generate more and 
more commuters wishing to use the excellent service into London. Please note even now the service cannot cope!  
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Now my third point concerns the green belt. The green belt was designated as such in 1954 to prevent the sprawl of 
London and precisely to prevent neighbouring towns and villages merging into one another. Little Chalfont is 
surrounded by green belt land, it is the green belt land which makes the area so beautiful and so popular with 
families. People need places to go, children need places to walk and cycle and climb trees and be outdoors. We are 
fortunate in having a thriving community in Little Chalfont with many volunteers of which I am one, who give of 
their own time to run groups like the Scouts which enable children to be outdoors, to learn camping skills, to learn 
about wildlife and conservation and to benefit from all the beautiful green belt land which surrounds us. In fact 
much of the area surrounding Little Chalfont was designated AONB, AREA OF OUTSTANDING NATURAL BEAUTY, in 
1949. As far as I am aware The Countryside and Rights of Way Act 2000 requires Councils to conserve and enhance 
areas designated as AONB. All of the land adjacent to Stony Lane on both sides was designated AONB and therefore 
fits the criteria of conservation, not to mention the wildlife and woodland at Westwood which will be destroyed or 
badly affected by the development proposals. Stony Lane itself is a beautiful small windy country lane with passing 
places and most definitely cannot support a new housing estate or industrial development. It would have to be 
totally rebuilt and destroyed in effect. In fact your proposal to reclassify this land is at the very best unethical and 
quite possibly may be unlawful. The solution of course is that new development should be restricted to brown field 
sites or sites which are already earmarked for development such as Aylesbury Vale or north of Wendover etc. There 
are many sites which are not in AONB land where the required infrastructure such as schools, transport etc. have 
already been developed or have been planned to support the new housing. Little Chalfont should be totally 
removed from your list of proposed settlements for growth.  Finally, I am emailing you a few of the many pictures I 
have taken over the last fifteen years. You will see that the land around Little Chalfont is very beautiful, it has been 
and continues to be enjoyed by a very many people and should NOT be developed.  Certainly there should be no 
declassification of land which is designated as AONB. Once the land has been developed the change will be totally 
irreversible. Once one portion of green belt land is declassified, there will be a snowball effect and probably much of 
it will be destroyed in future years. This is shocking and future generations will wonder how it was allowed to 
happen. This land is in the guardianship of Buckinghamshire County Council and should be treasured before it is lost 
forever. Planners, please consider my appeal to you as a long time resident of one of the areas to be most severely 
affected. 

Rep0261 
Mr Stephen 
Melhuish 

I believe that the Green Belt should be protected as it now is and not be encroached upon for development of 
dwellings or employment because the Green Belt was established to prevent the unrestricted sprawl of large built 
up areas in order to prevent the merging of towns into one another. Safeguarding the countryside from 
encroachment so that everyone can enjoy it and reap the benefits that it brings to a community. The character of 
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villages would not be lost due to over development and special character of villages would be retained.  If 
development were needed it is there to limit the expansion and encourage the use of existing areas within the 
urban area. Little Chalfont is surrounded by Green Belt and it would be a disgrace if this was changed for 
dwellings/employment. The area surrounding Little Chalfont is AONB and the National Parks and Countryside Act of 
1949 defined the purpose of AONB as 'to conserve and enhance the natural beauty'. There is a duty on public bodies 
to 'have regard to the purpose of the ANOB' as is stated in The Countryside and Rights of Way Act 2000.  The 
Chilterns Area is acknowledged as possibly the most heavily visited landscape in the U.K. with the number of leisure 
visitors estimated at over 55 million surely this fact should ensure that the Green Belt is not encroached on. The well 
being of people is so much improved by retaining such areas.   The present infrastructure of this area is already 
under considerable strain and possibly many maybe already over stretched. Health care is already well known to be 
under extreme pressure. A&E services are now at least 30 minutes away and find coping and providing satisfactory 
services to users during seasonal times already extremely difficult. Local GPs, dentists, Social care and Education are 
all coming under great pressure to provide satisfactory provision. The local shopping area in Little Chalfont already 
has a severe car parking problem in the adjacent service road during opening hours. Local and main roads are 
congested during peak times and traffic increase as a result of Green Belt developments would make this more 
severe. Rail services are heavily used at all times and parking at local public transport stations is now inadequate and 
creates local roads being used as  car parks and resultant commuters parking their cars all day on roads that are not 
meant for this. Leaving local residents frustrated. Further large Green Belt developments will only make these 
problems greater. Recreational facilities will become insufficient.  The Services, water and waste removal with 
management of these essential services will be overstretched. The local roads around some of the proposed Patches 
for consideration for development are no more than country lanes and the act of trying to move heavy goods and 
waste materials both to and from these Patches is at the least extremely difficult and potentially extremely 
dangerous along with the increased traffic in such narrow lanes.   It has been shown that Little Chalfont has during 
the period 2006 and 2014 provided a 12.4% increase in new properties well above other neighbouring communities 
and therefore we should not be considered for further new developments on AONB. It is known that developers are 
seeking to build large numbers of new dwellings on each of the proposed sites and this would be extremely unfair 
on the residents of Little Chalfont who have already done their fair share. There will be areas within Little Chalfont 
which can be used for development of dwellings/employment without using the Green Belt.  If the Green Belt is 
breached and with the anticipated density of new developments made this would put tremendous strain on 
everyday life for every individual who lives or works here. 
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Rep0262 
Mr Roger Watts 

There was no consultation with bodies representing Ashley Green. While there have been previous consultations, 
with responses nearby groups, they have been misrepresented within the Local Plan. The consultation document’s 
questions were not easily comprehensible.  To meet the needs of Chesham, the proposed plan of expanding 
towards Ashely Green is incorrect. Chesham and Ashley Green will not experience high levels of growth. There are 
no sites within Ashley Green which could be used for the HELAA, both residential and employment land, as they 
were all rejected in Stage 1.  Includes a review of development matters in Chiltern with a focus on Amersham, 
Chesham and Ashley Green covering  Industry, Commercial, Retail, Infrastructure, Residential and Green Belt with 
details on specific sites and the impact for Ashely Green Parish’s and Chesham Character, Green Belt and AONB 
concluding that there is no demand for commercial development outside of Chesham. The response also argues that 
residential demand can be met by small developments within existing settlements. The response provides 
alternatives for industrial and residential development within Chesham favouring development on brownfield sites 
for both residential and commercial sites. The response states that there may be a greater demand for both 
commercial and residential development in South Bucks and are more likely to be deliverable within the Local Plan. 
Therefore, Development needs should first be attempted to be met in South Bucks before building in green belt and 
AONB areas within Chiltern. Preferred choices to the spatial strategy being  Option A, Option D, Option B and Option 
C (especially not needed in Chesham) and Option F. There is little unmet need in Chesham, that affordable housing 
and elderly accommodation is best created in small developments near Town Centres where there is the biggest 
need though this can also take place in rural communities too, and that heritage assets may be harmed if Ashely 
Green has designated employment land. The sports field and green belt buffer surrounding Ashley Green should be 
maintained, as this could affect the character of the Parish. Chesham would benefit the most from development 
within the town centre, not outside of Chesham, combined with small residential projects by redeveloping 
brownfield sites more intensively within the town centre. Existing employment lands should be upgraded to meet 
the employment demand of Chesham.  
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Rep0263 
Mr Richard 
Palmer 

I have read the various proposals for discussion on providing extra land for building in the areas designated.   
I wish to bring to your collective notice that some of the land hatched in Farnham Royal is an integral part of  
Farnham Park Recreational Trust which was a conveyance 30th.December 1946 with specific objectives for 
recreation and sport for the community. This land is therefore not owned by the Council even though the 
Councillors are trustees acting on behalf of the community. In 2008 SBDC made efforts to offer the adjoining 
Farnham Golf Club  ( part of the same bequest of the Mobb,s Family) for sale  on the assumption that the Council 
owned the property.   A judgement and review of the Trust was undertaken and published by James Findlay QC on 
15th.May 2008 which clearly set out the duties of the trustees for this Trust and established definitively that these 
lands are specifically for the recreation and enjoyment of the local community. The Charities Commission also 
contributed to the advise to SBDC on the legal requirements to set up and maintain separate accounts for the Trust 
where previously income from the golf course was added to the income from general rates.  It is also accepted that 
since the Trust was transferred to SBDC from Eton BC when the county boundary was moved between Bucks and 
Berks that the word “local” includes a wide area. I therefore ask that any lands which form part of Trust Property be 
removed and permanently excluded from any consideration of building land  and from any maps showing should be 
amended and reissued. 

 To be taken account in the next 
Local Plan stage. 

Rep0264 
Dr Helen Read 
Conservation 
Officer 
Burnham Beeches 
NNR & Stoke 
Common 

I am responding to this consultation on behalf of the City of London Corporation, owners and managers of Burnham 
Beeches SAC.  Burnham Beeches is a site of European importance for its acidic beech woodland that has a high 
component of ancient trees and a wide range of associated plants and animals.  Burnham Beeches is also a public 
open space with a high number of visitors.  Many of these visitors bring dogs with them that both disturb the 
wildlife and deposit urine and faeces adding nutrients to the soil which is detrimental to the plant communities and 
the trees.  Visitors also trample the soil and vegetation, create desire lines, directly damage trees and leave litter, all 
of which have consequences for the features for which the site is designated.  Increasing the number of houses near 
to Burnham Beeches has the consequence of increasing visitor and dog numbers (see report by Liley et al. for more 
details).  This causes problems on-site and also increases pollution levels and decreases habitat availability and 
connectivity off-site.  There are legal requirements to provide public access to Burnham Beeches and to conserve 
the site and its habitats and species (as listed in the designation for SSSI and SAC status).  There is a need to balance 
the needs of these two requirements and to avoid conflict between them as far as possible.  Increased visitor 
numbers tips the balance in favour of public access to the detriment of the conservation status.  Some of these 
issues may be addressed within the Natural England IPENS work and updates on this would be worth following.   
Q5 Comments on Options - We would favour elements from a combination of options as outlined below.  We do not 
support Option E, feel that mitigation will be needed for Option C in relation to Beaconsfield and do not support 
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Option D in relation to Farnham Common/Farnham Royal.  There are other options that appear not to have been 
considered, such as increasing urban development along the A4 corridor, for example in the area around Taplow 
station. Q6 Comments on individual options - Option A: Although generally the option of increasing the density of 
buildings and relocating open space seems a very good option we would be concerned not to lose valuable 
recreation areas that might increase the number of visitors to Burnham Beeches.  Any large development will need 
to have integral accessible green space. Option C: Beaconsfield.  We have concerns about the proposed scale of 
development in Beaconsfield as there is the potential for significant numbers of additional houses and therefore 
more visitors to Burnham Beeches (for 2,000 new dwellings approximately 3km from Burnham Beeches this would 
mean an estimated 56,000 more visits to Burnham Beeches per year).  This may be partly mitigated for by the 
provision of accessible open space in close proximity to the new houses (which in our view is absolutely essential) 
although this is unlikely to dramatically reduce the anticipated visitor numbers to Burnham Beeches which is seen by 
many people as a high quality destination.  We would encourage the use of a biodiversity calculator as a tool to look 
at the impacts of the development and appropriate levels of mitigation with particular regard to the species and 
habitats found in Burnham Beeches. It should be noted that there are mature trees on this site which are potentially 
important for some of the species for which Burnham Beeches is designated.  These should be protected and 
retained during any development of the site. Option D: Whilst we support the logic of building close to the boundary 
of Slough Borough Council we would not like to see the urbanisation connecting Slough with Farnham Common as 
this means that there is no buffer to the Nature Reserve to the south and east.  Retaining a non-urban area is 
important for the spread of organisms that may be found both inside and outside the SAC itself.  It also increases air, 
light and noise pollution adjacent to the reserve compromising the viability of a range of different organisms. Option 
E: We strongly contest that this option will protect Burnham Beeches.  The scale of development proposed in 
Farnham Common/Farnham Royal works against all the principles established by the joint work carried out between 
the City of London, South Bucks District Council, Natural England and the Environment Agency in recent years.  The 
northern boundary of this option is just 300m from Burnham Beeches.  It has been estimated that for every 100 
houses built within 500m of Burnham Beeches we can expect 7660 additional visits per year, or for houses built 
within 1000m it is 3700.  Supposing that this option could support 500 houses in each of the distance bands this 
would result in an increase of 56,000 visits per year to Burnham Beeches.  Our current visitor numbers are 
estimated as 585,000 visits per year so this would mean a 10% increase.  Negative impacts on the features of 
European interest can be already seen from the current levels of visitors, for example as direct damage to the trees 
and also through the soils.  The additional number of visitors this option would generate will severely add to that 
pressure and put the health of the trees further at risk.  The northern part of this option is within the ‘unofficial’ 



Classification: OFFICIAL 
 

74 
 
Classification: OFFICIAL 

Name Summary of Representation 
Council Response (see also 

Volume 1 for generic response) 

500m buffer that we understood was being used as a guide for protection of the SAC.  Some of this land is playing 
fields which would require relocation and may result in increased pressure in the more open areas of Burnham 
Beeches if people have to travel further to find equivalent facilities and decide to use informal recreation areas 
instead.   The location of development in Stoke Poges is also of concern.  This substantial area of option is just 2km 
from Burnham Beeches and an additional 1000 houses here would result in an estimated 9,100 additional visits to 
Burnham Beeches per year.  Part of the land indicated on the map is a designated Local Wildlife Site and it is also a 
priority habitat for Lowland Meadows, it includes probably the best example of a hay meadow in South Bucks as 
well as unimproved pasture with wax cap fungi.  The Sustainability Assessment mentions hedgerows on this site but 
the other habitats are not mentioned and in our opinion are severely under-valued.  This is reflected in the scoring 
for biodiversity in the matrix which should be increased from minor loss to moderate loss.  Combining the options 
listed for Beaconsfield, Farnham Common/Farnham Royal and Stoke Poges would mean a potential increase in visits 
to Burnham Beeches of 122,100 per year or a more than 20% increase over current visitor numbers.  At levels of dog 
visits measured during the previous visitor survey we might expect an additional 45,000 more dogs.  Although dog 
control Orders are in place at Burnham Beeches requiring dog owners to pick up behind their dogs there is nothing 
that can be done to avoid large quantities of urine to be deposited which alters the natural soils found in the 
Beeches to the detriment of the species and habitats found there.  All the waste left on Burnham Beeches is 
removed at the expense of the City of London and this includes the provision of dog waste bags and bins as well as 
general litter bins.  This service currently costs around £16,000 per year and cannot continue to be guaranteed at a 
time when resources are diminishing year on year.  Money spent on clearing waste is not available for biodiversity 
management.  The features of European interest found at Burnham Beeches (i.e. the veteran beech trees) are 
unlikely to be able to stand the level of trampling pressure and attrition related to this increased level of 
recreational use, indeed it is extremely likely that the increased fertilisation of the soil will detrimentally alter the 
vegetation communities. Q7 Unmet needs - We have concerns over the transfer of unmet needs from Slough 
Borough Council to South Bucks because of the potential that this would be close to Burnham Beeches and would 
therefore increase visitor numbers and wear and tear in Burnham Beeches SAC. Green belt assessment  - Paragraph 
4.16 Although the boundary of the Chilterns AONB is currently to the north of Burnham Beeches there have been 
discussions about extending the boundary southwards to include it.  For this reason we would like to make sure that 
any landscape quality designations (including future extensions) like AONB are not compromised by the plan. Any 
policy wording provided by the Chilterns AONB should be adopted and ideally should extend south to Burnham 
Beeches if possible. Paragraph 4.17 We would strongly support the retention of Burnham Park as a recreation area 
as this provides an important open space for local residents (although we understand to a certain extent the logic 
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for it to be removed from the Green Belt). Q11 Heritage Strategy - We consider that the provision of public open 
space on the west side of the SBDC area is relatively poor and that Burnham Beeches is a particular magnet for 
visitors from this point of view.  Enhancement of the amount and area of accessible green space locally would be 
beneficial.  The potential provision of large numbers of new houses in Beaconsfield should also consider the 
provision of accessible public space in order to prevent Burnham Beeches being the main area for recreation for this 
large number of new residents. Q12 Local Heritage Assets - We would request that special trees are also included in 
the heritage asset list.  Some of these may be protected with TPOs but often these are only placed when a tree is 
considered to be under obvious threat.  Trees can be killed or badly injured in ways that are not always obvious and 
listing some as heritage assets would mean that better care was taken of them.  Maintaining a good population of 
ancient and veteran trees in the area around Burnham Beeches acts as a buffer for the SAC and provides habitats for 
some of the species, particularly invertebrates, mosses and lichens, reliant on old trees (saproxylic species) that are 
able to colonise trees away from the core site. Consideration should be given to designating orchards as local 
heritage assets.  Some saproxylic species are also found on orchard trees and the SBDC area is a particularly special 
area historically for its orchards and the development of particular varieties. Q13 Local Green Space Designations - It 
is essential to protect what small areas there are (like Temple Dell, the ‘greens’ around Golden Oak Close and the 
pump at Farnham Royal) and if a heritage designation would help this then we would support it.  Jubilee Copse is 
also important as it is situated on the upper parts of the Nile that flows into Burnham Beeches (see hydrology report 
for more information). Q14 Local measures- We would like to propose that trees and orchards be considered as 
local measures if they do not fit in the Heritage Strategy (see above for more details). Q15 Comments on policies - 
We strongly recommend that the wording from Core Policy 9 (as in the existing Core Strategy) is retained in the new 
plan.   This states that, ‘The conservation and enhancement of Burnham Beeches SAC, and its surrounding 
supporting biodiversity resources, will be achieved through restricting the amount of development in close 
proximity to the site, and ensuring that development causes no adverse effect on the integrity of the SAC.’   The 
Council must be confident that adverse effect on integrity is not caused by the policies within the local plan.  We 
contest that some of the options outlined in the initial consultation will achieve this.  Renewable and low carbon 
energy: Optional requirements that go beyond the baseline building regulations should be promoted within the 
SBDC area, especially in the vicinity of Burnham Beeches.  This can help reduce air pollution, including particulates, 
which has a negative impact on the plants and animals in Burnham Beeches and reduce light pollution.  In addition 
this can promote SBDC as a model for other councils to follow.  The buildings within Burnham Beeches (café and 
office) are already good examples of this. Design: The AONB guidelines should be extended in area to cover 
Burnham Beeches in anticipation that the area will eventually be designated.  Burnham Beeches: A considerable 
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amount of work was carried out jointly by SBDC and The City of London (together with Natural England, the 
Environment Agency etc.) to inform the SBDC local plan prior to the decision to produce one jointly with Chiltern DC.  
It is strongly recommended that this work is consulted and built upon to produce a policy that should protect 
Burnham Beeches from the impact of development.  This includes work on hydrology, visitors, tree health, soils and 
lichens.  This was summarised in a single document (King & Liley, 2014).  As a result of this process guidelines have 
been produced with regard to hydrology and SUDs and a pre-application list was produced that highlights aspects of 
biodiversity with regard to development.  These guidelines should be retained and developed into the policy 
document.  Trees and woodland: This policy should also include orchards.  There is a legal definition of an orchard 
and they are afforded planning protection.  Recommendations from the NEP (Natural Environment Partnership) and 
the NEP Planning and Biodiversity Group in relation to ensuring that the delivery of the local plan has a net gain for 
biodiversity should be included.  It is understood that a form of words will be suggested that can be adopted in local 
plans across all the Local Authorities in Buckinghamshire, this might for example include a statement such as, ‘The 
delivery of the South Bucks and Chilterns Local Plan must result in a net gain in biodiversity.  To achieve this all 
developments must deliver a net gain in biodiversity where possible’.  The requirement to achieve a net gain in 
biodiversity is enshrined in various National Planning Policy documents, see for example NPPF paragraphs 7, 9, 109, 
118 and 152.  Section 40 of the Natural Environment and Rural Communities Act 2006 also makes this clear.  Best 
practice from other Local Authorities with regard to biodiversity should be adopted.  These include the Rivers Policy 
of Wycombe District Council, the need for housing facing on to open space to have integral bird/bat boxes 
(Aylesbury Vale District Council), the need for all developments of 5 dwellings or more to include clear proposals to 
enhance biodiversity and the requirement for a minimum garden space (Milton Keynes Borough Council).  These are 
just examples. Q16 CIL  -  CIL should be introduced for large scale developments and some of the payments should 
be used for biodiversity measures including provision of alternative green space, the protection of Burnham Beeches 
SAC and a contribution to the management of Burnham Beeches to effectively mitigate the impact of additional 
visitors.  The use of a biodiversity calculator by developers to help address the presumption in favour of increasing 
biodiversity should be mandatory. Q17 Challenges & opportunities - The biggest challenge locally will be to ensure 
the protection of Burnham Beeches from harm and that the best way to do this is to maintain a 500m exclusion 
zone around the SAC where no further development is allowed, including windfall.  Ideally the zone of protection 
should extend beyond this.  Windfall development continues to be a significant problem because it leads to 
intensification of the land around the nature reserve to the detriment of the wildlife and designated features.  It also 
increases the number of people living in close proximity which increases the number of visits of both people and 
dogs each year (see report by Liley et. al. 2014).   The provision of alternative green space will be critical to attempt 
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to deflect additional potential visitors to Burnham Beeches to other local areas.  This will need to be both within 
larger housing developments and also include a substantial area that could be made to be more attractive than 
Burnham Beeches in order to protect the SAC.  To be successful this should include the production of an access 
strategy/green infrastructure plan and modelling should be used to look at the impact of the scale of housing 
proposed in terms of increased visitor pressure on Burnham Beeches.  This will then help determine what facilities 
are needed and the best places to locate them.  The City of London would be happy to work with SBDC in order to 
achieve this.  SBDC should aim to provide a policy in relation to Burnham Beeches which should build on the 
information already gained in relation to hydrology, for example.  This will clarify the situation with regard to 
developers and function for both large scale development and small scale such as additional single houses.  It would 
be helpful if SBDC would also work closely with other neighbouring authorities in order to encourage them to 
provide an approach to the impact of development on Burnham Beeches that is consistent with that of South Bucks. 
While accommodating additional housing and working environments within the SBDC area is a challenge the 
opportunity should be taken to make the new buildings as sustainable as possible, through the use of features such 
as photovoltaic cells and solar water heating, and to produce the best gain for biodiversity possible.  See also the 
document Biodiversity and Planning in Buckinghamshire for further details. We strongly support the maintenance of 
the Landscape Character Areas as designated by SBDC and the use of them within the planning system.  For 
example, the retention of the designation ‘Woodland Roads’ with a high component of trees and lower housing 
densities is important for the protection of Burnham Beeches. 
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Rep0265 
Mr Robert Cook 

I have studied the above mentioned Initial Consultation and wish to register my objection to the proposals 
contained therein relating to building development on Green Belt and AONB land in and around the Little Chalfont 
area. I believe there is no justification for these Green Belt and AONB land development proposals as the Green Belt 
has specific purposes which includes preventing urban sprawl and reducing the impact of climate change. Little 
Chalfont has provided more than its fair share of new development during the last ten years and it is exceptionally 
unfair to expect further development especially on Green Belt and AONB areas. Areas of Green Belt and AONB land 
under consideration for development especially in and around Lodge Lane and Stony Lane are simply unacceptable. 
These are country lanes that are not suitable for increased volumes of traffic. They are dangerous enough as it is 
when trying to walk along them so further volumes of traffic will exacerbate the problem and increase the chances 
of serious accidents to pedestrians, cyclists and horse riders. Development will have a detrimental effect on the 
entire area including the ancient woodlands, the wildlife habitat, the water table and the quality of life fo Little 
Chalfont's existing residents. These are exceptionally important issues that take priority over development. 
I accept that some development can be undertaken on non-Green Belt infill sites, however, I believe the impact of 
the proposals shown in the consultation to Little Chalfont will be detrimental to the amenities of the village and its 
surrounding areas. The infrastructure is already at its limit, the roads are overly congested for much of the day, car 
parking just to use the local amenities is next to impossible and trying to find a parking space at the railway station 
when I travel into London at 0930hrs absolutely impossible (I have to walk nearly 2km from my house to the 
station). Further development will also mean more schools and medical amenities are required which will take up 
even more space as the current facilities will not be able to cope thereby allowing development creep. 

  

Rep0266 
Mr Thomas 
Darwell-Smith 
Maddox 
Associates on 
behalf of 
Mr Ian Spencer 

This representation is in direct response to the consultation seeking responses to the initial issues and options/ 
scope of the new Local Plan. More specifically these comments relate solely to the potential release of Green 
Belt land, and seek to recommend that land to the south west of Chalfont St Giles is not appropriate for release 
from the Green Belt nor should it be considered acceptable for inappropriate development. The representation 
provides the background and justification for the representation considering: − Site context; − Local Plan progress; 
− Published evidence base; − Assessment of land; and − Conclusion. 
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Rep0267 
Mr James 
Quittenton 

The land proposed to be developed - particularly that to the north of Little Chalfont is not only green belt, but within 
the Chiltern AONB. Such development will permanently spoil these areas of countryside. I believe Chiltern District 
Council has a duty of care to protect its green belt land from urban sprawl as was originally intended. Allowing this 
development to go ahead will set a dangerous precedent which will further threaten our local countryside in the 
future.  If these proposed developments go ahead, Little Chalfont will no longer be a village but will become a small 
town. Such a high proportional increase in size will mean its village character and sense of close community will be 
lost. Villages are part a part of our national identity and the council should support rather than erode local 
communities such as Little Chalfont. Of the potentially thousands of additional residents, many would need to 
commute to jobs outside the area. This would place extra strain on the local transport system. Even with the existing 
population, the Metropolitan line services into London are already full in rush hour and the A404 is already 
gridlocked at peak times. Vastly increasing the local population can only exacerbate these problems. Parking in the 
centre of Little chalfont is currently almost impossible. For example I have often had to abort planned trips to the 
shops in Chenies Parade due to the vehicle congestion there. An opportunity to alleviate this situation was missed 
recently when the council agreed the former car park site next to Chenies Parade could be built upon. With the 
potentially thouands of additional cars, the village would simply not be able to cope. Besides these concerns, local 
schools, healthcare, dental and other services would surely struggle to cope with the additional demands placed 
upon them. 

  

Rep0268 
Mr John Lambert 
Sales 
Development Rep 
PICS Auditing 

Land adjoining Highfield Oxford Road, SL9 7AL should be considered. It forms part of the built up area of Tatling End. 
It currently adds nothing to the Green Belt and would not detract from the openness of the Green Belt if built on.  
There is currently a dilapidated barn on the site, M25 to the east and another dwelling to the west and A40 to the 
North with its own drive. Question 6: The aforementioned site should be considered under this option as it meets 
options H and G. 
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Rep0270 
Mrs Dawn 
McIntosh 

My comments are restricted to proposed plans for development in Prestwood.  I don't have the benefit of having 
lived for long in this area or of having family or friends who know the area well but I believe that I have balanced 
views in so far as I respect the history of the area and would love to preserve and build on the rural elements of the 
area whilst at the same time feeling that we have a moral responsibility to provide homes for people and 
particularly homes for people waiting for years on waiting lists. In relation to question 2, I believe that there is scope 
for development by Lodge Lane but only if appropriate infrastructure was an integral part of the development.  For 
example, there would need to be both a primary school and surgery on the same site.  In addition, there would need 
to be appropriate play areas, preferably facilities for teenagers, all the usual amenities, shops and adequate parking.  
Too much building in the area has not been realistic about the fact that most households have more than one car 
and families have visitors, not only for social reasons but to help with child and medical care etc.  There needs to be 
sufficient space and separate access from the main road to the site.  The roads around Prestwood are in a dire state 
and would become significantly worse with increased amounts of traffic.  These facilities would, I believe need to 
take priority over the inclination to shove as many houses into the area as possible which would increase social 
problems in the area and not adequately meet the needs of residents.  There should in my view be a high proportion 
of Housing Association homes to meet the needs of those in the area that most need housing. I am not in a position 
to comment on other proposed areas for development but I do feel that the allotments and Prestwood Commond 
should be protected from development.  Allotments are historic and important in today's society of economic 
hardship for many.  The Common should be retained as a space of harmony for people to walk and enjoy the 
countryside. Regarding Question 5, it would be a disaster in my view if space between Prestwood and Great Kingshill 
for example was infilled.  Prestwood is already one of the largest villages in the country.  It is in danger of becoming 
neither a village nor a town if the planning of development is not carefully thought through, including the number of 
new homes built.  I believe that Prestwood could cope with a small area of green belt development, for the sake of 
those that need housing as long as development was restricted and in keeping with the area.  The current amenities 
only just cater for the existing population.  Any large increases in housing and corresponding amenities would 
change the nature of the place, running the risk of it becoming a hotch potch of ill thought through development. At 
present when walking in Prestwood people that I don't know always say hello to me.  This is part of the rural way of 
life that pervades.  This and the history surrounding the Chequers area and proposals to improve the approach to 
the village reflect what people want.  Any changes need to enhance and add to this aura. 

  

Rep0271 
Mrs Alison Rogers 

A new cricket facility is much needed to promote the sport in Wycombe. 
Outside of scope for this Local 
Plan. 
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Rep0272 
Ms Sally Lippiatt 

I am responding to the latest development plan in the Parish of Chalfont St Peter.  It is suggested that "Green Belt" 
land is to be built upon. The Green Belt is there for good reason including protecting the nature of historic villages 
like CSP; keeping them separate from each other and large urban areas.  The countryside between inhabited sites 
needs protecting from development- it is the lungs of our towns and cities as well as a sustainable resource for all 
citizens of Britain. Most of the land in these sites fits these criteria. The Epilepsy Centre has provided a mostly green 
barrier between CSP and CSGiles, Maple Cross and Horn Hill. Also, it has been used by thousands of children as 
sports fields for at least decades, if not longer. In fact, it is the only football site unassociated with a school in the 
area. Where will they play? Sports fields cannot be produced out of thin air. The site also provides walking paths for 
the local population without the need to drive anywhere. Mill Meadow has the only green area for the Chalfont 
Academy children to learn to play outdoor sports and Athletics; the school site only has small concreted outdoor 
areas. Where will they play? Also, the introduction of many more properties will mean more children needing school 
places, but the local schools are already full. Where will they go? Mill Meadow also contains the Community Centre 
which is fully used by an estimated 1000 people a week. There is no other building in the village which could replace 
that. The Chalfonts U3A has only been in existence for about a year and already has over 500 members who use this 
building all week, alongside a nursery group and several other activity groups. Where will they go? 
The FA club is also situated here- where will they go? Does the planning committee know that this area is in a valley 
where flooding is a regular occurrence? Surely the building of a number of properties here will cause no end of 
trouble for their future occupants as well as those in surrounding housing. Will the new purchasers be warned 
ahead of buying? Flooding has been a major problem in many parts of the country because of flood plain 
development.  Mill Meadow also contains the only allotments in CSP. We are being encouraged by the Health Dept. 
to eat more fruit and vegetables and exercise more. Some of the gardeners have been using these allotments for 
decades- enjoying a cheap, sustainable way of living in the fresh air. Where will they go? Regarding the proposed 
site alongside the A413- why are more employment buildings needed when there are many empty offices already in 
CSP; e.g in Chalfont Park; next to Budgen's and some of the new tall buildings on Chiltern Hill (empty since they 
were built). This site also contains the only Cricket Club in CSP. Where will they play? The Golf Club is also situated 
here. These plans are going to reduce the healthy living opportunities of the current residents of this village, of all 
ages, as well as cause school place shortage; longer waiting times to see a doctor-already two weeks if not life 
threatening; extra flooding and sewerage overspill. Public transport in the village is virtually extinct- residents are 
forced to own cars if they need to leave the village for work (the roads are already full of potholes; hospital 
appointments or any other reason. More building should be accompanied by a massive overhaul of public transport 
in this village and road repairs. We have already over 600 new properties about to be occupied in this village which 
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should be taken in to account when summing up the figures. 

Rep0273 
Mr Richard 
Goatman 

We wish to nominate the site being the Land and garages adjacent to 62 Vale Road’ to be removed from 
the Green Belt in order to allow the site to be developed. A detailed history of the site is provided including 
photographs from 1908 onwards showing its previously developed status.  This site should be removed from the 
Green Belt allowing it to be developed to help meet the need for housing in the area. • Site does not meet any of 
the reasons for designation as Green Belt land as per the ‘Stated Reasons for Including Land in the Green Belt’ from 
the National Policy framework. • The site does not fulfil the purpose of the Green Belt therefore removing the site 
would not undermine the purpose of the Green Belt and would make a more durable and defensible boundary than 
presently exists. • Site is a recognised anomaly with regards to its inclusion in the Green Belt. Green Belt boundary 
does not follow the natural feature being the rear boundary of the properties and privately owned land on the east 
side of Vale Road (the western boundary of Berkhampstead Field). • Site was previously designated as part of the 
urban landscape and fell within the Urban District Boundary. Therefore at this point the Green Belt boundary 
deviates from the original town map designations 1923 -1952. • Site is entirely made up of brownfield land. Site has 
previously been developed with 5 buildings occupying it. • Southern end of site is currently developed as a block of 
4 garages and concrete forecourt covering an area of over 210 m2 The town on the west side of Vale Road continues 
all the way to Vale Farm and the houses on the east side of Vale Road come right up to the southern boundary of 
the site, therefore the site could not be said to be outside the built up area of town. Site resides in the bottom of a 
steep valley and is surrounded on its southern and western sides by other buildings. As such any development of the 
sit’e would have minimal impact on its surroundings or the views to? From properties on Vale Road. Views from 
Berkhampstead Field towards the built up area would again only be very minimally affected as the site would largely 
be shielded from view by the hedge on the east side of the site. • Site has an existing vehicular access and all utilities 
are available in Vale Road which can be run to the site without disruption to local residents allowing for a low impact 
development.  Removing the site from the Green Belt would not precipitate any further development beyond the 
site or future boundary changes in this area, as the Green Belt would then follow the natural boundary feature 
running north along the east side of the site. The site resides right on the edge of the Green Belt and presently the 
inclusion of this site in the Green Belt serves only to protect a block of 4 concrete and brick 1960’s garages and a 
small area of brownfield land, this is clearly not the purpose for which the Green Belt was introduced. • Site would 
allow for the building of one house and could be earmarked as a self-build plot and as such would help the council 
to provide sites for self-builders as proposed in the government’s Right-To-Build plans. • Whilst the site would only 
provide one house it would still make a valuable contribution to the housing needs of the area. • Allowing the site to 
be developed would facilitate the ongoing maintenance of the site and would ensure it did not again fall in to 
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disrepair and become an unsafe dumping ground. • Sympathetic development of the site would greatly improve the 
visual amenity of Vale Road as the current garages are not in keeping with the street scene and their prominent 
elevated position makes them a visual blot in the landscape. • A large proportion of residents on Vale Road wish to 
see the site developed.  Whilst on their own each individual reason might not constitute an exceptional reason for 
removing the site from the Green Belt, the large number of wide-ranging reasons and the acute housing needs of 
the area together with the fact we believe the site should never have been included in the Green Belt in the first 
place do constitute an exceptional reason for removing it from the Green Belt. On a more general note, we are keen 
to see the countryside around the Chiterns preserved where possible; however we also recognise the need for new 
housing and accept that some areas of the Green Belt will need to be developed. We believe that whenever possible 
previously developed sites of any size and anomalies in the Green Belt should be given priority over green field sites. 
Therefore we believe that the spatial strategy Option G is preferable.  We also believe that smaller developments 
are preferable and should be sought out in this review. Generally smaller developments and self-builds are built to 
higher standards and would lead to an improvement in the standard of housing stock in the area. They would also 
lead to a greater variety of styles rather than the mono-styling of larger estates. Much of the town’s character 
comes from the variety of properties to be found here and we feel large estates would detract from this character. 
Even where large sites are identified we would like to see them developed by a number of different developers with 
some plots reserved for self-builders to encourage variety and maintain the character of the town.  Like the 
government we firmly believe that self-builders should not be subject to section 106 contributions towards 
affordable housing. Whilst we support the need for affordable housing, we feel that a burden of up to £20,000 for 
an individual is a huge sum of money and charging this fee only serves to reduce often very tight budgets for self-
builders. Many people build their own homes because they cannot afford to buy properties in an area therefore 
charging large contributions towards affordable housing schemes is entirely counterproductive. Unlike developers, 
self-builders do not tend to sell their properties at the end of the development and as such this charge has to come 
from their savings? Build budget. As with CIL there could be a simple rule introduced to say that for a development 
to be classed as self-build the property must be lived in by the self-builder for a minimum of 3 years. If they sell 
before this time the contributions become due as they would for professional developers. To help encourage and 
provide for self-builders we would like to see the local plan adopt the recommendations from the governments 
Right-To-Build plan and hold back some plots in developments sites for self-builders. Encouraging self-builds not 
only improves the quality and variety of housing stock it also supports local employment within the town because 
self-builders tend to use local architects and builders in their projects.  Developers on the other hand tend to use 
their own architects and builders from outside of town. As it is considerably cheaper to build a house than to buy an 
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affordable home, if the local authority were to provide sites at a sensible cost to self-builders they may even be able 
to class the sites as affordable housing provision. To this end larger developers could be required to make a certain 
percentage of plots available to the authority for self-builds as an alternative to the current section 106 
contributions for affordable housing. We would also like to see a much stronger focus on sustainable and low 
carbon developments. All too often it seems that developers get around sustainability requirements during planning 
by stating they will do a feasibility study to look at making their development sustainable rather than making firm 
commitments. 

Rep0274 
Mrs Lalage Smyth 

The concept of the Green Belt was to prevent urban sprawl by containing existing built up areas. Building on Green 
Belt land could result in villages becoming joined up. An example of this is Little Chalfont, becoming part of, for 
instance, Amersham. Little Chalfont is a village which is in danger of losing its identity.  Little Chalfont has already 
experienced development which in percentage terms has far exceeded that of other nearby towns and villages. The 
impact of further development would be disproportionate to its size, particularly in comparison with the lesser 
development in percentage terms elsewhere. It has already undergone more than its fair share of development.  
Development in Little Chalfont has already put pressure on traffic, parking, schools, health facilities, public utilities, 
shops and leisure facilities. Further housing or industrial development will stretch these to the point where 
sustainability will be exceeded. Little Chalfont is in an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty. By building on AONB the 
loss will be detrimental, not just to Little Chalfont itself but to the many visitors who come to enjoy it. For instance 
the area to the north of Chessfield Park is in constant use as can be seen by the many people who daily walk along 
the footpaths there. For the above reasons I object to any development for housing or industrial use on Green Belt 
land and particularly to any development on land in and around Little Chalfont. Once built on it can never be 
regained. 

 The Local Plan will need to 
identify sustainable 
development options to meet 
needs taking into account the 
scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements.   
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Rep0275 
Mr Mike Beesley 

Following a recent consultation meeting in relation to reclassification of Green Belt land in Stoke Poges I would 
make the following comments.  1.      The site identified has been selected by the District Planning Office on a 
random basis as it was not selected by your consultants Arup and no explanation has been given as to the reasons 
behind the selection.  2.      The site is large and would increase the size of the village by some 50%. This would 
destroy the village community and lead to major traffic conjestion in an already over conjected road system. 
3.      There is no transport infrastructure and new development should be sited where public transport is available. 
4.      It would destroy the character of the village and impinge on the Thomas Grey Memorial site which has 
significant historical connections.  5.      It would be the start of development leading to a merger with Slough and 
represent significant encroachment. For these reasons I consider that the land performs a strong Green Belt 
function and should no be redesignated for building. I would suggest that the Bayer site in Rogers Lane and the 
recreation ground in Plough Lane be considered as an alternative building area. 

  

Rep0276 
Mr Roger Austin 
and Rep0281 
Mrs Moira Austin 

I am opposing further consideration of Green Belt Parcel 69 in line with Arup's own "not recommended" conclusion. 
My arguments are:- 1] Most of the parcel consists of ancient Beech, Oak  and Birch woodland.. These woods form a 
pollution barrier for houses in the Dukes Wood estate. both in terms of noise and atmospheric pollution. In addition 
the woodland is a wildlife sanctuary for a wide range of nesting birds ,badgers, foxes,small mammals and muntjac 
deer.Tearing out these ancient woodlands would be an act  of environmental vandalism.If these woods do not have 
Tree Preservation Orders on them , they should have, and local residents will apply for such orders. 2] As the parcel 
is a narrow strip bounded to the north by existing housing and the south by the M40 , access would be difficult and 
so practical considerations for site clearance and building development will have informed Arup's "not 
recommended" conclusion. 3] The only area clear of trees in the parcel is at the eastern end alongside the Fulmer 
Road,This meadow is the only photograph contained in the planning documents, and may look idyllic, but the photo 
makes the meadow look bigger than it actually is. More importantly, there is a high voltage cable and pylons 
crossing the middle of the meadow, so electronic communications for any houses built beneath would be severely 
compromised. There is also a body of concern that health hazards could be attributed to being too close to 
overhead cables. 4] Most of the land in the parcel slopes towards the M40. The trees and shrubs in the parcel 
absorb water that might other wise cause flooding on the motorway. 5] 'Noise  Environmental Planning Advice [PPG 
24] sets guidelines for acceptable noise levels for new dwellings. We have taken readings that show noise levels on 
the southern edge of the parcel of 65, which is noise exposure category C defined as :~ "There should be a strong 
presumption against permitting the development unless there are other important factors, such as a lack of better 
alternative sites." this is clearly not the case. May I suggest that your Officers take their own readings? 
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Rep0277 
Mrs Patricia Jones 

Would like HGV 's banned from Iver village,also need a secondary school in Iver. 
 Transport options for Iver are being considered with the 
County Council as Highway Authority in conjunction with the 
Local Plan. 

Rep0278 
Mrs Helen 
Glasson 

I understand more houses are needed, however, the area west of Gerrards Cross is beautiful open countryside and 
would be particularly spoilt by housing.  The area by the M40 would be a preferable area for development as would 
the area in Tatling End though noise would be a problem. 

  

Rep0279 Mr 
Akshay Sawant 
Club Secretary 
Chesham Bois 
Cricket Club 

Our club does not have a training facility and we would greatly benefit from having the planned facility developed. A 
number of youngsters are part of our club whose development is supplemented by the friendly interactions had 
within the club and other clubs around the county. 

 Noted 

Rep0280 
Mrs Mary Ryder 

Question  5 I am concerned that the facilities in the Little Chalfont village are not sufficient for the already expanding 
residential  areas,  recently constructed off Bell Lane, the Donkey Field and many infill's which haven't reached full 
impact yet, as it will when families grow and therefore  will subsequently require more facilities. Are there plans for 
a by-pass to make the centre safer and less polluted? Question 6 It is bad enough to use green belt land that was ear 
marked to retain the nature of our countryside  by keeping individual villages separate from the next  but: The 
encroachment on areas of AONB e.g. the fields on the north of the village. This was designated a special case AONB  
by the authority years ago because of the aesthetic  and fundamental importance of preserving the best in the 
county. And as for the 2nd phase dividing up the initial pockets of land so gradual overtaking of the AONB can be 
eroded yet further, really is abhorrent. Do the powers that be know the sites and the beauty  that they want to 
destroy so wantonly?. Question 7 I fully understand the need for the development of residential and industrial areas 
but looking at the information provided it does definitely propose more areas in and around Little Chalfont than 
other villages in this area of Bucks. Chipping away at the valleys which provide millions of people happiness, by the 
very nature of the community and the boundaries. The space  and beauty which are so easily accessed,  providing 
areas to relax and  unwind in such a rat race that life seems to have become. Question 8 All brown sites and infill 
should be exhausted first at whatever cost.  Nowadays it seems unfair that a few people own relatively large areas 
of land that only they and their friends can enjoy. They are not giving anything back to the general public by 
providing employment on a scale that represents the land that they own . Often the former own more than one 
property and regularly are absent and yet land that is productive e.g. arable or recreational, (for ramblers, dog 
walkers and artists) are going to be taken away. Years ago my Aunt owned land that was compulsory purchased, for 
below potential market price, because the water authority need the land to site a water facility for the benefit of the 

The Councils are not proposing 
compulsory purchase as part of 
this consultation. 



Classification: OFFICIAL 
 

87 
 
Classification: OFFICIAL 

Name Summary of Representation 
Council Response (see also 

Volume 1 for generic response) 

community. The same compulsory purchase could apply to parts of the land owned. In fact I don't believe that 
excessive land should be owned by individuals if it is required for the greater good of many. Question 9 I have no 
problems with the travellers as long as high expectations of respect for the environment and the residents are 
enforced. Question 10 As the population ages this is a big concern, but that means also a great resource of 
knowledge and experience could be directed to the benefit of the population, if towns and villages were more 
inclusive and more thought given to the placing of the accommodation for disabled and elderly within easy access to 
the facilities, with provision for meeting inside and out in pleasant surroundings. Question 11 The heritage in this 
area must include the vistas and walks in ancient woods. After living in the area for nearly 40 years the effort of the 
appropriate authorities in opening up the Chess Valley by well signed paths has really improved the area.  The area 
is regularly visited by tourists as well as locals 

Rep0282 
Mrs Teresa 
Weidner and 
Rep0283 
Mr Derek 
Weidner 

Q1 The assessment is too high and employment facilities of existing available sites In GX and Ch St Peter are 
currently not lLsed.Indeed many employment facilities are converting to residential, Q2 HELAA definately no 
additional sites and draft sites are only increasing pressure on infrastructure. Q3 Not known but brownfield use is 
essential. Q41 agree that impact of proposed large developments are essential HS2 Heathrow 3rd Runway. Q51t is 
better to build small developments to all areas rather than large to a few. However green belt must be preserved. 
Q6 Build up high Wycombe as Aylesbury and MKeynes. Q7 Have minimum in South Bucks and push north to 
Aylesbury. Q8Use some of 15 Hect of employment as affordable housing, Q9Considertion for all residents essential 
and suggest move such sites to Slough as no facilities in South Bucks. QIOl agree that elderly care is to be part of 
larger development. Ql I Heritage essential and correct in preserving. Q12 Heritage essential to residents to improve 
quality of life. Q13 GX common to remain. Ql4Essential to maintain high quality area where surrounding areas are 
deteriorating. QISNo comment. Q16 Infrastructure No doctors facilities in GX, lack of School places, lack of parking, 
trains crowded. Q17 Council should not panic into making irreversible decisions not to build on Green Belt and 
create another  Middlesex. General The Council have employed Arup and should abide by their recommendations it 
appears their onsiderations have been overuled why!! What with large scale development the area cannot cope 
with influx of traffic and housing. 
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Rep0284 
Mr Terence Ryder 

If additional housing is to be provided in the Chiltern and South Bucks area, then it would seem only fair to 
distribute the new builds across the whole area, whilst taking into account designated Green Belt Land and Areas of 
Outstanding Natural Beauty. Despite Little Chalfont having a considerable amount of AONB and Green Belt breaks 
between neighbouring communities, we have seen growth between 2006 and 2014, of 12.4% compared to 5.3% 
Amersham, 4% Chesham and 7.7% Chalfont St Peter.  This would seem to be a very unfair distribution which now 
needs to be rectified. Before destroying Green Belt Land it would surely be best to use designated  Brown Field Sites 
for residential or employment development, which may be more costly to develop but less costly on the AONB sites, 
which should be conserved for future generations. Once destroyed, it can never be reinstated or replaced. 

 The Local Plan will need to 
identify sustainable 
development options to meet 
needs taking into account the 
scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements.  

Rep0285 
Mr Andrew Jones 

On the suitability of the proposed site consisting of land owned by the National Society for Epilepsy, this site is 
subject to both surface and sub surface build associated with HS2 project. As such many parts of it are designated as 
safeguarded areas, both for surface and subsurface (ref SG-01-16).  Notwithstanding practical difficulties associated 
with two significant building projects in a similar timeframe, the local plan fails to reference this, which is in breach 
of the guidance issued by the government(HS2 Phase one Safeguarding directions, paragraph 22-24).  The build in 
this area is significant, with surface buildings of a ventilation shaft and associated standings, and sub surface 
tunnelling work. This area is therefore both protected and unsuitable for the proposed development. 

  

Rep0286 
Mr Bjorn Hall 
Director 
The Hall 
Partnership 

Question 1: No Question 2: Yes The draft HELAA with regards to CDC has completed the Stage 1 & 2 assessment 
whilst SBDC have completed the Stage I Assessment. Sites were assessed at Stages I & 2 against various criteria. 
Those within the Green Belt & not PDL were excluded at Stage 1. Those sites are to be separately assessed, and we 
shall comment thereon as appropriate in due coarse. CDC 0008, 0031, 0032 have been accepted as suitable sites for 
residential development within 6-10 years. These sites are available for development and their inclusion within the 
draft HELAA supported. It is necessary however to comment upon certain sites that were excluded at Stage 1. 
SBDC 0001 Raylands Farm, Bull Lane, Genads Cross It is undersood that this site was excluded as being within the 
Green Belt and was being promoted for sport/recreation. It’s promotion for sport/recreation is being promoted as 
part of CDC 0032 which has been accepted as a suitable site for 25-37 dwgs for redevelopment within 6-10 years, 
subject to the relocation of the existing sport/recreation activities. We shall, at the appropriate time be promoting 
CDC 0033 for allocation as a sport/recreation site. SBDC 0004 26-28 Langley Park Road, Iver This site was excluded 
as being ‘too small is scale’. It is considered that this site having an area of 0.1 Tha is capable of accomodating 5 
dwellings which it is understood falls within the criteria to be accepted at Stage 1 for further assessment at Stage 2. 
SBDC are undertaking Stage 2 Assessment at present and it is considered that it thffils all the assessment criteria to 
be deemed suitable, avaliable and achievable. CDCOO2I Land to North East of Chestnut Lane, Chesham This site, 
having a site area of 0.65ha is accepted as being suitable for residential development but has been excluded from 

 To be taken account in updates 
of the HELAA 
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Stage 2 due to lack of information on ‘avaliability’. Part of this site is owned and controlled by a developer/house 
builder and negotiations with landowners are proceeding. Ft is considered that this site can be ‘delivered’ certainly 
within the 11-15 year period suggested. This site should be included in Appendix 5 as being ‘suitable, avaliable and 
achievable’. Should further information be required the Agent can be contacted. COC 0022 The Depository, Gravel 
Hill, Chalfont St. Peter This site was ccepted at Stage 1, however at Stage 2 it was rejected as not ‘suitable’ and not 
‘achievable’. The site and buildings are in B I office use and subject to prior notifictaion under Class 0 of GPDO can 
change use to residential. All criteria within Class 0 are met. A residential use of the site will not generate more 
traffic movements than currently exist. The site has been assessed as capable of yielding up to 6 dwellings, which 
exceeds the 5 dwelling ‘benchmark’ for inclusion as ‘suitable, avaliable and achievable’ at Stage 2. The site is 
avaliable within 5 years. This site should be included in Appendix 5. CDC 0011 Land on the North East side of 
Denham Lane, Chalfont St. Peter This site was excluded at Stage 1 as being not PDL in the Green Belt and adjacent to 
Ancient Woodland. The site has not been included within those to be tested as part of Regulation 18 Consultation as 
a potential urban extension or Green Belt area of search.  The site has direct access to Denham lane and abutts land 
at Nortoft Road that is excluded from the Green Belt. It is considered that this site should be included for testing as 
an urban extension. The site does abuft Ancient Woodland but does not include it. It is considered that this is not a 
constraint to it’s development as ‘buffer’ can be provided. This site should be included for further testing under 
Appendix 2 ‘built area extension options’. Appendix 2 Introduction para C states that sites such as this one are to be 
considered at the next stage of the plan. CDC 0228 Mlens Farm Barn, Rectory Hill, Amersham This site was rejected 
at Stage 1 as being a Green Belt site. The use being proposed is residential. The site abutting the railway and Rectory 
Hill is considered suitable as an urban extension and should be included for further testing uder Appendix 2 ‘built 
area extension options’. Appendix 2 Introduction pan C states that sites such as this one are to be considered at the 
next stage of the plan. CDC 0179 Little Ninnings & land adj. 73 Denham Lane, Chalfont St Peter This site was rejected 
at Stage 1 as being a Green Belt site. It is considered that this site, having the benefit of direct vehicle access onto 
Denham Lane is suitable and fulfils the necessary criteria to be included for further testing under Appendix 2 built 
area extension options’. Appendix 2 Introduction pan C states that sites such as this one are to be considered at the 
next stage of the plan. CDC 0163 Innisfree & Harmony, Twitchells lane, Jordans & CDC 0164 2648 Sheepcote Dell 
Road, Holmer Green These two sites were put forward to reguladse irregularities in the Green Belt boundary.  The 
Green Belt boundary in these two locations should be amended under paragraph 4.7 Options 0. These sites will be 
referred to below. Appendix 2 Introduction para C states that sites such as this one are lobe considered at the next 
stage of the plan. CDC 0007 Land on South of Three Households, Chalfont St. Giles This site has been excluded at 
Stage I being not PDL within the Green Belt. This site is provided with direct access onto Three Households and does 
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not fulfil the purposes of including land within the Green Belt. This land should be removed from the Green Belt to 
enable  residential development to be carded out. Appendix 2 Introduction pan C states that sites such as this one 
are to be considered at the next stage of the plan. CDC 0033 Raylands Farm, Bull Lane, Chalfont St. Peter  This site 
was excluded at Stage 1 as being a not PDL in the Green Belt. The site is being promoted for sport and recreational 
use to replace and improve the sports facilities currently being provided at CDC 0032, a site deemed suitable, 
avaliable and achievable’ at Stage 2. The site has been identified for further assessment. It has suitable access onto 
Bull Lane, which has been agreed with BCC Highways and is avaliable for recreational use. Question 3: Yes  The 
existing sport/recreation use at CDC 0032 should be provided for at CDC 0033 therby enabling CDC 0032 to be 
redeveloped for residential use. Question 4: Yes Question 5: Spatial Strategy Options.  It is agreed that there are 
exceptional circumstances to review the Green Belt. Option A: More efficient uses should be made of land within 
existing built-up areas by increasing densities (reducing amnity standards). ‘Open Spaces’ should be retained within 
built-up areas although recreation and sports facilities within built-up areas should be relocated to the Green Belt to 
enable the built-up areas to be developed residentially and allow for investment into ‘first class’ sporting facilities 
which will encourage recreation. Under used, and under invested employment land should be released for 
residential development. Option B: Existing ERASC & RAEC should be retained however, they should not be 
expanded as proposed under DDPD Policy ‘Area of Little Change’. Option C: The principal settlements could in many 
instances have their built-up areas extended in the Green Belt without having deftemental consequence upon the 
original purposes of creating it. Appendix 2 provides ‘Built Area Extension Options’, for further testing. It is 
considered that those which should go forward for farther testing  are: Amersham - North-East Little Chalfont - 
South-East Beaconsfield - East (north of A40) Option D: None of these options shall be taken forward. Option B: 
None of these options shall be taken forward. Option F: A detailed review of settlements within the Green Belt 
should be undertaken. The settlements identified in Appendix 2 of’Review of Identified Settlements and Rows of 
Dwellings within the Green Belt’ should be removed from the Green Belt. Option G: It is considered that exceptional 
circumstances exsist which enables a review of Green Belt boundaries to be undertaken to address existing 
anomalies. The inspector in the Core Strategy (CDC) examination identified some anomalies in the Green Belt 
boundary where, for example, it does not follow an existing feature, bisects a residential cuffilage or development 
has taken place beyond the boundary. Sites identifed in HELAA as 0163, 0164,0033 (recreation), 0007, 0179 & 0228 
should be removed from the Green Belt to both coffect anomalies and to permit residential and recreational 
development.  Option H: A review of ‘rows of dwellings’ should be undertaken. It is recommended that those sites 
considered and accepted within the March 2013 ‘Review of Identified Settlements and Rows of Dwellings’ within the 
Green Belt should be identified. Option I: Other settlements should not be expanded Option J: The site edged red on 
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the attached Ordanance Survey extract with access off Chalfont Road, Seer Green should be released from the 
Green Belt to enable residential development to revitilse the settlement. The site is in  single ownership with the 
title BM 242296. Option K: This option should be considered Option L: A combination of options A, C, F, G, H, J & K 
should be considered. Question 6: See above Question 7: No Question 8: 40% of residential buildings on sites of 15 
or more units should be ‘Affordable’. Development of any land removed from the Green Belt under the current 
‘exceptional circumstances’ should have 50% Affordable housing provision plus ‘commuted’ payment towards off 
site provision. Question 9: No existing sites should be removed from the Green Belt. Question 10: Certain ‘Built Area 
Extensions’ should have land allocated for 50-100 unit ‘retirment villages’ Questions 11 to 17: No. 

Rep0287 
Mrs Jenny Brice 

Mill Meadow is a community area in the centre of the village, if these amenities were moved to the outskirts it 
would give problems as most residents would then come by car and need car park space.  It is a flood plane and 
would be a disasterous area to build on. The local Academy School needs this for childrens sports - government 
policy on childhood obesity. The Epilepsy Society Site, this is a vast area and if built on would need facilities like 
schools and doctors close by. The Audley homes have been built very high spec and expensive on the understanding 
they look out on fields NOT HOUSES. The site has a medical history which is now being used to build old peoples 
homes, these are acceptable and can be financed by the occupants as the Chalfonts and GX area has a high income 
to afford these. These also give local employment. No train station and very few buses link this area, so all future 
occupants would need car transport along the narrow windy lanes. The industrial area identified along the A413 is 
not fully utilised with empty office buildings. There is not much point building more. Many houses in this area have 
large gardens and are being extended, sometimes to include 2 families (granny flat) are these counted as additional 
homes in the core strategy. Chalfont has already granted planning permission for more than 600 homes under the 
last core strategy. No building in this area is ever AFFORDABLE unless on a good salary. 

 The Local Plan will need to 
identify sustainable 
development options to meet 
needs taking into account the 
scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements.   
 

Rep0288 
Mr Kevin Moran 

I would like to register my disapproval of the proposed plans to encroach on the Green Belt to the east of Little 
Chalfont. I don't think that our infrastructure could support new housing estates which bring pressure on school 
places, parking and other essentials. Traffic is already excessive; unlike neighbouring settlements we have the A404 
producing non-local traffic at peak times and when used as an alternative if there are delays on the M40/M25. 
The Green Belt was created, for a good reason and these principles should remain. Much of the land round Little 
Chalfont (including the site west of Stony Lane, and that straddling the A404 east of the village) is in the Area of 
Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB). We should not destroy such a local asset. As I see it, Little Chalfont has already 
taken more than its share of new housing in recent times. 

 The Local Plan will need to 
identify sustainable 
development options to meet 
needs taking into account the 
scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements.   
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Rep0289 
Mr Bill Savage 
Secretary 
Stubbs Wood 
Residents 
Association 

This is to register the objections of the Stubbs Wood Residents Association to the local plan proposal outlined in the 
Section Map 22B. The key objections are:  . The site is located in area of outstanding natural beauty and is 
designated as Green Belt. Development of this site would environmental vandalism  . Access to the site involves the 
destruction of many trees in a wooded valley and the amenity to residents of open grasslands and agricultural land 
  . The site has no obvious road access infrastructure and any roads would impact severely on narrow country lanes 
like Holloway Lane or Latimer Road. This would be destructive and lead to severe damage to the rural environment. 
  . The site is rich in local flora and fauna. Blackwell Stubbs wood is home to badgers, foxes, deer and many species 
of birds including red kites. Loss of this area would be the loss of a very valued amenity. 

  

Rep0290 
Mr & Mrs Ali 
Lankridge 

We would like to strongly protest against the proposal to test the orange highlighted green belt areas for 
development purposes around Little Chalfont.  We do not believe this is suitable for a number of reasons which are 
listed below.    1.   The Green Belt land was originally created to clearly mark the boundaries into which buildings 
should not extend.  It provides an extremely valuable amenity for both the local residents and the many people who 
travel from afar to walk on this land.  We must not prioritise housing or commercial development over Green Belt 
land and Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty.   2.     Little Chalfont has already been subject to significant housing 
development which is out of proportion to the size of the village.  This includes 253 homes erected by Bell Lane and 
45 behind Chenies Parade.  Since Little Chalfont has already taken more than its fair share of new housing we 
believe it should be removed from the short list of main settlements for growth in the Council's Core Strategy.  
3.   The infrastructure in the village cannot support further growth in the population.  Traffic is already excessive and 
the proposed developments will make congestion much worse on the main road running through the centre of the 
village (A404). 

 The Local Plan will need to 
identify sustainable 
development options to meet 
needs taking into account the 
scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements.   
 

Rep0291 
Ms Jackie 
Edington 

We chose to live in Gerrards Cross twenty four years ago because of the rail link to London for my husband to travel 
to work and good road links to the rest of the country.  We love the ability to travel into London and the proximity 
to Heathrow.  However, we need ensure that  Gerrards Cross continues to be a pleasant place to live so that it grows 
and maintains its vitality and people continue to want to come and live here. The proposed plan is a good starting 
point but it needs improvement.   Supply of employment land specifically in Gerrards Cross - Your projections on a 
macroscopic scale for the whole area make sense but may not apply to Gerrards Cross because of the type of 
economy we have here. In Gerrards Cross we  have small businesses and is service based businesses providing legal 
and investment advice. There are many estate agents, small and medium retail outlets and several restaurants. 
There is no manufacturing business in Gerrards Cross unless one counts garages that sell and service vehicles. 
During the 24 years we have lived here there has been a plentiful supply of office space in Gerrards Cross and much 
of it has been empty on Station Rd and Marsham Way for at least 15 years and now many office buildings are in the 

 The Local Plan will need to 
identify sustainable 
development options to meet 
needs over the plan period to 
2036 taking into account the 
scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements.   
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process of being converted to apartments or has already been converted to make more economic use of the space. 
Furthermore Marsham House the multi storey office block on Station Rd has >13,000 sq ft for rent and has been 
empty for at least 10 years. The empty multi story office block, also on Station Road,  has been demolished recently 
for construction of apartments. Most telling is the fact that the very large Chalfont Park office complex has never 
been much more than half full since it was built about 20 years ago despite the ability to park and gain access from 
the A413. Currently 12,800 sq ft plus an additional 55 to 1980 sq ft of serviced office space is available there.  A 
recent search for offices to let/rent in Gerrards Cross has revealed  that there is currently a total of 39,086 sq ft 
available for rent/lease. It seems unreasonable to earmark Green Belt for employment  opportunities Even if the 
area as a whole needs employment land, Gerrards Cross does not because of the structure of its economy and its 
history of chronic empty office space. The plan should be to ensure ALL unused office space is occupied before 
creating more. Question 5 - In Gerrards Cross Option A is the preferred option.  Over the last twenty years there has 
been considerable infill to create more efficient use of land by increasing building density and heights for private 
home. This has been very successful in the past and will continue to be so in the future if market economics are 
allowed to work. Handled properly we can promote this kind of development to help avoid encroachment on our 
local Green Belt. In my view this should be a high priority and could be Phase One of the growth plan before 
implementing the Built area extensions in the plan. Question 6 , Plans for development of land parcel 57A - The plan 
shows this land as “Employment Area of Search”.  This is unacceptable because: 1. There is an area Tree 
Preservation Order (TPO12950) on the entire site. 2. Trees provide a ‘green lung’ which mops up pollution from 
vehicular traffic There is an increasing volume of traffic on the A413 and on Lower Road which is now used as as a 
rat run to avoid the traffic jams in the centre of Gerrards Cross. All of this traffic must be causing air pollution.  The 
role of vegetation in mitigating the effects of air pollution has been highlighted as one potential benefit of urban 
green space. Vegetation intercepts airborne particulate matter (PM10), reducing particulate concentrations in air 
and improving air quality. This reduces the amount of PM10 exposure to humans and, in turn, reduces the incidence 
of respiratory illness1.  3. Recent evidence has shown that there are 30,000 deaths a year in the UK from 
pollution- related illnesses2,3,4,5.   In Europe, the WHO estimates about 500,000 people die prematurely as a result 
of air pollution every year. These numbers would be significantly higher if NO2 were factored in2.   4. In addition 
to pollution related illnesses, air pollution has been shown to cause low birth weight (LBW) in infants.  Roadside 
trees provide a buffering effect and reduce the incidence of LBW6.  5. Trees are well known for absorbing carbon 
dioxide (CO2), sulphur dioxide and other pollutants from the air and for producing oxygen7.  6. You are considering 
destroying 20 acres of protected woodland to create ‘Employment space”. In the more than 20 years we have lived 
in Gerrards Cross, the Chalfont Park office complex has NEVER been fully occupied.  A recent search for offices to 
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let/rent in Gerrards Cross has revealed that there is a total of more than 39,000 Sq feet of office space that is vacant 
and has been for at least 10 years.    7. it is unethical and potentially harmful to the health of the residents to 
remove trees from the boundary of Gerrards Cross for commercial purposes, particularly when occupancy rates for 
offices on the other side of the A413 have habitually remained low.  8. This area is on a slope and absorbs what is 
already considerable water run off from the South Park and North Park areas of Gerrards Cross. If it is built on this 
run off will flow directly onto the A413 and what is already a flood plane in parcel 57B. Run off from a built up 
version of 20 acres of parcel 57A will make the situation much worse.  9. There is no need for additional 
employment space capacity in Gerrards Cross because of the type of economy we have here. Economic activity 
consists of small businesses and is service based providing for example legal and investment advice. There are estate 
agents and small and medium retail outlets as well as several restaurants. 
1.http://www.forestry.gov.uk/pdf/urgp_evidence_note_006_Improving_air_quality.pdf/$FILE/urgp_evidence_note
_006_Improving_air_quality.pdf 2.http://www.theguardian.com/environment/2015/apr/02/air-pollution-may-
cause-more-uk-deaths-than-previously-thought-say-scientists 3.http://www.niehs.nih.gov/health/topics/agents/air-
pollution/ 4. http://laqm.defra.gov.uk/documents/air_quality_note_v7a-(3).pdf 5. http://uk-air.defra.gov.uk/air-
pollution/effects 6. Buffering Effect of Residential Surrounding Greenness and Roadside Trees on the Association 
between Residential Proximity to Roads and Term Low Birth Weight, http://ehp.niehs.nih.gov/isee/o-4-09-02/ 
7. https://www.ncsu.edu/project/treesofstrength/benefits.htm The plan is to use this land for employment space. 
This is unsatisfactory for four reasons.   There has been no sign of manufacturing activity while we have lived here. 
It is clear that even if the area as a whole needs employment land  Gerrards Cross does not because of the structure 
of its economy and the history of chronically empty office space. Question 10  Mix this with apartment development 
so that elderly people still feel part of the community. Question 13  I would like to nominate Map reference 57A  for 
special protection because of its health benefits.  It should already have special protection because of the existence 
of an area tree preservation order, ref TPO12950. 1. There is an area Tree Preservation Order (TPO12950) on the 
entire site.  2. Trees provide a ‘green lung’ which mops up pollution from vehicular traffic There is an increasing 
volume of traffic on the A413 and on Lower Road which is now used as as a rat run to avoid the traffic jams in the 
centre of Gerrards Cross. All of this traffic must be causing air pollution.  The role of vegetation in mitigating the 
effects of air pollution has been highlighted as one potential benefit of urban green space. Vegetation intercepts 
airborne particulate matter (PM10), reducing particulate concentrations in air and improving air quality. This 
reduces the amount of PM10 exposure to humans and, in turn, reduces the incidence of respiratory illness1.  3. 
Recent evidence has shown that there are 30,000 deaths a year in the UK from pollution- related illnesses2,3,4,5.   In 
Europe, the WHO estimates about 500,000 people die prematurely as a result of air pollution every year. These 

http://laqm.defra.gov.uk/documents/air_quality_note_v7a-(3).pdf
http://uk-air.defra.gov.uk/air-pollution/effects
http://uk-air.defra.gov.uk/air-pollution/effects
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numbers would be significantly higher if NO2 were factored in2    4. In addition to pollution related illnesses, air 
pollution has been shown to cause low birth weight (LBW) in infants.  Roadside trees provide a buffering effect and 
reduce the incidence of LBW6. 5. Trees are well known for absorbing carbon dioxide (CO2), sulphur dioxide and 
other pollutants from the air and for producing oxygen7.   6. You are considering destroying 20 acres of 
protected woodland to create ‘Employment space”. In the more than 20 years we have lived in Gerrards Cross, the 
Chalfont Park office complex has NEVER been fully occupied.  A recent search for offices to let/rent in Gerrards Cross 
has revealed that there is a total of more than 39,000 Sq feet of office space that is vacant and has been for at least 
10 years. 7. it is unethical and potentially harmful to the health of the residents to remove trees from the boundary 
of Gerrards Cross for commercial purposes, particularly when occupancy rates for offices on the other side of the 
A413 have habitually remained low.    8. This area is on a slope and absorbs what is already considerable water run 
off from the South Park and North Park areas of Gerrards Cross. If it is built on this run off will flow directly onto the 
A413 and what is already a flood plane in parcel 57B. Run off from a built up version of 20 acres of parcel 57A will 
make the situation much worse.    9. In addition to this important health benefit, the trees absorb noise from the 
bypass and the M25 improving the ambient environment. 
.http://www.forestry.gov.uk/pdf/urgp_evidence_note_006_Improving_air_quality.pdf/$FILE/urgp_evidence_note_
006_Improving_air_quality.pdf 2.http://www.theguardian.com/environment/2015/apr/02/air-pollution-may-cause-
more-uk-deaths-than-previously-thought-say-scientists 3. http://www.niehs.nih.gov/health/topics/agents/air-
pollution/ 4. http://laqm.defra.gov.uk/documents/air_quality_note_v7a-(3).pdf 5. http://uk-air.defra.gov.uk/air-
pollution/effects 6. Buffering Effect of Residential Surrounding Greenness and Roadside Trees on the Association 
between Residential Proximity to Roads and Term Low Birth Weight, http://ehp.niehs.nih.gov/isee/o-4-09-02/ 
7. https://www.ncsu.edu/project/treesofstrength/benefits.htm The plan is to use this land for employment space. 
This is unsatisfactory for four reasons Question 16  Infrastructure is a key issue in addressing this plan. In my view it 
must be integrated with and lead the growth plan.  Gerrards Cross is a dormitory town mostly for people who work 
in London. Local business does not provide growth, but London does. People choose to live here because housing is 
more affordable than in London and because of the quality of our schools. Important among people’s choice to live 
here and work elsewhere are the rail service (good),  the availability of parking facilities at and near the railway 
station (poor) as well as the overall quality of infrastructure (patchy and in some cases deteriorating to poor/bad). 
The infrastructure must support a growing population. People choosing to live here will require provision of medical 
facilities, schools for their children, adequate utilities e.g. water and sewer provision, decent roads with surfaces 
that do not crumble every time it rains or there is frost, sports and leisure facilities and above all healthy air.  We 
have to address our deteriorating infrastructure as a first priority and maintain or improve the quality of our 

http://www.niehs.nih.gov/health/topics/agents/air-pollution/
http://www.niehs.nih.gov/health/topics/agents/air-pollution/
http://laqm.defra.gov.uk/documents/air_quality_note_v7a-(3).pdf
http://uk-air.defra.gov.uk/air-pollution/effects
http://uk-air.defra.gov.uk/air-pollution/effects
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environment. Otherwise people will choose to live elsewhere and revitalisation and growth will not come. 

Rep0292 
Mr Guy Hollway 

Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty must continue to be protected for the future. They were designated as such for 
a reason. To release any such designated land  from this protection would set a dangerous precedent for all such 
land in the future. It may also also encourage investment speculation - land currently used for agricultural use and 
as such well maintained, may not continue to be, if purchased as a potential investment. Focus should be put on 
regenerating derelict sites. Little Chalfont is already suffering from an increase in housing resulting in heavier traffic 
flows and difficulty in parking in the village centre. The character of the village needs to be protected and not 
exploited. 

  

Rep0293 
Mrs Christine 
Baxter 

Question 1:  There are quite different areas within the parish and as such separate housing and employment needs 
are identified. Question 2:  Various sites identified across the parish are a variable stages of assessment.  I agree 
with appendices 1-4.  Appendix 5 agree in part but with the condition that a property search would reveal that these 
are HELAA sites.  Infilling of this nature is not really a long term solution as it doesn’t address the increased pressure 
on schools and infrastructure. Question 3:  In general, open spaces are vital to densely populated areas such as 
Prestwood, so it would not be a positive move to build on them.  However, it could be possible to consolidate all the 
schools to a campus to the south of the village and thereby release the school land for housing development.  
Question 4: In general, I agree to the objectives and visions however it must be remembered that GM Parish is 
AONB and for the most part it is in Green Belt.  Any development must be sensitively carried out and in keeping with 
the area.  The HS2 is not considered a matter for the Local Plan, even though it will have a huge impact on the area.  
Question 5: a. Agree, though homes must not be so densely populated that all quality of life is eradicated. Care must 
be taken to include plenty of open spaces for recreation. b. Agree, though these must not turn into urban corridors. 
That would spoil the aesthetic value of the area. c. Too much extension would spoil the AONB and tourists (our 
economy) would not be so keen to visit. d. Too much extension would spoil the AONB and tourists (our economy) 
would not be so keen to visit. e. Potential expansion of nearby settlements outside the district through the duty to 
co-operate – there are some areas that could take further development without detriment to the area. f. Clearly, 
there will be a need to review GB boundaries if some new developments are to be considered.  Care must be taken 
to remember why GB was first put in place.  g. The Mushroom Farm at Ballinger could be treated as an exceptional 
circumstance.  HS2 will result in re categorising land in the area. h. The land close to Great Missenden station has 
been investigated and planning permission has already been given on the only available land. Question 6:  It could 
be possible to consolidate all the schools to a campus on land to the south of Prestwood and thereby release the 
school land for housing development. Question 7:  Elderly accommodation; nursing homes; car parking; a reliable 
and regular bus service; Community Buildings to all wards; alleviation of traffic congestion. 
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Question 8:  Transparency of how the new build housing levy is spent so that residents would see that it is being 
used for affordable housing. Paradine to deal directly with CDC in this respect. Question 9:  Of necessity, these sites 
should cater for transient people only, as that is the definition of travellers.  The water, power and sewage supply 
must be also considered in that context. Identifying any site in the parish would be difficult given that the 
infrastructure is straining under the current pressure. Question 10:  As there is a high percentage of elderly people 
in the parish, any development specifically for the elderly should be for the local residents only. Question 11:  
Clearly the parish has a recognised heritage in the RD Museum, but it was also a coaching stop on the way to 
London. All the wards in the parish have ancient woodland and farming heritage that must be preserved wherever 
possible within the AONB Question 12:  No Question 13:  These have already been identified within the parish. 
Green space is important especially for the more densely populated Prestwood, without which, there would be no 
bread in the extensive housing developments. Question 14:  • Preservation of semi-rural setting   • Retention 
of green spaces used by locals for recreational purposes    • Any new development should be in scale with its 
surroundings and relate sympathetically in overall dimensions to the existing features and landscape of the village.     
• Retention and regular maintenance of existing footpaths    • Traffic calming measures    • Conserve, 
maintain and enhance the natural appearance to the village environment (i.e. tree cover, surroundings, houses with 
gardens, tree-lined roads, natural boundaries such as hedgerows and verges). Question 16: Building new affordable 
houses, new schools and community buildings.  Question 17:  Improving infrastructure including roads throughout 
the parish, but especially because of the HS2 whilst be expected to increase funding for housing. 

Rep0294 
Mr Michael 
Hewett 

Whilst I understand the need for new homes, I am very concerned regarding where these will be built, and the 
impact on local sporting facilities. The health and fitness of our young people is vital, and it is our duty to encourage 
and support our youngsters in health and sport. If any of our current areas which are used for sport are taken away, 
this will just make healthy outdoor activities less accessible, and increase the risk of our young people being less 
healthy, and prone to all the issues this presents. If our local population is to increase, then these type of facilities 
should also increase to accommodate them. It is a false economy to go for short term wins, rather than looking at 
the longer term picture, of an unfit unhealthy population. I believe passionately that our local outdoor sporting 
areas, particularly the sports pitches at Wilton Park and other local areas are preserved and improved. With careful 
planning we can provide the additional housing, without impacting on these facilities. 

 Open space, leisure and 
recreational needs will also be 
considered as part of the Local 
Plan. 

Rep0295 
Mr William Jones 

I am aware of the Greater London Authority’s detailed plan for housing and densification in its town centres through 
to 2050 which is available on its web sites.  I am also aware of the regular consultation between GLA and South East 
local authorities such as the Bucks County Council under the Duty to Cooperate policy guideline which seeks to assist 
GLA’s housing challenges as its population increases by placing some capacity needs on towns along the rail 

 The Major of London and 
adjacent London Borough of 
Hillingdon will be consulted on 
the Local Plan and engaged in 
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corridors. The policy intent is to relieve the pressure on London. The plan also details the other infrastructure needs 
for its increased densification to up to 2000 people per hectare (2.5 acres) in the designated towns within GLA which 
can only also become the guideline for towns outside the GLA. It is insufficient to simply say “we need more 
housing” or “it will benefit the economy” and yield to the short term lobbyists. We know economic thinking to be 
deeply flawed as leading academics are now articulating. I object to losing Green Belt land – it’s a unique resource – 
once lost can never be regained on a planet of finite land. As populations grow they need more and not less 
greenery to provide oxygen, food, and environments where they can be at one with nature. This is the challenge 
globally as articulated by the United Nations Sustainability agenda to which governments are signed up. I’ve 
witnessed urban spreads globally with devastating effects on people and nature. This SBDC Local plan does not 
conform to the UN Sustainability Agenda. By my reckoning, the additional housing could add a further 20% to GX 
dwellings and population depending on occupancy. The trend is towards smaller dwelling units and more people 
living in them. Higher occupancy of smaller dwellings would naturally lead to increased population density and I’m 
not against that per se but do have views having observed many societies. In all probability it will markedly change 
the demographic and people’s behaviour. That implies that in addition to additional parking needs, more and better 
drains (foul, surface water) additional power supplies etc. • The water table could markedly change with adverse 
impact on other dwellings both “upstream” and “downstream” of the developments over some significant distances 
as we’ve seen elsewhere in the country • Train services and platform lengths will require reengineering to 
accommodate more commuting – that always depends on the weakest link in the network i.e. the service can’t be 
increased until all platforms and trains can accommodate the capacity needs up and down the lines. As it is the rail 
parking facilities and traffic congestion down railway approach is beyond its capacity at peak times. Spill over 
parking stretches dwon nearly to the A40 along East Common  • Bus services similarly with new stops, new routes, 
new shelters • Waste services will require reengineering even to the point of different waste collection units 
(lorries)  and working methods being required. The waste depots would need to be increased in size. As it is there 
are frequent queues at the Beaconsfield recycling sites  • Increased traffic will probably lead to the requirements for 
a one way system for GX – perhaps even a bypass to the west, and increased congestion at traffic lights and 
roundabouts  • There are frequent queues at Junction 2 of the M40 (Beaconsfield turn off) which will only be made 
worse with increased density. Similarly the A40 traffic lights, sometimes backing up to GX town and down towards 
Wayside Gardens. It is sometimes difficult to join the main traffic stream due to its density and people’s frustration 
at losing a place in the queue • Additional public facilities – toilets, benches, recreational, pathways 

the plan process through on-
going Duty to Co-operate. 
 
The Local Plan is and will be the 
subject of a Sustainability 
Appraisal which incorporates 
European Union requirements 
for a Strategic Environmental 
Assessment 

Rep0296 
 Anon 

Middle Green Built Area Extension Option - This wholly ignores the fact that more than half the designated areas are 
already occupied by residential developments and permitted light industrial developments, together with existing or 
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planned gravel extraction areas, and that flooding has proved a major hazard in at least three of the last 25 years. 

Rep0297 
Mr Nicolas 
Travers 

Middle Green Built Area Extension Option - This ignores the fact that more than half the designated areas are 
already occupied by residential developments, permitted light industrial developments, and a school, together with 
existing or planned gravel extraction areas, and that flooding has proved a major hazard in at least three of the last 
25 years. South Bucks' designation of two areas stretching first from Wexham Park Hospital to the A412 Slough- 
Uxbridge road, and then from the A412 to near Langley Railway Station, as a Middle Green Built Area Extension 
Option (BAEO) appears to have been chosen without any attempt to ascertain existing and sanctioned land use in 
the area. More than half the area is already taken up by residential development, a school, permitted light industry, 
and gravel extraction - including ongoing extraction, sanctioned gravel reserves, and infill land that cannot be used 
for housing. The remaining land divides into a number of relatively small parcels, with the exception of some fields 
lying to the south of Langley Park owned by Bucks County Council (BCC). However these BCC fields have no access to 
existing public highways, and any attempt to create an access would meet with bitter opposition from the 
intervening landowner. The area is also constrained for development purposes by the fact that land along Middle 
Green has flooded on a number of occasions in the past 25 years, despite local authority attempts to improve 
drainage along a brook named the Horton Ditch that runs through about half  the area between the A412 and 
Langley Railway Station. Land ownership is also a complicating factor. A prospective developer acquired land, known 
as Mason's Farm, between an area of gravel extraction to the east of the A412 and the residences along Middle 
Green in 2007, and applied for permission to build 60 homes, along with related shops and service facilities. South 
Bucks refused the application, but the developer ignored this refusal, and sold plots of the land on the basis that 
buyers might one day secure planning permission. Ownership is consequently diffuse, and the situation is further 
complicated by the fact that another purchaser bought land between the plots designated for roads. (The original 
developer fled Britain after considerable adverse publicity accusing him of fraud). Brett Group, which owns land 
used for, and reserved for, gravel extraction, can also be expected to resist any attempts to encroach on its land. 
The group has already fought off a bid by the Ministry of Transport to sequester part of the land it has reserved for 
gravel extraction. (The Ministry wanted the land to mitigate the construction of a new Crossrail depot close to 
Langley Railway Station. Brett fought the Ministry into Parliament, and the Ministry agreed to take infill land owned 
by Bucks County Council instead).  These considerations taken together consequently mean that South Bucks could 
only count on about a third of the proposed Middle Green BAEO for possible development, and would have to 
accept that any land scheduled for development would split into perhaps three widely separated areas - north of 
George Green, to either side of Middle Green Road on the northern side of the Grand Union Canal Spur, and south 
of Langley Park.None of the three (except perhaps the land north of George Green) would have ready access to 
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main roads. The land to the west of Middle Green Road, once known as Allgrove’s Nurseries, is partially waterlogged 
in wet weather. South Bucks' designation of Middle Green as a BAEO may have been partly driven by pressure from 
Slough Borough Council, which has publicly expressed its hopes of creating a 'garden estate' on Slough's border. 
However South Bucks could have found much more suitable land on its western boundary, in the area bounded on 
the north side by the Bath Road, on the east by the M4 Huntercombe Spur, and south of Langley Park. None of the 
three (except perhaps the land north of George Green) would have ready access to main roads. The land to the west 
of Middle Green Road, once known as Allgrove’s Nurseries, is partially waterlogged in wet weather.  South Bucks' 
designation of Middle Green as a BAEO may have been partly driven by pressure from Slough Borough Council, 
which has publicly expressed its hopes of creating a 'garden estate' on Slough's border. However South Bucks could 
have found much more suitable land on its western boundary, in the area bounded on the north side by the Bath 
Road, on the east by the M4 Huntercombe Spur, and on the South and West by the Jubilee River Thames overflow. 
This area has easy access to the M4 motorway, to Taplow Railway Station, and to two major Sainsbury and Tesco 
supermarkets. It is also close to Slough Trading Estate, Slough's major employment source. It could also be easily 
extended to include land either side of Hitcham Road, north of the M4.  Changing a BAEO from Middle Green to 
what I would term Huntercombe would also allow South Bucks to build the garden estate that Slough is seeking 
without creating a sprawl infill. Building in the Middle Green BAEO would extend Slough's urban development to 
encompass George Green. Building in a Huntercombe BAEO would allow South Bucks to leave a protective corridor 
of Green Belt land between Slough and Taplow. 

Rep0298 
Mrs Naomi Jones 

I am horrified to see the extent of proposed changes being made to the Green Belt and the general area of the 
Chalfonts.  These are totally excessive.  There has been extensive building to date - both new developments eg in 
Bell Lane and the Donkey Field and seemingly non-stop demolitions and redevelopments increasing the property 
stock locally.  An example is the apartment block at house at the top of St Nicholas Close where a small thatched 
bungalow stood in the past and now opposite the mini roundabout at the head of Nightingales Lane where a further 
development is taking place.  The local infrastructure cannot support all these new proposed  families; doctors, 
dentists, schools and other local services cannot support such an increase.  Currently there is a problem regarding 
school places and unless new schools are built children will not be able to attend schools in their local area.  The 
Green Belt is there for a reason and must not be plundered.  Brown sites are available for expansion of course but 
there appears to be a will to desecrate our area of natural outstanding beauty.  Why?  We are not in Inner London 
and we should be fighting to preserve what we have for future generations.  That is not to say that some expansions 
are needed but these should be controlled and sympathetic to the locality. 
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Rep0299 
Mrs Susan Robb 

1. I do not believe that the infrastructure within Little Chalfont i.e. local schools, primary care health services, car 
parking and leisure facilities, has anything like the capacity to absorb an increase in the population of many 
hundreds of people. 2. Road traffic is already excessive as, unlike neighbouring villages, we have the A404 running 
directly through the village which causes excessive congestion and dangerous conditions while children walk to and 
from school. 3. Little Chalfont has already experienced housing developments of almost 300 homes in Bell Lane and 
behind Chenies Parade, with other developments currently in progress. I believe the village should be removed from 
the short list of main settlements for growth in the Council’s Core Strategy. I believe the % increase in our local 
population in recent years has been far greater than in neighbouring settlements. 4. The green belt was created for 
good reason – as a constraint to building – not as a reserve for building. Housing need does not justify the release of 
Green Belt land. 5. We have a local asset in that much of the area surrounding Little Chalfont is an Area of 
Outstanding Natural Beauty. This should be preserved – not destroyed. 

 The Local Plan will need to 
identify sustainable 
development options to meet 
needs taking into account the 
scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements.   
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Rep0300 
Mrs Valerie 
Robbins 

Obviously as the populations grows communities have to grow but consideration should be adhered to in keeping 
the village and towns as local communities, especially to preserve the characteristics of historic villages. CSP has 
already had an increase of approximately 10 per cent by increasing the approximate 6,000 dwellings by over 600 in 
the last round of planning objectives. Development should be concentrated towards the centre of villages and 
towns, Chalfont St Peter has already merged with Gerrards Cross. Green Belt land should be preserved at all costs 
and brown field sites, unused/derelict buildings used to increase accommodation. Environmental issues should be of 
high priority, where public transport is not available in areas, i.e. Chalfont St Peter, building extra houses increases 
the numbers of cars on the roads.   First consideration should be to towns/villages with railway communications.   
The latest development of 600 houses puts at least 1,200 cars on the roads, as the new residents cannot find work 
locally, this increase the carbon footprint dramatically.   Consideration should be taken on infrastructure, an 
increase in the population must include new schools, doctors and sewers, these are all key factors that concern 
Chalfont St Peter.    It can take 2 weeks now to get a non-emergency appointment at the doctors, schools are 
oversubscribed and the village dreads excessive rain, which means raw sewage let loose in the centre of the village.   
Removing Green Belt land will also affect the economy of our village as many walkers use our lovely countryside, 
this in turn means they spend money in local shops etc. Mill Meadow - This site is totally wrong for redevelopment, 
it sits on a flood plain, the bridge to the area has a weight limit and the facilities lost by the community would be 
devastating, this is part of the heart of the village.    The Community Centre (used by 1,000 per week), football club, 
allotments, children’s play area, playing pitches (used by the local school) , scout hut, tennis courts could not be 
recited anywhere else in the centre of the village.   The loss of a much used and loved Nature Reserve, Jubilee 
Garden and the Lady Gibb Millennium Wood would be a severe blow too. Epilepsy Society - Due consideration 
should be taken for the residents, many are not capable of speaking for themselves.  While this area is large, The 
Epilepsy centre is a big source of employment for the community, to lose it would be detrimental to local 
employment. Winkers Farm - My only concern here is the Paccar Scout Camp, the field next to this should be 
preserved for the use of the camp, this is not only a local issue, children from West London have used this area for 
years and its loss would have a knock on effect. We must preserve facilities that give children from built up areas a 
release and a new look on life and the country side. 

  

Rep0301 
Mr Guy Ruddock 

The three overcrowded meetings set up to explain the concept of trashing the Little Chalfont Green Belt and going 
for a massive increase in the size of Little Chalfont are typical of the cavalier way the ‘planning’ function considers 
our environment. Clearly no one of any importance lives in Little Chalfont, otherwise you wouldn’t keep on 
attempting to develop it beyond reasonable levels.  Ignoring the Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty and the fact 
that this laughable ‘plan’ makes very little sense from an infrastructure point of view (as of course we would get 

 The Local Plan will need to 
identify sustainable 
development options to meet 
needs taking into account the 
scale of development and 
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nothing added to that - we cant even get the roads repaired !) we are continually subject to your housing ‘dumping’ 
ideas. For the avoidance of doubt the clue is in the name - LITTLE Chalfont which even the hard of thinking might 
consider an indication of the limits to the size of the village. Adding the best part of 300 new homes to the village is 
getting on for the maximum we should be obliged to take and we have already done so. We have done our bit so 
stop this development nonsense. Just as a point, when we lost our golf course the land was supposed to be for 
horses, the donkey field was never to be developed and the green belt not to be built on. Your proposal attempts to 
ignore all of this - and in one case already has !  This clearly is deeply suspicious and would be worth an investigation 
to see who actually benefits from the money that will undoubtably be made from converting farm land into building 
land. It would be a real shame to find that all was not totally above board and of course would reflect badly on the 
District Council if (heaven forbid) they were in any way involved. 

implications for individual 
settlements.   
 

Rep0302 
Mr Ian Ward 

I register my opposition to the ‘planned area for testing for residential development’ on the Green Belt land which is 
fronted by Burtons Lane, Long Walk and Lodge Lane. I have been a resident of Burtons Lane for over 37 years. My 
wife, our family and I have many happy memories of living in this lovely area for such a long time. Sadly, things have 
changed over recent months. The development of the ‘Donkey Field’ on Burtons Lane has caused considerable 
disruption to local residents and that is prior to people moving into the 45 units. When this happens I am sure there 
will be a significant increase in traffic flow into and out of Harvard Grange. To compound this problem you are now 
seriously considering a further erosion of the Green Belt by highlighting the above mentioned large parcel of land 
for residential development. I would be grateful if you would add my opposition to the comments you will no doubt 
receive from other local residents on this matter:-  1 .A large portion of the land around Little Chalfont is in the Area 
of Outstanding Natural Beauty. Under no circumstances should anyone be allowed to destroy this local asset. As a 
matter of principle it is my view that no development on any Green Belt land anywhere in the UK should be allowed 
until all Brownfield locations have been developed. The Green Belt was created as a constraint to building. For many 
years Local Authorities have fought to preserve the Green Belt. Housing needs should not justify the release of this 
land. 2. Recently Little Chalfont has taken more than its share of new housing with the development of the Bell Lane 
estate (253 homes) and currently the Donkey Field development (45 properties). The village should be removed 
from the short list of main settlements for growth in the Council’s Core Strategy. 3. The current infrastructure is 
unable to meet the demands of local residents so it would be impossible to support new housing which would bring 
even greater pressure on school places, parking and other essential facilities. Traffic is already excessive on any 
normal day and horrendous when incidents occur on both M25 and M40 as motorists use the A404 to 
circumnavigate motorway problems.  I would be most grateful if you would acknowledge receipt of my e-mail. 

 The Local Plan will need to 
identify sustainable 
development options to meet 
needs taking into account the 
scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements.   
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Rep0303 
Mr E Hayward 

As a local resident I am writing to offer my comments,  a. A major part (72%) of the Chiltern district is designated as 
an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty.  Much of the land in Little Chalfont falls within the AONB – specific examples 
being the site to the west of Stony Lane, and that straddling the A404 to the east – and is therefore, and should 
continue to be treated as, a valuable local asset. Furthermore, note should be taken of the protection afforded by 
the National Parks and Access to the Countryside Act of 1949, viz, that the purpose of AONBs is to conserve and 
enhance the natural beauty [my italics].  More specifically, the need for housing, notwithstanding acknowledged 
pressures at national and local levels, should not be viewed as a justification for releasing land within the confines of 
the Green Belt  which was created, justifiably, as a constraint on building.   b. There is considerable pressure on the 
infrastructure of the village, eg, increased demand for parking and school places.   Little Chalfont has already 
accepted more than its fair share of new housing developments: Bell Lane (253 homes), and 45 more on the site of 
the former donkey field in Burtons Lane.  Also, I submit that the existing infrastructure is not fully able to support 
current population levels, and any increased development would be detrimental to the character of the village. For 
these reasons I consider that the village should not be expected or required to accept an expansion of new housing 
estates and that there is a convincing case for it to be removed from the shortlist of principal growth settlements 
identified in the Core Strategy. c. Another pertinent consideration is that Little Chalfont has already absorbed 
greater volumes of development in proportion to its size than other settlements within the Chiltern district. 

 The Local Plan will need to 
identify sustainable 
development options to meet 
needs taking into account the 
scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements.   
 

Rep0304 
Ms Angela 
Gabbett 

I live in the private road of Quill Hall Lane. Part of the proposed site will be only be in the region of 65 feet from my 
house. Therefore instead of looking over at beautiful fields and wild life I will be looking at a concrete jungle. The 
fields in which I walk at the back of my house would also be a concrete jungle should plans go ahead for a residential 
site. There are not enough schools, park land, Doctors surgeries, hospitals, police and shops in the area as it is. What 
is going to happen to our children of the future, where are they going to be schooled, what will become of them? 
They are our future. Where will dog owners walk? What happens to our wildlife? The questions can go on for ever. 
With more housing there will be more theft, more violence, please can't we keep our quiet beautiful area as it is.  
This is a preposterous idea and I am totally against it. 

  

Rep0305 
Mr Peter Gabbett 

I live not more than 20 metres from the footpath on the edge of Quill hall farm as you are aware it is definitely an 
area of outstanding beauty. My concern is how do you get to these beautiful fields without causing a huge amount 
of traffic on roads that are not suitable for the traffic of today. Quill hall lane is far from able to cope and Raans rd 
with the traffic from the industrial site parking all the way to Pratt House I see no reasonable access to the land in 
question. Building this amount of houses circa 500-1000 the strain on the surgeries, schools and parking in local 
areas is not sustainable. In short I am against the development in any form. 
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Rep0306 
Mr David Mead 
and Rep0307 
Mrs Patricia 
Mead 

It seems quite unbelievable that this Local Plan suggests re-designating Green Belt land in Chiltern District Council 
but particularly in Chalfont St Peter to be development and employment sites.  This proposed change of land use 
goes against the reasons Green Belt land exists. For example, controlling the sprawl of built up areas, preserve the 
special character of historic towns, preventing the merging of neighbouring towns, provide access to open 
countryside, provide opportunities for outdoor sport and recreation in urban areas, improvement of damaged and 
derelict land around towns. These proposals for Chalfont St Peter are largely contrary to the above.However, more 
specifically Mill Meadow - This area is a much used amenity facility which includes the Community Centre, Chalfont 
St Peter Football Club, children’s play area, recreation area, Chalfont St Peter Tennis Club, Scout Headquarters, 
Chalfont St Peter Parish Council Offices, local Police Office, playing field used principally by Chalfont St Peter 
Academy and allotments. There are no areas within Chalfont St Peter where any of these facilities could be 
relocated. The Academy, which is adjacent to Mill Meadow, uses the playing field for PE and Games lessons on a 
daily basis.  Without this outdoor space the Academy would not be able to deliver an effective curriculum. This area 
is also a much used public facility as it contains a Nature Reserve, the Jubilee garden and the Lady Gibb Millennium 
Wood.  It is also possible to walk along the River Misbourne from the Village Centre across Mill Meadow to Chalfont 
St Giles.  By their very nature these amenities have taken a long time to develop and are irreplaceable. It should also 
be noted that Mill Meadow is on the flood plain with a serious risk of flooding. The Epilepsy Society - This is 
currently a Major Developed Site (“MDS”) within the green belt, is the home of the Epilepsy Society, and provides 
two new care home developments as well as important recreational facilities with nine football pitches plus a 
pavilion with toilets, showers and changing facilities which are used by more than 24 teams. The ES Site could 
notionally be divided into two parts.  The area to the south of Tate Road and Micholls road  (extended towards the 
long established and well used track from Tate Road to Skippings Farm)  lies the current built up area (“ES South”) 
and the  area to the north of that line including (for this purpose) comprises the Model Farm, Rowan’s nursery  and 
Brawlings Farm.  (“ES North”).  ES North is within the Colne Valley Park and therefore deserves special protection in 
any event as part of that park.  ES South is currently used for care home and medical facilities and should be 
retained as such. It is an ideal site to provide further care home and/or medical facilities for CSP. The ES Site fulfils, 
as a whole, all five of the stated purposes of the green belt and in particular provides an important buffer between 
the settlements of Chalfont St Giles, Chalfont St Peter and Horn Hill.  The ES Site contains important open views 
from Chesham Lane towards the Colne Valley Park.  It provides important agricultural, forestry and related 
employment uses and opportunities for outdoor sport and recreation, including the Model Farm, Rowan’s Nursery 
and Brawlings Farm Riding Centre.   It is inherently unsustainable; it is not served by any appropriate bus service and 
is too far to walk to either Little Chalfont or Gerrards Cross which are the nearest rail stations.  Any development is 
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car dependent.   The ES Site is bounded on three sides by narrow and dangerous country lanes which make it even 
more unsuitable for development.   A natural boundary between ES South and ES North is easily defensible 
(excluding the playing fields which is identified as green open space in the Neighbourhood Plan). The ES North site 
should be retained in the green belt and Colne Valley Park with no development.   ES South should be retained as an 
MDS in the green belt for medical/care home use.  The sheer size of this proposed development site is clearly 
excessive and could potentially double the number of dwellings in CSP.  Several local businesses use the ES site apart 
from the agricultural use.  The ES Society is one of CSP’s largest employers. The Area North of Chalfont Heights 
between Winkers Night Club and Paccar Scout Camp - This space especially the Scout Camp offers enormous 
opportunities for young people and would be sorely missed. The Area Identified for Industrial Development to the 
East of the A413. The area is in The Colne Valley Park and is identified as being a particularly important green space 
for biodiversity and environmental priorities. The area is within the Green Belt and provides the important function 
of separating the built-up areas of CSP and Tatling End, Gerrards Cross and Denham.  The A413 is a natural barrier 
for development. To build to the east of it would erode the barrier and facilitate yet more development in the future 
on the open space to the east.  The area is in a flood plain.  The area is valued by residents and visitors as a green 
corridor and to destroy it would inevitably lead to further industrialisation and amalgamation of separate and 
distinct developed areas. I think it is fair to say that Chalfont St Peter has had its fair share of new development. 
Chiltern District Council has already granted planning permission for over 600 dwellings within Chalfont St Peter, 
these include the Holy Cross site, Newland Park and the Audley Homes development at the Epilepsy site.  In the first 
three years of the previous Core Strategy (intended to run until 2026) Chalfont St Peter has already taken 
significantly more than its fair allocation and provides the largest single percentage of the development proposed 
for Chiltern District as a whole. There is a known drainage issue in CSP, particularly with open raw sewerage backing 
up in the centre of the village.  Additional developments of the scale proposed are simply not possible.  
Development should be concentrated towards the centre rather than the fringes of towns and villages to be in line 
with green belt principles that brownfield sites should be developed first, along with sites closest to train, tube and 
bus services.  All schools within Chalfont St Peter are at, or very nearly at, capacity. They will be unable to 
accommodate children from the developments already scheduled within the Parish.  Many other parts of the 
District are significantly more sustainable and appropriate for development. 
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Rep0308 
Mr Ian Barrett 

I accept that some release of green-belt land will be necessary to enable development in the District. However it is 
then essential that the land released is both the minimum required, and that it is the least important with regard to 
sustaining green-belt principles. I have seen the green-belt scoring of the land parcels by Arup, and these appear to 
be rational. However the selection of parcels taken forward for further consideration is not always consistent with 
that scoring, as will be discussed in my response to Q6 below. Any land released from the green-belt for 
development purposes will result in an extraordinary gain for the land owner. The greater part of that gain then 
needs to be recaptured for the public benefit through a requirement for the provision of necessary supporting 
infrastructure as an integral part of the subsequent development scheme. The District already demonstrates an 
infrastructure deficit in multiple domains, and future development cannot be allowed to add to this. The conversion 
of land parcels with open-land functions close to the centre of settlements, with these functions consequently being 
relocated to new green-belt sites is not sustainable. These sites would inevitably engender car-dependency in their 
use. Further, the conversion of the sites for these acceptable purposes would then risk their subsequent conversion 
to residential development in a creeping process that has already been demonstrated with the plans for the Holy 
Cross site. Question 1 It has also been stated that Chiltern District has no strong market relationship with 
Hertfordshire, but that is clearly not the case along the Metropolitan line railway corridor in Three Valleys District. 
Further, because of the underlying transport linkages, future development at Newland Park will have as much 
connection to Maple Cross as it will to Chalfont St Peter. As such, I believe that there is a Duty to Co-operate with 
Three Valleys District – particularly in the domain of infrastructure. Question 4 The plan vision and objectives as 
stated are broadly sensible, but I would make two specific comments. With regard to the Chesham employment 
base, I would like to see a greater emphasis on redevelopment of existing employment space rather than its 
relocation onto green-field land with the redundant brown-field sites then re-designated for residential 
development. With regard to the proposed Service Area development on the M25 between the M4 and M40, this 
makes no sense on this heavily congested stretch where traffic movements for access and egress would only 
compound the problem. Question 5 Option L (a combination of all others previously identified) would be preferred, 
subject to the underlying principle of protecting green-belt land that still meets the primary functions for which it 
was first designated. However the quality of the transport infrastructure within the District suggests that 
warehousing should not be a primary employment focus, adding relatively few jobs in relation to its impact on the 
green-belt environment. Rather the focus should be on the knowledge economy and entertainment industries, 
where the two Districts already have a major presence. Question 6 Four green-belt sites have been identified in 
Chalfont St Peter Parish for potential residential development in the New Local Plan through to 2036, and one for 
potential employment. Each of these will now be discussed below, using their land parcel designation from the Arup 

  



Classification: OFFICIAL 
 

108 
 
Classification: OFFICIAL 

Name Summary of Representation 
Council Response (see also 

Volume 1 for generic response) 

review for identification. Parcel 38a  This area comprises the north-western extremity of the Colne Valley Regional 
Park, and therefore has regional as well as local significance. Any land reservations of this nature are at their most 
vulnerable to erosion at their extremities, and so these require particular protection. To some extent this issue has 
been recognised in the Arup assessment scoring, so its recommendation for further consideration (specifically of the 
land in the Park) is inconsistent and puzzling. In addition, road access to the site from all directions is wholly 
inadequate for the number of dwellings that would be consistent with its area and their likely car dependency. 
However that part of the parcel that already has developments from the Epilepsy Society might be considered for 
release provided that subsequent development was consistent with its ongoing social care function in the manner 
that has recently been secured. Parcel 41b   This parcel lies in the flood-plain of the Misbourne, with proven 
vulnerability, and so its development for residential purposes would not be sustainable. As noted earlier, relocation 
of the land uses at the southern end of the parcel (close to the village centre) onto other green-belt sites would also 
not be sustainable. Given its very high assessment scoring in the Arup review, this site should be withdrawn from 
consideration. Parcel 44a   Despite this parcel also lying within the Colne Valley Regional Park, it doesn't 
protect its extremities. Further, the residential development of the north eastern part of this parcel would be 
consistent with the built form of Chalfont St Peter, and not form a major extension of this. Given its defensible 
boundaries, this site could be considered for re-designation. Parcel 47b   Despite this parcel scoring highly in the 
Arup assessment, it is noted that the far eastern and western areas are less important for preventing the 
coalescence of settlements. Residential development of the far eastern area of the parcel, as proposed, would be 
consistent with the built form of the Chalfont St Peter / Gerrards Cross settlement, and would have defensible 
boundaries defined mostly by transport infrastructure. Further, existing public transport services along the A40 
would provide sustainable accessibility for the site without further infrastructure investment. As such, this site could 
be considered suitable for re-designation. Parcel 57a   This parcel scores lowly in the Arup green-belt assessment, 
and so could perhaps be considered for re-designation. However it is probably more suitable for residential than 
employment purposes, with Lower Road being capable of providing satisfactory access for the former but not the 
latter. Parcel 57b   The northern part of this parcel already contains an office complex and some other 
buildings, and so could be considered for further development as suggested despite lying within the Colne Valley 
Regional Park. However the balance of the parcel is still largely undeveloped, and retains an open rural character. As 
such, this should not be considered for re-designation – though the exact boundary between the two areas would 
need to be chosen with care. Question 7 Proper consideration of green-belt land re-designation issues is 
quite likely to result in unmet development needs for the two Districts. As such, the proposal to investigate the 
extent to which these might be met in Aylesbury Vale is rational. Sustainability suggests that the focus for that be in 
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the Haddenham locality, taking advantage of the Chiltern Line railway link. There is no scope for Chiltern District to 
consider accommodating unmet demand from other authorities. Question 10 The Epilepsy Society site in Chalfont 
St Peter has already provided developments focused on elderly accommodation, with one providing for specialist 
needs. Further development on this scale, together with supporting infrastructure, would be appropriate on the 
built area of this site but not on the undeveloped land in the Colne Valley Regional Park. Affordable units for the 
elderly, though, should be focused on sites closer to community centres where access for visiting by public transport 
would be more practicable. Question 16 The Settlement Infrastructure Capacity Study is sorely needed, given the 
observed deficit in several domains in much of the District. The extent to which this deficit has arisen through recent 
permitted developments needs to be identified, and any failure to extract planning gain in that regard then be 
explained by the Council. It is clearly unacceptable to consider a Community Infrastructure Levy under such 
circumstances, whereas a levy on new developments in order to help reduce the resultant overall infrastructure 
deficit would be supported. 

Rep0309 
Mr Paul Smith 

The misbourne valley is a area of outstanding natural beauty enjoyed by many residents and non residents. The 
proposed construction would destroy the environment in the Chalfont St Giles Area. I also do not believe that the 
infrastructure is in place to cope with such a project.  I feel that a project of this size would be more suited to the 
Aylesbury area. This could help Aylesbury bringing employment to the area and help existing businesses to thrive 
and new ones to establish themselves. 

  

Rep0310 
Mr Duncan Gould 

I object to concept that Little Chalfont be considered as a ‘Main settlement for growth’ as the whole village is 
surrounded by green belt land and Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty.  It would therefore be impossible to 
consider this village to be considered as a ‘Main settlement for growth’.  Green belt land was a post war policy to 
maintain land for agriculture, leisure and forestry in order to inhibit urban sprawl and coalescence of distinct 
settlements.  This must be maintained otherwise there will be massive irreversible urban creep of cities and 
amalgamation of towns and villages.  Green belt land is designated as such for a legitimate reason and must be 
protected, as erosion will lead to an ongoing insidious destruction of countryside.  Due to the green belt and AOBN 
constraints, Little Chalfont and the surrounding countryside would not be able to accommodate significant new 
developments.  In addition, the present infrastructure is significantly stretched with excessive local and non-local 
traffic on the Amersham road leading to an increasing use of short cuts down narrow lanes with consequent jams, 
delays and dangers.  Furthermore, the local geographical and topographical features would inhibit development, 
these include narrow lanes and ancient woodland that cannot be altered or encroached upon.  An example would 
be the area of land identified between Burtons Lane and the golf club.  Much of this is private green belt land 
subject to flooding which has within its confines ancient woodland of deciduous trees such as old oak, maple, beech 

 The Local Plan will need to 
identify sustainable 
development options to meet 
needs taking into account the 
scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements.   
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and chestnut and which is inhabited by threatened and protected wildlife including fallow and muntjac deer, 
badgers, bats, glis glis, rabbits and hares, owls, kestrels and red kite.  Another example where development would 
be impossible is the land to the north and south of the Amersham Road to the east of the village.  This again is green 
belt land which encroaches on AONB land and again is home to threatened and protected wildlife.  Any 
development would not only destroy green belt but would impact on AONB land, thereby eliminating the purpose of 
the latter.  Little Chalfont has in recent years made a major commitment by providing housing over the last decade 
with the construction of 307 new dwellings, considerably more than neighbouring towns in the locality (equating to 
a 12.4% increase from 2006 to 2014 in Little Chalfont versus 5.4% in Amersham and 4% in Chesham).  This increase 
has had dramatic effects on traffic, parking and congestion in the village and local roads and lanes.  I personally have 
twice been glanced by vehicles whilst walking in Burtons Lane which is now considered a ‘busy road’ which suffers 
from increasingly frequent traffic jams and bottle necks because of its narrowness.  The latest housing development 
in process, which is not included in the figures above, is at the top of Burtons Lane on the old ‘Donkey Field’ and will 
provide accommodation for approximately 130 people; this will only exacerbate the strain upon infrastructure, 
traffic problems and dangers to pedestrians in Burtons lane and surrounding roads and any further development in 
this area would lead to unmanageable traffic with concomitant health and safety dangers. In conclusion, Little 
Chalfont should be withdrawn from the short list for main settlements for growth in the Council’s Core Strategy. 

Rep0311 
Mrs Helena 
Cotton, Rep0312 
Mr Martin 
Cotton,  and 
Rep0313 
Ms Katie Cotton 

Infilling the proposed blocks of land in and around Chalfont St Peter will result in major lose of recreation areas eg 
allotments, community hall, tennis club, football club, playing fields etc.  Added to this, the increased density of 
residents will require more, not less, of these facilities.  The volume of cars in Chalfont St Peter is already high, with 
congestion at peak travel times.  The increase of residents will mean a much greater amount of traffic, adding to this 
congestion.  The infrastructure; schools, nurseries, doctors, dentists, public transport cannot support such an 
increase. Whilst I totally accept that more housing stock is needed, it seems that doubling the size of CSP is not the 
answer, practically and aestetically.  Yes, build more houses, but spread them throughout the county. 

 The Local Plan will need to 
identify sustainable 
development options to meet 
needs taking into account the 
scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements.  
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Rep0314 
Mr John Bradley 

Question 1 –  Chiltern and South Bucks fall within the Buckinghamshire Housing Market Area and functional 
economic market area comprising Chiltern, South Bucks, Wycombe and Aylesbury Vale districts. I endorse Duty to 
Co-Operate between each of these Buckinghamshire authorities. Question 2 – The HELAA is clear that car parking 
should be retained in any development proposals. Blizzards Yard is totally unsuitably and deliverability of the site is 
questionable due to flooding.  Retention of the car parking is a pre-requisite for Chalfont St Giles retail viability. 
Building on the site would adversely affecting adjoining properties and could adversely affect the street scene and 
general character of the area. In the absence of any deliverable sites in the HELAA is such that the Local Plan is not 
able to allocate sites in the Village since allocations must be drawn from the HELAA evidence base.   Question 3 – I 
do  not support the development of open spaces, sports and leisure uses and other important land uses in the 
Village such as incidental landscaped areas. I do not support the use of car parking or other areas of land which have 
been left open as a deliberate design. Question 4 – Sustainability objectives should be included within the 
Sustainability Appraisal .  There is a need to protect the Green Belt and the Chilterns Area of Outstanding Natural 
Beauty which are fundamental principles of the planning system.  NPPF provides full protection for these land use 
designations.  Question 5  Overall quantum of land available for development falls short of what the Council 
consider  objectively assessed housing needs especially given the land set out within the HELAA, a number of the 
sites are undeliverable. • I think Aylesbury Vale could usefully assist in delivering housing .  Given that the NPPF 
affords full protection to Green Belt and AONB, and indeed the Draft Plan makes clear that changes to Green Belt 
boundaries should be considered only in exceptional circumstances. All possible options to explore meeting housing 
and other needs without the need to amend Green Belt boundaries should be explored. Question 6 – Option E (built 
area extensions to a wider range of settlements including Chalfont St Giles) shows that there is simply not the land 
available to deliver any meaningful contribution to housing and other needs in the period to 2036 and this alone is 
compelling evidence that options seeking to intensify existing urban areas Question 7 – The responses to Questions 
5 and 6 apply equally in respect of this question. At paragraph 4.1.0 of the Draft Local Plan the Council cite Green 
Belt, AONB, other constraints/limitations   •Neighbouring authorities should deliver significant quantities of the 
Councils housing through the Duty to Co-Operate.  • The Councils must be transparent in this regard if the plan is 
to be justified and is seen to be responding to consultation responses rather than pre-determining key decisions on 
options assessments. Question 8 –  • Providing affordable housing as a percentage of open market housing 
schemes is the primary mechanism for delivering affordable housing.  • The Council should be clear on an 
exceptions policy which could allow small scale affordable housing on individual sites either within or adjoining the 
built up area.    •The Councils should also review their own landholding and seek to deliver affordable housing either 
as a single tenure proposal or as part of a mixed tenure or mixed use development. Question 9 – • I support 
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the reinforcement of social cohesion in existing Gypsy, Traveller and Travelling Showpeople communities by seeking 
to intensify existing plots on existing sites rather than seek to meet what the Councils consider to be unmet needs 
on new sites which could be some distance from existing sites. Question 10 –  •Need to deliver a range of housing 
needs meeting the full range of demographics across the plan area.  This is endorsed by the NPPF at paragraph 50 
which requires local planning authorities to plan for a mix of housing based on current and future demographic 
trends and the needs of different groups in the community (such as older people and people with disabilities). • The 
Councils can deliver specialist housing through the imposition of a minimum requirement on each allocated site.  
CDC should require 10% minimum of specialist housing on strategic housing allocations. Question 11 – • Heritage 
assets are a key consideration both in terms of plan making and decision taking.  The NPPF recognises the 
importance of protecting heritage assets and, indeed, this is borne out by the NPPF now making reference to the 
protection of not only designated heritage assets but also undesignated heritage assets. •For the plan to be 
consistent with National Policy heritage assets must therefore be given high levels of protection. The setting to 
designated and undesignated heritage assets should also be given protection.  Question 12 – Most of these are 
protected but not all: The Grade 2 listed Granary on Bottom House Farm Lane,  The Captain Cook monument, 
Stonewells Farm  Parish Church, Deanway United Church, Milton's Cottage and Milton's Field,  The buildings in 
Jordans associated with the Quakers,  The old Mill cottage on Mill Lane by the ford.  The brick kiln near Kiln Cottage,  
The infant school, The alms houses in School Lane   The playing fields off Bowstridge Lane The fields along the River 
Misbourne between CSt G and CSt P  The fields along the River Misbourne between CSt G and Bottom House Farm 
Lane (that is where our Parish boundary is) The green space outside William Shakman House on Bottrells Lane The 
green space along Narcot Lane between CSt G and CSt P The green space in Narcot Road Question 13 –Importantly, 
any nomination should include supporting evidence.  •I support the protection of all Local Green Spaces within 
Chalfont St Giles since this gives essential character to our Village. Question 14 –• The draft Neighbourhood 
Plan should be progressed after all the consultation work that has been undertaken with the community over the 
last two years.  Question 15 –  •The precise wording of how the policies weigh in the balance having regard to the 
NPPF  • I  reserve the right to comment upon the precise wording Question 16 –  •Settlement Infrastructure 
Capacity Study is a useful, evidence based document to inform the preparation of the Local Plan. Assessment should 
be broadened to consider Local Green Space strategies and the extent to which there is a quantitative and 
qualitative short fall or surplus in open spaces within each settlement.•The assessment should also consider 
landscape sensitivity analysis, which in part informs the Green Belt assessment work but should also be seen as a 
standalone document to assist in establishing local communities views on open countryside adjoining and in 
proximity to urban areas, which are often a key component to quality of life.  • The assessment should also have 
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regard to social cohesion, which is a material consideration as expressed within the NPPF since it is not just the 
physical changes to the built environment but how this can have a dramatic impact upon the way an area functions 
over time.  • So far as infrastructure delivery, it is clear in respect of Chalfont St Giles that the evidence base 
points to significant constraints in being able to deliver any quantity of development at the Village.  The Settlement 
Infrastructure Capacity Study is a key component of the evidence base underpinning the Local Plan. Question 17 –  
•Chalfont St Giles Parish Council is a key stakeholder in the preparation of the Local Plan. It is important both for the 
transparency in plan making and to ensure buy in from all parts of the community that the Councils work closely 
with their residents in evolving the Local Plan.  Chalfont St Giles Parish Council  have tried their best to involve the 
residents, however the short time scale, complexity and sheer quantity of material on which to comment has made 
it almost impossible to consult as widely as would have been preferred. 

Rep0315 
Mr Greg Metcalfe 

I strongly disagree with Green Belt land being appropriated for 'employment use' to the east of Little Chalfont. 
The Council should have thought more seriously about this before, for example, it allowed the Bowyers site in 
Amersham to be used for retail (tesco).  Not only has there been no case made for HS2, and the imminent 
destruction of an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty here on our doorstep, but vast areas of unspoilt land are to be 
earmarked for office blocks or industrial estates a couple of hundred metres from my house.  This is crazy. What are 
the 'planners' really thinking of? What consideration has been made regarding the risk of flooding from rainfall run-
off from acres of flat roofs and agricultural land covered by concreate and tarmac. Additionally, surely you all realise 
that this will lead to more and more intolerable and and un-controlled traffic movements to and from the already 
overcapacity M25 motorway, and the wholly inadequate transport infrastructure of the immediate area. In the 
event we vote to leave the EU, our agricultural land will be required to be put back to use, no more ridiculous set-
aside subsidies. Maybe we can create another generation of farmers to make the most of our natural assets, get the 
employment going into rural skills (hedgerow management for example) and make some money in the local 
communities in such a way as we can all benefit from whilst at the same time having no adverse impact on the 
viewed environment. Surely you can think outside of the box? Don't fall into the trap of dreaming up a housing 
estate or an industrial estate just because you feel obliged to complete a 'local plan'. 
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Rep0316 
Mrs Sarah 
Houghton 

I object to the use of any Green Belt land for development.   Green Belt land is to be preserved for future 
generations. I object to the way the green belt has been parcelled up into small areas using insignificant hard and 
permanent boundaries.  Very minor single track roads, such as Roughwood Lane, have been used as boundaries to 
these parcels,which is quite unsatisfactory, and then these small parcels have been assessed as not very valuable to 
the Green Belt.  By taking these small parcels it is easy to take these out of context and assess them as not very 
important.  This is not necessarily the view of local residents.  It can result in death by a thousand cuts.  The NPPF 
document says,inter alia, that the purpose of the Green Belt is to prevent the merging of built up areas and prevent 
urban sprawl.  The plans put forward will go against these aims and encroachment will not be safeguarded. 
Little Chalfont has already taken more than its fair share of development in recent years. Road access to 
development sites is extremely poor and impracticable at present.  Therefore large scale road improvements would 
need to be made which would have severe impacts on the area and the AONB in particular. The existing 
infrastructure, such as schools, roads and parking is not capable of taking such large scale development.  
Improvements are not possible without changing the fundamental character of the area to the detriment of the 
AONB and the rural character.  Little Chalfont is surrounded by Green Belt and it needs to be kept to prevent it 
merging into Amersham, Chenies, Latimer and Chorleywood.  The Green Belt boundaries need to be preserved 
without subdivision resulting in small areas which are assessed in isolation.  We have a duty to preserve our 
beautiful local landscape and AONB from inappropriate development for the benefit of the people who live here, 
now and in the future, and for the millions of visitors who come to enjoy it. 

 The Local Plan will need to 
identify sustainable 
development options to meet 
needs taking into account the 
scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements.   
 

Rep0317 
Mr George 
McWalter 

I attended the SBDC Public Meeting at Iver Village Hall on 24th February 2016 at which I gained the general 
impression that SBDC is failing to defend us from Network Rail and to a lesser degree from Bucks who seem to be 
very happy to shovel all the congestion in the County on to our patch.  You will say of course that you are very busy 
trying to defend Greenfield and that is commendable but it is not enough.   Iver High Street and Langley High Street 
will become impassable.  I expect you will treat this mail as being no more than a minor nuisance but perhaps......... 

 All comments are gratefully 
received and will be taken into 
account. 
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Rep0318 
Mr & Mrs Stuart 
& Claire Pullen 

I am horrified by your plans for the release of green belt land surrounding little chalfont, this area has seen 
thousands of people come to enjoy the beautiful walks along the chess trail and surrounding countryside. The 
beautiful green belt around little chalfont creates revenue for local businesses including Latimer House, is a respite 
from city working for the residents and is a much needed home for wildlife. We have seen more than enough 
residential building here in this small village, and a small amount has been affordable, further housing estates would 
be no different and put much more pressure on the limited public resources we have. We never see police. It takes 
over 10 days to see a doctor. Ambulances have to come from further away to cope with demand, the last one I dealt 
with was from Hampshire!  The nearest a & e Watford and Wexham are so overstretched. The roads are much more 
congested than when I moved here 15 years ago, causing more pollution and therefore more illness, and this is in to 
additional to the pollution already created by Amersham International.  There are plenty of brownfield sites that can 
be used, we have had more than our fair share of new housing estates, stop this crazy pursuit to destroy the 
valuable countryside that actually allows us to breathe, we live on top of the M25!   help collapsed, tap Please find 
another way, don't make your silent supporters into your enemies. 

  

Rep0319 
Mr Anthony Wills 

It is with reluctance that I think we must accept that building on land in the Ivers that we would prefer to stay green 
has become a necessity. I believe this for two reasons.  1) The scale of HGV and other traffic though Iver village and 
along Thorney Lane North and South has become untenable. It simply cannot continue. 2) The need for housing is a 
social and moral issue which must be addressed. There is a duty for us all to pay a price for the needs of our own 
future generations. Having said this I must place a huge conditional factor on this position. Without a relief road 
protecting us from the industrial sites and the ever-increasing traffic we should not just allow building to go ahead. 
Largely this is a pragmatic compromise but one which can benefit all those involved.  South Bucks has been a 
forgotten part of the larger County and it is time our elected representatives recognised this and built on their warm 
words and worked hard for  a relief road, even with the pain of expanding the land used for housing. I also suggest 
that more thought be given to utilising the open space in front of Thorney Business Park as a car park for Crossrail 
(with access from the relief road). This would benefit Richings Park and make this area more attractive - and the new 
houses more saleable.  In short: Build houses, Build the relief road, Recognise the needs of Crossrail passengers 
BUT do not sell us short - no relief road - no houses. 

 Transport options for Iver are 
being considered with the 
County Council as Highway 
Authority in conjunction with 
the Local Plan. 
 

Rep0320 
Mr & Mrs 
Christian & Lisa 
Pomaro 

I disagree with releasing the green belt for many reasons. ...  Some of which include this is an area of outstanding 
beauty and more development and people in the area will increase pollution of various nature's including noise and 
air.  There are already new housing estates off bell lane and a buttons lane and adding even more housing will stop 
little chalfont being a village and put at risk the sense of local community. The infrastructure of school and local 
resources will not be able to cope with an increase in local population and traffic is already heavy through the village 
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and into amersham 

Rep0321 
Mr Thomas 
Houghton 

Green Belt Methodology. I object to the way the green belt has been parcelled up into small areas without 
significant hard and permanent boundaries.  Very minor single track roads, such as Roughwood Lane, have been 
used as boundaries to these parcels,which is quite unsatisfactory, and then these small parcels have been assessed 
as not very valuable to the Green Belt.  By taking these small parcels it is easy to take these out of context and 
assess them as not very important.  This is not necessarily the view of local residents.  It can result in death by a 
thousand cuts.  The NPPF document says,inter alia, that the purpose of the Green Belt is to prevent the merging of 
built up areas and prevent urban sprawl.  The plans put forward will go against these aims and encroachment will 
not be safeguarded. Little Chalfont has already taken more than its fair share of development in recent years. Road 
access to development sites is extremely poor & impracticable at present.  Therefore large scale road improvements 
would need to be made which would have severe impacts on the area and the AONB in particular. The existing 
infrastructure, such as schools, roads and parking is not capable of taking such large scale development.  
Improvements are not possible without changing the fundemental character of the area to the detrement of the 
AONB and the rural character.  Little Chalfont is surrounded by Green Belt and it needs to be kept to prevent it 
merging into Amersham, Chenies, Latimer and Chorleywood. We have a duty to preserve our beautiful local 
landscape & AONB from inappropriate development for the benefit of people who live here, now and in the future, 
& for the millions of visitors who come to enjoy it.  I therefore object to use of any Green Belt land for development. 

  

Rep0322 Mr David Martin 
Principal Asset Manager 
Slough Borough Council 

We are writing to support the Built Area Expansion Option around Middle Green which includes our land 
holdings at  Lavender Farm, Nursery Lane, SL3 6BY. We believe that our 2.5 hectare site should be able to 
accommodate approximately 100 new homes. 

  

Rep0323 
 K S Singh 

I am writing to you because I have very strong objections to the proposed residential  development in Little 
Chalfont. I am deeply concerned at the immense threat to the whole character of the village and the unacceptable 
and terrible encroachment on the Green Belt land.  The Green Belt was created for important reasons as a 
constraint to building, not as reserve land for new development.  Much of the land round Little Chalfont is an area of 
Outstanding Natural Beauty. We should not destroy such an asset. So far, Little Chalfont has taken a fair share of 
new housing eg estates in Bell Lane and behind Chenies Parade.  New housing estates bring immense pressure on 
infrastructure, school places, parking, utilities, hospitals and other essentials. It is already noticeable that traffice is 
excessive in the area and will become worse and intolerable as a consequence of further developments. It is time 
that Little Chalfont was removed from the short list of main settlements for growth in the Council's Core Strategy. 

 The Local Plan will need to 
identify sustainable 
development options to meet 
needs taking into account the 
scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements.   
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Rep0324 
Mrs Janis Yvonne 
Hinks and  
Rep0326 
Dr Thomas Hinks 

I understand that more housing is required; but this has been largely brought about by the Governments ludicrous 
policy on immigration and their abject failure to control it. Having said that; any development of Quill Hall Farm will 
add to the already saturation levels of parking in the access roads, namely: Quill Hall lane, Chestnut Lane; New Road 
and Plantation Road.  It will also add to parking levels in the Town and Station – parking in these areas is already at 
crisis levels.  Parking at Amersham Station is at full capacity, very early on in the morning, causing commuters to 
park in roads, such as at the top of Chestnut Lane causing danger when approaching the junction with Sycamore 
Road, or from Sycamore Road down Chestnut Lane. Parking in the above mentioned Roads requires action before a 
serious accident occurs.  The proposals to build on Quill Hall Farm will involve building on Green Belt Land, which is 
also an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty. Green Belt Land was established for people to enjoy and as a ‘Green 
Lung’ to Urban Areas, such as the London Parks, and also to prevent Urban Sprawl. Undue Pressure will also be 
placed on Schools and traffic congestion, which is already at saturation level in Chestnut Lane;  Blackhorse Bridge / 
White Lion Road and Stanley Hill  areas at School drop off and pick up times. It will also add to these aspects in the 
Town and the general Area. In fact it is likely to cause the requirement for more schools and relief roads to be built 
eroding yet more land. At the most replacement or conversion of the Quill Hall Farm buildings could be considered 
but the above mentioned concerns still prevail. 

  

Rep0325 
Miss Angela 
Gildea 

I am very concerned for the proposed conversion from Green Belt land to residential and industrial.  
First of all, the building of residential on the land at Burtons Lane is likely to have a very negative affect on the 
surrounding woodlands as well as an impact now on the hare population affecting the barn owls which have been 
spotted nearby as well as the farmer who keeps his cattle in there (which is a very pleasant view for adults and 
children alike). If you do a search of all reported crimes in Little Chalfont, the majority are taking place at the estate 
at the other end of the village (near Chiltern Heights and the far end of Elizabeth Avenue). If an estate is built on this 
land, there is likely to be a rise in crime in the local area affecting vulnerable adults as many people in the bungalows 
this end of the village are elderly. Secondly, the woodland walk areas next to the field are likely to be unsafe for 
people to walk or run in them and may become contaminated with drug paraphernalia which is a risk to humans and 
wildlife as well as the risk of robbery and sexual offences.   Secondly, I am concerned for the plans for further 
expansion of industry in the local area. There are many industrial estates within a 4-10 mile drive from Chalfont and 
further is not required. These are likely to have a detrimental effect on the current residents in the way of noise and 
air pollution. They are likely to have effects on the surrounding wildlife by destroying habitats and also polluting the 
areas by illegal waste as industry is proven to cut corners. This is likely to affect both land, air and the water table. 

  



Classification: OFFICIAL 
 

118 
 
Classification: OFFICIAL 

Name Summary of Representation 
Council Response (see also 

Volume 1 for generic response) 

Rep0327 
Mr Andrew 
Piggott 

Q6     Mill Meadow, Chalfont St Peter -  Mill Meadow should not be removed from Green Belt, and certainly should 
not be allocated for housing development, because it is a vital green space, central to village life and people's 
recreation. In particular: Prior to 1934, it was rented by the parish council from private owners as a recreation area 
for the village. In 1934 it was sold to Amersham Rural District Council for the "purpose of a Public Recreation 
Ground" (see Conveyance dated 19th June, 1934). As far as is known, this convenant has never been changed.  The 
open space / playing field area is the only area available to the local school (Chalfont St Peter Academy) for sports 
education (the more so since the Holy Cross site has been denied them). The open space / playing field is used 
extensively for youth football, by other youth groups for outdoor activities, and by individual members of the public 
for walking and recreation.  It is the home of the Chalfont St Peter AFC, CSP Tennis Club, 1st CSP Scout Group, the 
Community Centre, the Parish Council offices and the CSP Gardening Club. Within its boundaries are:  two sets of 
allotments - Loves Delight and Hill House, a youth playground and a young childrens playground, three wildlife / 
nature areas - Lady Gibb Millenium Wood, Jubilee Garden and the area north of the scout hall on the east side of 
the River Misbourne. To remove Mill Meadow from Green Belt and build houses on it would be totally counter to 
current initiatives that are promoting 'healthy towns' by including green spaces in the centres of population for the 
people's exercise and recreation.  Mill Meadow should not be removed from Green Belt for housing development 
because:  It has the River Misbourne flowing through it and this floods frequently - up to 1m deep at one stage. The 
CDC's own Flood Risk Review (2008, updated 2013) indicates that up to 40% of the area of Mill Meadow is on the 
functional flood plain (level 3b) and up to another 40% is at "high probability of flooding" (level 3a). The three 
nature areas are irreplaceable due to their position and the length of time taken for them to develop.  The River 
Misbourne is a chalk stream and, as such, is a "globally rare wildife habitat", being a "valuable local resource for ... 
wildlife, water and recreation" (Chiltern Chalk Stream Project).  Building on Mill Meadow would severely disrupt the 
River Misbourne and its associated natural environment. This would be directly counter to the European Union 
Water Framework Directive which states that any development must ensure that it "does not harm the local rivers 
as well as other water bodies ...."   A large area of the original flood plain was infilled with rubbish. This has already 
had to be tested for methane; some of the test sites are still visible. The infill would appear to have been done badly 
as it has settled, causing deep dips in the playing areas which have had to be refilled with earth in the past and new 
dips that look to be in need of  refilling in the near future.  The green hatched area indicated on the CDC proposal 
map as being Mill Meadow does not include all of Mill Meadow; the CSP Tennis Club is on Mill Meadow but outside 
the hatched area, as is part of the nature area on the east side of the River Misbourne. This appears to indicate that 
the hatched area was drawn to be 'neat and tidy' with the outline of Boundary Road, rather than with any 
knowledge of the exact plan of Mill Meadow (which apparently is owned by CDC, the successor to Amersham RDC to 

  



Classification: OFFICIAL 
 

119 
 
Classification: OFFICIAL 

Name Summary of Representation 
Council Response (see also 

Volume 1 for generic response) 

whom it was sold) Q6    Epilepsy Society site, Chalfont St Peter - The northern part of this site should not be removed 
from Green Belt and should not be allocated for housing development because:  It is a part of the Colne Valley Park. 
This park is 50 years old this year and provides a living, working environment. It contains a "mosaic of farmland, 
woodland and water ..... as well as being a haven for wildlife".   It provides an important clear space between the 
settlements of Chalfont St Giles, Chalfont St Peter and Horn Hill, as well as between these and the new development 
at Newlands Park.  The area provides important agricultural, forestry and related employment.  Within its borders 
are recreational faciltities which are regularly used; with at least 9 footbal pitches used by over 24 teams. The sheer 
size of this proposed development site would lead to so many houses being built that it could double the number of 
houses in Chalfont St Peter and overwhelm the infrastructure.  Any development here is bound to be car dependent 
as it is remote from any rail station and bus services are already inadequate in the area. 
Q6   Area between Winkers Farm and Paccar Scout Site, Chalfont St Peter - This area should not be removed from 
Green Belt and should not be allocated for housing development (or for use by Travellers) because:  This area is part 
of the Colne Valley Park. This park is 50 years old this year and provides a living, working environment. It contains a 
"mosaic of farmland, woodland and water ..... as well as being a haven for wildlife".  Of the two fields that comprise 
this area, one is the property of the scout site and was bought for the site by a former member of its volunteer 
maintenance crew. Its purchase is believed to contain an covenant that it is to be used solely for the purpose of 
scouting activities.  Q6     Employment development area, east of the A413, Chalfont St Peter - This area should not 
be removed from Green Belt nor allocated for further employment development because:  It is part of the Colne 
Valley Park. This park is 50 years old this year and provides a living, working environment. It contains a "mosaic of 
farmland, woodland and water .... as well as a haven for wildlife".  It provides an important clear space separating 
the built-up areas of Chalfont St Peter, Tatling End, Gerrads Cross and Denham.  The area is part of the flood plain of 
the River Misbourne. Q6    Bulstrode Park - Bulstrode Park could be considered for housing development.  We have 
been told that Bulstrode Park is for sale, with a view to housing development there.  This site has good transport 
links. It is reasonably near to a train stations (Gerrards Cross), has much better bus routes close at hand than any in 
Chalfont St Peter, and has direct access to the A40. Q2     Number of houses in Chalfont St Peter - There are currently 
around 6000 houses in the village of Chalfont St Peter, giving a population of over 12,000. Previous development 
plans stretching to 2026 (rejected and superceded by the current joint proposals) have allowed permission to be 
granted for around 620 extra houses to be built (on the Holy Cross site and other smaller sites).   Thus there will be 
an expansion of over 10% in total numbers before any of the proposals of the current development plan are 
considered. Whatever happens to the current proposals, the 620 houses already given permission should be 
considered as part of Chalfont St Peters overall contribution to housing development.  
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Q5     Option K          Chalfont Park, Chalfont St Peter - In Chalfont Park and Chalfont St Peter, there are many offices, 
shops and industrial buildings standing empty. Many have been this way for a long time (years). Therefore there is 
not need for the Local Plan to consider removing Green Belt in order to create more of the same. Q9    Area 
between Winkers Farm and Paccar Scout Site, Chalfont St Peter - In earlier plan-making, this area was proposed as a 
Gypsy/Travellers site. This area should not be removed from Green Belt and not allocated for either housing 
development or as a Gypsy/Travellers site because:  It is part of the Colne Valley Park. This park is 50 years old this 
year and provides a living, working environment. It contains a "mosaic of farmland, woodland and water …. As well 
as a haven for wildlife".  Of the two fields that comprise this area, one is the property of the scout site and was 
bought for the site by a  member of its volunteer maintenance crew. Its purchase is believed to contain an covenant 
that it is to be used solely for the purpose of scouting activities.   Placing a Gypsy/Travellers site right next to the 
scout site used by large numbers of young people will inevitably cause friction between the two groups no matter 
how hard either group tries to avoid it. Q16    Infrastructure -- Chalfont St Peter - Removing Green Belt areas and 
allocating them for housing development would cause the collapse of much infrastructure without vast sums being 
spent on upgrades and improvements. For many infrastructure areas, the CDC claims to have 'insufficient evidence' 
to judge constraints (see Figure 3, Chiltern and South Bucks Settlement Infrastructure Capacity Study, CaSBSICS*). 
Until such evidence is available for judgements to be made, no Green Belt area should be removed for housing.  
Education - Schools in Chalfont St Peter are already near/full to capacity with a known increase in pupil numbers 
moving up through primary schools into the secondary system. Permission for around 620 extra houses in Chalfont 
St Peter has already been granted and schools will most likley fail to cope with the natural increase in numbers of 
children from these 620 houses. At the same time, the CDC claims to have insufficient evidence * of education 
needs in this area despite proposing a vast increase of up to double the existing number of houses through building 
on Green Belt.  Utilities - Sewage is already a problem in Chalfont St Peter. A main sewer runs down the length of 
the Misbourne Valley and is obviously inadequate as it frequently overflows at various points up stream of Chalfont 
St Peter and in the village itself opposite the George pub. CDC insufficient evidence *  Health - The 620 houses 
already given permission and up to a total of 12, 000 houses possible (twice the current 6000), means incredible / 
impossible strain on GP services and acute medical services (hospitals). CDC insufficient evidence*  Transport - The 
only main road (A413) through Chalfont St Peter is single carriageway for most of its length and slows to a crawl 
during rush hours. Minor roads are frequently narrow lanes, incapable of carrying heavy traffic. This is especially so 
for roads around the Epilepsy site where the great majority of housing development is being proposed for Chalfont 
St Peter. CDC insufficient evidence *  HS2, if it is finally built, will create a inordinate amount of traffic along 
inadequate roads. Building houses on the scale that could be possible under these proposals will add even further 
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trafffic, probably at the same time. Q17    Questions not answered - sites not commented upon.  My response does 
not cover all questions posed or alternatives suggested. This is because:  there are far too many for a single person 
to respond to in a reasonable amount of time,  the text is frequently so convoluted that I do not understand it, the 
proposals assume that Green Belt must be used -- which I do not agree with.  Where comments are not made on 
proposals or specific sites, it may not be assumed that I am in agreement with them. That is …. Absence does not 
equal Agreement. Q17    Clarity of proposal documents -  The Local Plan, Initial Consultation (Regulation 18) 
document is one of the most difficult to read and understand documents that it has been my misfortune to 
encounter. When a professional town and country planner also admits that they find it difficult to understand, 
questions must arise as to why the document was written in the way that it has been. Chilren District Council (and 
presumably South Bucks District Council) claim that they want as many members of the  public as possible to 
respond to this consultation. The convoluted nature of the text and the frequent use of complex acronyms are very 
likely to prevent a great number of people making any sensible contribution.  In future consultations on the Joint 
Local Plan, I would strongly urge the two councils to make their documents much clearer and easier to understand. 
Perhaps they could submit drafts to the Plain English Campaign (www.plainenglish.co.uk) Q17    Response forms - 
ease of use - This response form has had the normal text editing aids disabled, which makes it difficult / impossible 
to format comments, to cut and paste where necessary, or even to ensure that text is written inside the boxes 
provided.  In future response forms, please allow normal text editing aids. 

Rep0328 
Mr Martin Mace 
and Rep0329 
 Frances Mace 

I have received notice that the Chiltern District Council is considering extensive development in the Green Belt 
surrounding Little Chalfont, both residential and commercial.  I object to any of the Green Belt areas being used for 
any development. Historically Green Belt and Areas of Outstanding National Beauty were created with a great deal 
of Parliamentary work and debate and received widespread support from the electorate. Why were they created? - 
to prevent subsequent planners, developers and councils from despoiling areas of countryside which is exactly what 
these plans represent. There is no mandate for “relaxing” these regulations and cannot be without further 
Parliamentary debate and legal amendments. No government can turn a blind eye to these obligations. The land 
noted is suggested for housing. How many schools, doctors surgeries, and shops are to be planned to go with the 
housing? These are certainly needed for such an increase in population and any scheme which does not take these 
needs into account should be condemned as unworkable. Little Chalfont has recently permitted two major 
developments in housing without the necessary infrastructure. It is my strong belief that the Parish cannot and 
should not allow yet further expansion which would be to the detriment of the community. I object in principal and 
in detail to these proposals. 

 The Local Plan will need to 
identify sustainable 
development options to meet 
needs taking into account the 
scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements.   
 

http://www.plainenglish.co.uk/
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Rep0330 
Mr Ivan Duck 

I am most concerned about proposals to encroach upon Green Belt land in the Little Chalfont area. I bring the 
following points for your attention:  1/ The Green Belt was created to provide open space and constraint on 
building, as such Little Chalfont should be removed from the short list of main settlements for growth in the Councils 
Core Strategy.  2/ Much of the land around Little Chalfont is also classified as an ‘Area of Natural Beauty’ and clearly 
should not under any circumstances be built on.  3/ Little Chalfont has already been subject to excessive building 
development, such as the estate at Bell Lane and the Donkey Field in Burtons Lane.  4/ Little Chalfont could not 
support any new housing estates, as schools, medical facilities, social and other essential services are already 
overloaded and to put further demand on these would be crazy.  5/ The A 404 runs through the centre of the village 
and much of the time is subject to heavy non local traffic, often resulting in delays in White Lion Road and danger to 
pedestrians especially near the shops.  6/ The car park in Cokes Lane is generally full during weekdays and it is near 
impossible to find parking in front or behind the main parade of shops on the A404 except Sundays.  7/  With the 
above points in mind I consider there should not be any further housing development in the Little Chalfont area. 
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Rep0331 
Miss Roseanna 
Nicholls 

The proposed development of the green belt land in Buckinghamshire is a cause for serious concern. To quote the 
Government document on Planning Practice Guidance:  "unmet housing need is unlikely to outweigh the harm to 
the Green Belt and other harm to constitute the “very special circumstances” justifying inappropriate development 
on a site within the Green Belt” .  Importantly, developing the green belt should be the absolute last resort; 
previously developed sites should be developed first, followed by sites with at least some infrastructure. The 
National Planning Policy Framework states that construction of new buildings on green belt land is 'inappropriate'. I 
am appalled that the local council is ignoring these statements, which were written for good reasons. We are lucky 
enough to have areas of outstanding natural beauty in our county, such as the fields between the A404 and the 
Metropolitan line. In my mind there is not sufficient demand to take this away. As a younger member of society I 
wish to grow up with these areas and continue to benefit from them in the future. Once you destroy an area of 
oustanding natural beauty you cannot get it back, it is a permanent choice with devastating consequences.  Also, as 
a younger member of Little Chalfont, I am shocked that developers are claiming to have my interests at heart. One 
dared to claim that if this proposal does not go ahead I will have nowhere to live. I find this hard to believe, and if it 
does go ahead I fear I will be no better off, as I am certainly not able to spend >£700,000 on my first house. Little 
Chalfont has reached its capacity in terms of schools and commuter services. When I moved to Little Chalfont 15 
years ago my parents were told all the local schools were full, meaning my sister and I had to go to school half an 
hours drive away. This was impractical for my parents and also meant I was not as involved in the village community 
as I would have liked to be. Thankfully I was later able to go to secondary school in Little Chalfont. If this 
development goes ahead that will not be a possibility for the many new families to arrive. The trains into London on 
a weekday morning are incredibly busy, with people struggling to get seats from Little Chalfont, the second stop on 
the line! This transport service clearly cannot provide for even more commuters.  In summary I would like to council 
to adhere to the guidance set out by the government and refuse permission to develop on green belt land. We owe 
it to future generations to conserve our green belts and areas of outstanding natural beauty. Little Chalfont is not 
suitable for housing even more people, and developing here would be a mistake.Thank you for reading, I hope you 
take this letter into consideration. 

 The quote relates to the 
determination of planning 
applications when considering 
housing proposals in defined 
Green Belt.  The Local Plan 
context is different where there 
is a national planning 
requirement to plan positively 
to meet housing needs which 
can include a review of the 
Green Belt where exceptional 
circumstances can be 
demonstrated. 

Rep0332 
Mr Alan Turner 

This is a brief but heartfelt appeal to accept that Little Chalfont has already done enough to meet the need for 
increased housing, with significant developments off Bell Lane and Burtons Lane. This,in addition to the demolition 
and construction work in White Lion Road,provides more than 300 new homes.  Interference with the green belt 
would be seriously detrimental to areas of ONB and the agreeableness of Little Chalfont as a place to live. Pressure 
on local facilities is already beginning to show itself. It now takes over ten days to get a Doctor`s appointment. 
Parking by the shops on Chenies Parade is so bad it has  become a reason to go elsewhere, with serious 

 The Local Plan will need to 
identify sustainable 
development options to meet 
needs taking into account the 
scale of development and 
implications for individual 
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consequences for the local traders. settlements.   

Rep0333 
Mr John Poynton 

Having now seen the full extent of what you are proposing to develop, I have to say this massive increase will 
obviously swamp Little Chalfont in every way. This is not planning. It is capitulation.  Please find some backbone to 
stand up for our local community. At the very least the AONB east and west of Stony Lane should not be touched. 
Much more thought should also be given to traffic and parking, though there is no room for road widening either. 
The whole plan should be halved. 

  

Rep0334 
Prof Thom Poole 

OBJECTION TO FOCUS ON THE PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT OPTION BEHIND QUILL HALL FARM, AMERSHAM.  It has 
come to my attention that there is a proposal for a development option in the green field area behind Quill Hall 
Farm, Quill Hall Lane, Amersham and incorporating Blackwell Stubbs woodland. I believe the proposed area would 
accommodate a minimum of 2,000 new homes.  I object to this area being considered for development on the 
following grounds:  NEED - Whilst it is a case that there is 100% demand for any accommodation in and around 
Amersham, and a scenario of ‘if you build it, people will buy it’; there are arguments focused on the quality of life 
the inhabitants of Amersham and the surrounding areas will enjoy when all the green belt has been destroyed.  In 
addition to a constant demand for housing, there is undoubtedly a local need for affordable housing for local 
people. The local plan states a need of between 1,000 and 2,000 affordable homes, but how many low income 
‘locals’ would want or could afford to live so remotely?  I would, however, question the definition of local – given 
that I have been told that I am not regarded as a local of Amersham despite having been born and raised in the area 
and recently returned to my ‘home’ town! Apparently, local only means having lived & worked in the area for two 
years – there is no local affiliation for such a policy, nor would many people qualify under this scheme. Affordable 
housing should account for c. 10% of an application, but 200 affordable homes?  Given the current provision that 
ends up in any development, this would probably prove unaffordable for a developer. I object to the ‘need’ to rip up 
green belt, AONB land for such large, unnecessary developments. TRANSPORT FACTORS. The road system in 
Amersham has remained unaltered for decades, whilst the volume of traffic has increased exponentially. The 
increase of traffic means that the roads within the Amersham area are regularly snarled up, compounded when 
incidents block the road (plan or unplanned) – the recent rolling roadworks on Stanley Hill providing a graphic 
example. Assuming 2,000 new homes (min), it can be assumed that we could see upward of 4,000 additional 
vehicles on the road, increasing the congestion. The proposed area has limited access points:  RAANS ROAD - A 
narrow road already heavily congested and often blocked by parked vehicles. The factories along this road also 
increase congestion during working hours. The entrance to Raans Road is via the mini roundabout at Blackhorse 
Bridge, a congestion point in the road network of Amersham on the Hill, and further afield. The building of the 
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housing estate on the former Raans School site increased congestion along this road and I would question where 
there is any more capacity here. PLANTATION ROAD/ROUNDWOOD ROAD - Both roads are narrow residential 
streets often blocked with parked cars. Plantation Road is already a rat run to avoid much of Amersham’s centre, 
and an increase of 4,000 cars would lead to gridlock here. In addition to the access via these ‘main’ roads, there is 
no viable access to this land, except via the unadopted section of Quill Hall Lane. QUILL HALL LANE/NEW 
ROAD/CHESTNUT LANE - These residential roads are narrow and congested and the latter is blocked by cars parked 
by commuters from Amersham station. In addition to the existing traffic issues, this is a well-trodden school route, 
so increased traffic will create a danger for school children. The school run traffic adds additional obstacles to the 
route.  ST LEONARDS ROAD - The only other option for access through what is currently Blackwell Stubbs woodland 
would be at the corner of St Leonards Road. Access to the road I via the tight streets of Chesham Bois, and slopes of 
the road itself, on both junctions with Holloway Lane. The current access would only allow for a single carriageway, 
a scenario that would be untenable for such a large development.Under the safety rules for new developments, a 
minimum of two vehicular access points should be provided for any development of over 100 dwellings. Given the 
options listed, I cannot see any option for realistic access to the site. PUBLIC TRANSPORT  Given the remote location 
of the site, it is feasible that public transport requirements/promises are made in an attempt to reduce the reliance 
on private cars. There is currently no evidence anywhere but in major cities, this would be the case – indeed public 
transport is more likely to increase congestion on the roads in and around such a development. Given the restrictive 
access highlighted above, any public transport service would have trouble accessing the site and would therefore 
require residents to walk some distance to access points (bus stops, etc).  The same issues as apply to public 
transport accessing the site, and to the site, are applicable to local amenity and emergency services – fire, 
ambulance and refuse services. Whilst limited access for public transport could be seen as an annoyance, restricting 
the access of refuse vehicles would cause environmental issues, and restriction to fire and ambulance services 
would create extreme dangers to the lives of residents. The site is also considerable distance from the town centres, 
and therefore commercial centres of Amersham on the Hill, Little Chalfont and Chesham Bois. Thus any journey for 
commercial, educational or entertainment purposes are most likely going to be undertaken by car. Amersham on 
the Hill is already a heavily used commuter town, with limited employment opportunities in the know around the 
district, and the majority of inhabitants work elsewhere, using road and rail links. Of course this is what makes the 
town so appealing for developers and people wishing to buy properties from elsewhere.  In relation to the 
affordable housing, are there enough jobs locally to fulfil the needs of local residency? In my case, I was forced to 
move away, including overseas, for work, and am still not in a position to be able to afford to live in my hometown.  
I object to the proposed extension of the town boundary to include the aforementioned land on the ground that it 
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would make traffic and transport in and around the area untenable. ECOLOGICAL FACTORS  The Chiltern district is 
regarded as an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB), with many areas of specific scientific interest. It is also 
within London's green belt, an important barrier to the growth of the city, recreational outlet for the inhabitants, 
and ecological/agricultural resource.  The proposed area is on the outskirts of the town, outside of the current town 
boundary, and within an AONB. The woodland – Blackwell Stubbs – is also an important area for flora and fauna in 
the area.  The development area comprises of flat land on top of the hill, and very steep slopes. Both areas form an 
important ecological function locally, acting as a sponge for rainwater. Should the area the paved; the land will no 
longer be able to soak up excess water, leading to excessive run-off, both onto/undermining the Metropolitan rail 
line that forms the border of the site, and ultimately for the Chess Valley. It has been shown that urban run-off also 
contains harmful chemicals and waste that can damage the environment.  Another environmental disaster that 
could develop, relates to the ever-increasing light pollution we are experiencing in this area. The lights of the vast 
London conurbation already pollute our skies, and the Chess Valley is one area where we can still enjoy darker skies. 
In terms of the environment, however, but skies are important for the flora and fauna of the area that have been 
proven to be disrupted by excessive light. Street lighting, vehicles and domestic illumination will contribute to this 
pollution.  I object to this proposed development on the grounds that it will destroy the important environmental 
and ecological balance of the area. SOCIO-ECONOMIC FACTORS  The Amersham area is a net exporter of commercial 
workers, with very few jobs found locally. Whilst there are factories/warehouses in areas such as Raans Road, 
workshops and retail opportunities; major employers are limited, and most inhabitants travel elsewhere to work.  It 
has been shown that an influx of outsiders into new states, often travel further for their shopping and 
entertainment, plus being of very little economic value locally. If they are travelling further afield, chances are they 
are not as socially active in the local community. Putting up such a large development would undoubtedly attract 
large numbers from other areas, with little to no benefit to the districts socio economic viability.  A lack of local 
amenities will further drive any new residents away from the town – limited school places, lack of cinema/concert 
venues, etc. Indeed, the remote location, and need for private vehicles, will exacerbate the situation.  I object to the 
proposed development area on the grounds that it will bring only limited economic benefits to the area and have a 
detrimental effect on the social fabric of the town. SUSTAINABILITY FACTORS  Amersham is already groaning under 
the strain of excessive cars, like of school places, and lack of local jobs. Whilst there is an argument for providing 
new homes, and for utilising brownfield/infill sites, I believe it is both unsustainable and irresponsible for the Council 
to look at expanding the town to such an extent. What will happen, when Amersham is constantly gridlocked, where 
the service or emergency vehicles can reach their destinations, and Amersham becomes virtually a 100% dormant 
settlement? The council will be getting their council tax, but the children will be educated faraway, and the local 
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shops and restaurants will lack customers because no one can get to them.  This is not the vision I would like to see 
from my hometown. I therefore object to this proposed development as being unsustainable for the locality. 
COMMUNITY FACTORS - Surely the building of new homes is not just a financial calculation of increased tax 
revenues, offset by the cost of the (non-existent) local amenities! Welcoming new people into our community is 
about increasing the diversity, the reach and the social wealth of the town. This will always be difficult when large-
scale developments are placed on the edge of an existing town, and even more so if the development causes 
problems for the existing residents – congestion; taking school, medical, pressure and workplaces from locals – was 
remaining, or joining communities elsewhere.  In terms of schools, there has been a policy of consolidation in the 
last 25 years in the area, to maximise the population in each of the local schools. If we are to have an additional 
2000 homes let us assume that this will increase the population of school-age children by approximately 4000. 
Where will we be able to accommodate 4000 school places? The infant, middle and secondary schools do not 
currently have the capacity. In terms of medical facilities, do we have sufficient doctors surgeries, and dental 
practices for, for example, an additional 8000 people? Does the local health service have sufficient accident and 
emergency facilities for such an increase, indeed given the catchment area of the services; we are not just talking 
8000 new people!  The community in Amersham on the Hill has seen a steady erosion of community facilities, with 
the closure of all but one public house, the loss of school halls and playing fields. How will building on green belt, 
green field land without the provision of community facilities help the town?  I object to this proposed development 
due to the likelihood that it will destroy the current community within the area. UTILITIES FACTORS  It is considered 
that new developments increase local demand the services into and within the area. As outlined above, I would 
question how much value the local community would derive from such a development.  What will happen to local 
water supply given such an increase in demand, and large area to be supplied? From this location, it is feasible that 
the sewage would be pumped to the farm at the bottom of Holloway Lane – does this even have the capacity for 
such an increase in effluence? And what could the environmental issues be if it could not cope?  We are continually 
consuming more and more electrical power and adding such a large development onto a town that is serviced by 
ageing power grid solutions could push the whole area over the brink, making life untenable for residents – current 
and prospective. Huge power cuts, could also threaten the livelihoods of many businesses,including large 
employers, such as GE.  The area currently enjoys relatively good telecommunications links – landline, mobile and 
broadband. What would the effect of such a large increase in population have on the ability of the communications 
companies to provide a decent service given a probable disproportionate increase in demand?  I object to this 
proposed development on the grounds that there are insufficient local amenities and utilities for the current 
population, let along such a large influx. 
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CONCLUSION  This is an unspoilt, peaceful corner of our community and an important element in our local 
ecosystem. Once it is gone, it will be lost forever with little to no discernable benefits. I object to this happening on 
our watch!  

Rep0335 
Mr & Mrs John 
and Helen 
Farndon 

As long term ratepayers and residents of Little Chalfont my wife and I would like to lodge our objection to the 
possible development of green belt land around Little Chalfont in order to fulfil a perceived requirement for more 
housing on the following grounds:  1)    In our opinion justification for the requirement of so many new build homes 
in this area has not been sufficiently proven by CDC.  2)    Little Chalfont has already shouldered its burden of new 
housing for the community’s sake with developments and their inherent disruption and inconvenience in progress 
even now. The full consequence of their demand on local community and infrastructure is still to be observed let 
alone adding more burden with additional development!  3)    Housing development should not be a justification for 
the release of green belt land. It was designated as such for a good reason and should be observed!  4)    The area of 
land under consideration for development on the Eastern side of the village straddling the A404 is designated an 
area of outstanding beauty. This convenient land for the expansion of the village should not be considered as land in 
waiting for future development. Close proximity to the beautiful countryside is the reason most people choose to 
live in Little Chalfont and its borders should not be extended beyond previously agreed limits. 5)    Development of 
the large plot that used to be the old golf course, now reverted to pasture land, would create major infrastructure 
problems for the village, not least with prohibitive vehicle access issues that would detrimentally effect safety for all. 
This plot of land has been viewed by entrepreneur owners as potential money spinning development land for the 
25+ years we have been residents of the village. The lack of potential for satisfactory vehicle access from adjacent 
roads to this large plot has always been a reason for planning permission being turned down in the past and this 
situation has not changed now! 

  

Rep0336 
Mr Scott Wilcox 

I'm a resident of Ingleglen in Farnham Common and would like to comment on the proposed plan. Question 1 - 
South Bucks has a need of 7800 homes, what is the need for Slough Borough Council? Where does SBDC currently 
stand on "duty to co-operate" with SBC on the issues of home and work? eg Are SBC using Slough industrial Estate 
jobs as leverage for building homes in South Bucks? Question 2 - Farnham Park Playing fields are a vital resource for 
the community hosting a variety of sports as well as a children's playground. The park is regularly busy and is a key 
component of ensuring a healthy and vibrant community. The identification of this park within the HELAA is ill 
considered and inappropriate for the communities to the North and South, as well as other Parishes who regularly 
travel to the park use the fantastic facilities. The field to the east of Old Beaconsfield Road/A355 and to the South of 
Elm Close could be a suitable site for development. I believe this is contained in the HELAA. Question 3 - No 
Question 4 - I'm concerned by the vision and objectives of Slough Borough Council. How are these encompassed in 
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the local plan for Chilterns & South Bucks? Question 5 - The options look robust. Priority should be to try and move 
infrastructure away from the already congested areas in South Bucks. Central Government should be working on 
moving infrastructure away from the South East. 40 years ago Harrow/Ealing Broadway were similar to much of 
South Bucks. They are now concrete jungles. Priority should be to retina as mucn greenbelt as possible in the south 
of the county. Question 6 - Within Parish of Farnham Royal and Farnham Common every effort should be made to 
retain current facilities that are significantly used by the public eg Farnham Common Sports Club, FCI School, FCJ 
School, Library, Farnham Park, South Bucks Golf Course etc. Question 7 - It is absolutely imperative to ensure the 
green belt remains in place between SBC and SBDC and look to build further North. If this means reviewing land 
North of Farnham Common but South of M40 then this could be an option. SBC should be positively encouraged to 
look West given cross rail is coming in, Newbury for instance could be very attractive for businesses and homes 
alike. Question 8 - Given the average price in the Farnham's I'm not sure any housing is affordable anymore! I'll 
leave this to the experts! Question 10 - Focus needs to be on retirement properties close to the amenities.  
Question 11 - Burnham Beeches is a fantastic resource, perhaps some local amenities could be installed here eg 
Children's playground to the left of the entrance from Beeches Road, next to the main car parks. Question 12 - No 
Question 13 - Yes, Farnham Park, Farnham Common Sports Club, Temple Dell, Green area on junction of Kingsway 
and A355, Farnham Royal Cricket Club, Farnham Park/South Bucks Golf Club. Question 14 - yes, amount of HGV 
traffic allowed to pass on A355. Turning A355 into 20mph zone. School fields and school car parks should remain 
and porta-cabins should not be put onto these spaces to provide extra classrooms. Question 16 - Infrastructure - I'm 
concerned about increase requirements for Secondary schools and primary schools given the local infrastructure. As 
per question 14, children in portacabins should be avoided at all costs, I'm also against building on school fields and 
car parks to deal with increased capacity needs. Question 17 - not at this stage 

Rep0337 
Mr R Clarke 
Clarke Planning 
Ltd on behalf of 
G B E Investments 
Ltd and M Tuck 

The subject site directly adjoins the urban area and offers a logical extension of the urban area without undermining 
the function and purpose of the wider Green Belt. It is requested that the subject site should be considered under 
the process currently being undertaken, with respect to assessing site option for the release of land from the Green 
Belt. The owners are open minded regarding development options for the site. Residential is perhaps the most likely 
use, with a significant provision of affordable homes. Such a use would directly address the Council housing need. 
In summary the site can be developed, without materially harming either the purposes or visual amenities of the 
Green Belt. On this basis it is proposed that the site should be considered for removal from the Green Belt in the 
context of the Council Housing need requirements. 
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Rep0338 
 Lin & Tim 
Stickland 

Whist it is understood that there is a growing need for additional housing across the country, this should not be at 
the expense of sacrificing the Green Belt which for many years has been the protection of rural areas from the ever 
increasing urban sprawl, it appears that large areas land on the edge of Little Chalfont appears to have been 
identified for testing and from our point of view this appears to give credence to the ever increasing urban 
expansion due to their proximity to the M25 2. The areas highlighted are part of the Chilterns area of outstanding 
natural beauty an area that is already under attack from the proposes HS2 development and should be protected 
from any further development 3. Several sites around Little Chalfont have already been developed in recent years, 
with several new in fill developments in the pipeline such as those already being built along White Lion Road which 
is already increasing the population to levels that will be difficult to manage 4. Over many years the local 
infrastructure has been eroded with schools being consolidated, local hospital services being down sized and poor 
transport links to area’s of need. Currently the nearest accident and emergency facilities are either at Wexham Park 
or Stoke Mandeville, which are not the easiest places to get to by public transport and take at least 30 minutes by 
car and the Urgent Care Centre is at High Wycombe again a 20 minute drive. There is nothing within the local area 
to cope with these requirements Before any further local development takes place we feel that infrastructure 
planning such as education, healthcare and social services, should be undertaken to ensure that any area that is 
chosen can actually support any proposals 

  

Rep0339 
Mr A D H Thomas 

As a resident of Little Chalfont for over 40 years I am concerned at the options being considered for development of 
housing and industry within the green belt. I moved to Little Chalfont for, among other reasons  the countryside, 
much of which is of outstanding natural beauty.  It had the feel of a small and beautiful village, separated from the 
surrounding areas by a green belt.  And the beautiful aspect along the A404, as you approach it from Chorleywood is 
a wonderful feature of this place. This green belt was, in the foresight of the early planners, established as a 
constraint on the building of homes, and the encroachment of the countryside.  It was not intended to become 
available for future building, and any plans to encroach on this green belt should be resisted. This applies to that 
land which I understand is being considered for development. In particular the site west of Stony Lane, and that on 
both sides of the A404.  This is one of the attractions of the approach to Little Chalfont and must be preserved. 
Little Chalfont has, over the years, increased the amount of new house building, such as the estates by Bell Lane, 
which I understand amounts to 253  homes, and another 45 homes in the area behind Chenies Parade.  And there 
have been a number of infills on non green belt land. I do not believe Little Chalfont should, therefore,  be included 
for further growth in your Core Strategy for future develpoments, and any attempt to do so should be strongly 
resisted.  Apart from changing the nature and character of Little Chalfont, any new housing estates will bring 
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pressure on local amenities, schools, and parking, as well as increasing the volume of traffic along the A404.  
Little Chalfont is already finding it difficult to cope with the amount of traffic flowing through it, and providing 
sufficient parking places for local shopping. and any further increase will become intolerable. 

Rep0340 
 Linda and Ian 
Cohen 

We were surprised and distressed to learn that yet more of the green belt area around Little Chalfont is again under 
threat of development. The new developments have already put a strain on the infrastructure of the area. There is 
considerably more traffic  and parking is becoming a nightmare. especially around the shopping parade at Little 
Chalfont. We understand that there was a fatal accident near the shops just last week.  The approved plans for new 
shop units and flats  at the southern end of Chenies Parade will cause additional traffic and parking problems The 
green belt surrounding our  area is precious and a wonderful amenity for all to share. We are therefore very 
concerned about the proposals to build on  land  that is part of an area  of outstanding natural beauty and object 
most strongly. 
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Rep0341 
Dr Chris Stapleton 

I am shocked and appalled at the suggestion of considering Green Belt land around Little Chalfont for any kind of 
development.  This land benefits from statutory protection for very good reasons. The nearby conurbations of 
Hertfordshire are the outer limits of urban and residential sprawl that now extends from Central London with little 
respite past Chorleywood and right to the county boundary. The Amersham and Chesham conurbation is not very 
far away on the other side.  Simply entering Buckinghamshire and the Green Belt is a psychological boon for 
everyone commuting along the A404. The open countryside around Little Chalfont provides relief from the city not 
only for returning commuters and the residents, but also for those living in London looking for open countryside for 
recreation at the weekends. Where else can the woodlands and fields of an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty be 
found within walking distance of an Underground Station?  Beauty is quickly degraded by views of buildings on the 
skyline and yet more noise from nearby developments and traffic. The Chess Valley is unique in having no major 
road, railway line, or conurbation through it or next to it. It is absolutely essential for the residential areas to be kept 
at a distance if its amenity values are to be maintained. The Missenden Valley will soon be blighted by HS2 and it is 
all the more important that the Chess Valley is protected. Little Chalfont itself has grown without any planning for 
the needs of its residents. There is now insufficient space at the centre for the infrastructure required by any further 
residential developments on the periphery. The retail, entertainment, employment and social facilities are stretched 
beyond their capacity, and the recent decisions to use the available land near the centre for residential purposes 
should have put paid to any further residential development anywhere else. Parking facilities are extremely limited, 
and it is now almost impossible to stop a vehicle to buy a loaf of bread.  The road has reached maximum capacity 
when schools are starting and finishing and in the rush hours. Further growth is simply not sustainable. Little 
Chalfont should not grow larger, the very name makes this abundantly clear! 

  

Rep0342 
Mr Robert 
Bennett 

I am writing to protest against the plan to test areas around Little Chalfont as options for release from the Green 
Belt. In particular: - housing need should not justify release of Green Belt land; the Green Belt was created, for good 
reasons, as a constraint to building, not a bank of reserve building land - our infrastructure could not support new 
housing estates which bring pressure on school places, the already atrocious parking situation and other essentials; 
traffic is already excessive, and compounded by the use of Little Chalfont tube station as a departure point for 
commuters in the wider area; and unlike neighbouring settlements we already have the A404 through the centre 
producing a great deal of noise and heavy non-local traffic 

  

Rep0343 
Mrs Stella Riddell 

I would most strongly object to plans for development on the greenbelt land surrounding Chalfont S Peter as 
1. The village has already agreed to build more than 600 houses on sites within the village. These additional homes 
will place increased strain on the already over subscribed schools, the over worked doctors and dentists as well as 
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the overflowing sewage system and the lack of parking in the village. 2.  The site of Mill Meadow is on a flood plain 
and therefore unsuitable for building - both for the homeowners themselves and also for the residents of the village 
which will be flooded more easily if the land is unavailable to drain.  Mill Meadow also houses historic and well used 
recreational facilities, which are used by the local school as well as the football club, dog walkers and families.  The 
park, community centre, football club, scout hut and community offices are well run, well used and an integral park 
of the character of the village.  Without these, the school would be unable to provide sufficient physical enrichment 
to their pupils, and the whole village would suffer - from toddlers who attend the nursery to the older generation 
who play bridge every day, as well as the drama groups, line dancing, fitness classes, gardeners, archiologists to 
name but a few. 3. The site on the Epilepsy centre forms a crucial part of greenbelt which separates the village from 
the surrounding villages (which is one of the reasons for having greenbelt land) as well as providing recreational 
activities for the village, world renowned medical and residential facilities and two very pleasant developments for 
older people.  To turn the surrouning fields to housing would ruin an area of outstanding beauty.  In addition, there 
are very few transport links at that side of the village, which would lead to increased traffic on the roads in that 
area.  These roads are narrow with limited pavements, and not suitable for heavy traffic. 4. The site situated at 
Chalfont Heights should remain as designated farmland.  The same issues surrounding development and transport 
links apply - there is no bus route and the roads are narrow with limited pavements. 5. The site to the edge of the 
village towards Bulstrode is again unsuitable for development.  This is greenbelt land, and serves as a barrier 
between the villages and the A40 towards Beaconsfield.  It is again an area of outstanding beauty, enjoyed by a large 
section of the community. 6. The area by the cricket club is unsuitable for development into storage and industrial 
units.  The cricket and golf clubs are again integral to the nature and character of the village, and form part of what 
makes the village a desirable place to live.  Leaving the A40 onto the A413 is a step away from the conurbations of 
West London.  It is this outlook that gives the Chalfonts their character - filling this area with industrial units would 
be completely out of keeping with the rest of the environment.  In addition, there are many office suites in this area 
already which are not in use - so surely more industrial development is not needed? 
Chalfont st Peter is an extremely pleasant place to live. It has very few transport links and in that respect enjoys an 
isolated position yet close to local amenities.  There is no need to expand the village and lose the character - already 
it is over developed and populated, and extra housing on this scale would not be in keeping with the current 
environment, as well as setting a dangerous precedent for green belt development. 

Rep0344 
Mr Andrew York 

I am totally against the proposed development on the Green Belt.  The infrastructure (roads, schools, etc) are 
already overburdened and more houses will make this intolerable. I am a regular walker of this area which is an 
important amenity. This will be destroyed by this development. 
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Rep0345 
Mr Andrew Stone 

As a residnet of Farnham Common I object to the proposals for the extensive housing developments of the Farnham 
Park sports ground and the fields south of Elm Close in the Farnham Common/Farnham Royal. The area is already 
over developed and the sports ground at Farnham Park is one of the few areas available locally for the persuit of 
sporting activities.  The main Beaconsfield Road through the Villages is already over used and the proposed 
additional houses will only make this worse. At present in the morning and evening rush hours queues of traffic 
build up between the roundabouts in Farnham Royal and the Traffic Lights at One Pin Lane a further 1000 or more 
cars in the area will grid lock the area making it an unpleasant environment to live.  We moved to Farnham Common 
some 10 years ago to get away from the over development of Harrow. By moving to the Green Belt area we 
assumed that we would be protected from this sort of development. We feel betrayed by this proposal. 

  

Rep0346 
 Michael Wise 
QPM 

I am writing to register my considerable concern over the planned development of Green Belt land around the 
village of Little Chalfont. The proposed development would have a significant and catastrophic impact on the 
tranquillity of the village, its wildlife and residents.  The proposed development sits within an area of outstanding 
natural beauty with many walkers enjoying the countryside every day, the proposed development would deny this 
pleasure to many who live and visit the village. This beautiful countryside would be blighted forever with the natural 
habitat of many animals devastated. The impact on schools, healthcare and transport cannot be over emphasised, in 
recent years the village has expanded with a notable difference to traffic levels and use of public transport. Any 
further expansion would only exacerbated this. The current village infrastructure is not designed for and would not 
be able to cope with the extra influx of ‘new residents’, the A 404 is already a major though route with no real 
alternative routes other than through already densely populated side roads, the impact on potential road safety 
issues, noise and pollution is simply untenable. I urge the Council not to allow these developments and wish to 
register my strong objection accordingly. 
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Rep0347 
Mrs Ceinwen 
Lyons 

Any further developments in Little Chalfont must involve dwellings for people over 60 years old.  So far this has been 
woefully neglected. The Havard Grange development would have been ideal releasing much needed  family homes.  
Parking is already a nightmare which has not been dealt with effectively, being made worse by the opening of yet 
more eating places.   Any further expansion to LC would also be a disaster with the increase in traffic,  services such 
as sewerage, communication, electricity and water as it is stretched to provide these services as it is.  
Our schools are full and most people have to travel out of Little Chalfont to see a doctor or dentist as our medical 
needs are inadequate. I am not against further development providing it fulfils  the needs of all the residents and 
does not fall foul of greedy developers and residents who have influence and money.   So far I have not been 
convinced that the needs of residents in  Little Chalfont have been properly considered or met. I have lived in 
Chessfield Park for 44 years and my children grew up here.  I would like to stay in this area where my friends are and 
release my home to another family to grow up in. At  the moment no new affordable  development caters for this 
and I have little faith that it will happen in the future. 

 The Local Plan will be 
considering how to meet the 
housing needs of older people. 

Rep0348 
Mrs Joanne King 

We live in a beautiful and desirable part of England, but we need to make sure other people can live here too. We 
should not be "nimbys" about development - especially if we want our children to be able to live close by - we have 
to be realistic.  Yes to testing for residential development on the old golf course off Lodge Lane in Little Chalfont. 
Yes to testing for residential development to the south-west of DCHS. Yes to search for employment development to 
the south-west of DCHS. Yes to testing for residential development to the north-east of Amersham between the 
town & the railway line to Chesham. No to search for employment development to the east of Little Chalfont off 
Stony Lane. No to testing for residential development to the north east of Little Chalfont off Stony Lane. 
The eastern edge of Little Chalfont should remain as Stony Lane/Lodge Lane - no development beyond this line. 
The old golf course site is ripe for development and would be logical in many ways as would the area behind Dr 
Challoner's High School. If the site on Lodge Lane is developed something would need to be done about the junction 
of Lodge Lane/Church Grove with the A404 - maybe a roundabout - to make it safer. If more homes are built there 
needs to be increased provision of school places in Chiltern District. In particular a bigger new site for Little Chalfont 
Primary School should be included in any plans so this successful school could expand it's intake. The school is so 
over-subscribed the catchment area is tiny. There needs to be at least one more class in each year - probably two. 
The current site could then be developed for housing. Maybe the new school could be built close to DCHS on one of 
those sites? The council also needs to commit to taking local pupils into senior schools (ie the Dr Challoner's School 
& Chesham High). At the moment too many pupils come from outside the catchment area/county which is 
ridiculous. 

 School admissions policies and 
practice are outside the control 
of the councils. 
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Rep0349 
Dr Charles Repton 

I understand the need to provide additional housing.  While every effort should be made to preserve green belt land 
I accept that, in exceptional circumstances it may be necessary to use this land for housing.  My main concern 
regarding the areas being investigated around Little Chalfont is that there has been considerable development in 
this village already (Bell Lane and Chenies Parade).  The additional pressure on the local infrastructure will stretch 
still further the already overloaded Doctors Surgery on White Lion Road (waiting times for an appointment are 
currently around 5 days) school places and parking (already  overloaded with the park in Snells Wood often nearly 
full and no other option available).   The traffic through the village on the A404 is also a concern.  The increasing use 
as access to/from the M25 makes it very busy with the village acting as a choke point.  More local development with 
residents trying to access local shops will only exacerbate this problem. Thus, in my view, any additional 
development must be accompanied by additional improvements in all these areas. 

  

Rep0350 
Mr Michael 
Reyner 

I recognise the need for further housing provision over the next twenty years to reflect expected population 
increases.  Obviously, the preferred solution – wherever possible will be to make more efficient use of land within 
existing built-up areas and to use brownfield sites. Nevertheless, it may be necessary selectively to re-designate 
some areas of current Green Belt Land. However it is critical that any such re-designation does not reduce the 
provision of sports and recreation facilities, especially for young people. Both at a local and national government 
level, there is a commitment to improving health and fitness and the easy availability of sports pitches and facilities 
is fundamental to delivering this. Indeed, if the local populations are to grow, then the already sub-optimal facilities 
needs to be expanded significantly. As a resident in Beaconsfield and as the father of three boys who play at 
Beaconsfield Holtspur FC and at Beaconsfield Cricket Club I am therefore concerned at the proposal (Appendix 2) 
that suggests possible re-designation for development of the Green Belt areas that cover Beaconsfield Holtspur 
pitches at Wilton Park, Beaconsfield Rugby Grounds on the Hall Bash estate and Beaconsfield Cricket Clubs grounds. 
There areas must be protrected and ideally enhanced for the benefit of the (expanding) local community. Similarly 
the proposal in Appendix 5 to extend land for business use to cover the Beaconsfield pitches at Holloways Park 
(which are also used by Beaconsfield Holtspur FC) would be equally inappropriate. If green belt land is to be re-
designated, it must be done in a way that protects and enhances the provision of sports and recreation facilities in 
the Beaconsfield Area. 

  

Rep0351 
Mr Michael 
Walker 

I have lived in Little Chalfont since 1987 and have seen this village grow into a thriving community but that has lately 
in my opinion come at a cost to its character and its infrastructure. The increase in recent times of residential 
property has been well above normal compared to other towns and villages nearby. Council(s) have constantly 
stated that they will approve and ensure affordable housing is provided here for all, but we never see this. I refer to 
high rise buildings in Bell Lane and the recent "Donkey Field" development with properties starting at 500k+. Who 

 The Local Plan will be 
considering how to meet the 
housing needs of older people. 
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are these for? Certainly, not the elderly or for the young starting out on the property ladder. In fact you could say 
that the council in its decision making to agree such ridiculous priced/styled property has been ageist! The village 
does have a varied population and the building that has recently occurred certainly has not focused on retaining the 
ageing population who want to remain in what has become their home village wishing to grow old with dignity but 
are forced to move away as there is no realistic chance to move to property caring for their basic needs. Retail 
property within the village is essential but the infrastructure and the addition of a large supermarket company has 
attracted more trade, which is healthy for the businesses but not always for the residents. There are now constant 
periods of chaos with regards parking and the Amersham Road  blocked with residents trapped in their roads for 
long periods trying to get out. This is generated not just by the residents but the ever increasing flow of through 
traffic along the Amersham Road.  The population of the village is now out of balance to those amenities required 
for a basic lifestyle. Primary Schools which are fully stretched and no opportunity to expand. Secondary education 
struggling to support continuity. Healthcare services stretched to such a point many local people are now having to 
travel outside of the county to get any form of basic treatment. Utility services are not only a national concern but 
also for the village. There are parts of the village i.e. Westwood Park, Chessfield Park which have a very tired and 
inadequate water/sewerage system with residents  consistently worrying when severe weather strikes if their 
properties will be submerged as a result of storm drains being unable to cope or if sewage pipes are collapsing. 
Certainly, any further building in those areas would create more worry for those residents wondering what further 
impact such expansion would have on such a weak infrastructure. It frustrates them that this council will not 
upgrade the sewerage/water system but can put future development as a priority which would only compound the 
issue.  Little Chalfont is a village and should remain so. The Joint Local plan is a essential strategy for a healthy future 
for our country but these proposals will take away Little Chalfont's identity. The proposed expansion is so 
detrimental to everything that makes this village cohesive. Further building has already been negative for its 
residents and for those that surround it. The village has accepted more than enough reasonable expansion and it is 
struggling to cope. In my opinion there should be no further residential building until its basic economic needs are 
improved and met to support its residents in a qualitative lifestyle but as there is no financial support from main or 
local government and such proposals would only over time  turn this village into a urban jungle bringing with it all 
the social issues of modern life on a larger scale and that could contradict everything the council is trying to achieve 
in other policies. NO MORE BUILDING PLEASE. 
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Rep0352 
Dr Jeff Edington 

My wife and I chose to live in Gerrards Cross 24 years ago and we like it so much that we have stayed. I think 
Gerrards Cross should continue to grow to maintain its vitality but we need a balanced plan to do so. This proposed 
plan is a good starting point. I start with three specific comments then I have answered some of your questions in 
the hope that I can help improve the plan. 1. Supply of employment land specifically in Gerrards Cross - I understand 
your projections on a macroscopic scale for the whole area but question their applicability to Gerrards Cross 
because of the type of economy we have here. Economic activity here consists of small businesses and is service 
based providing, for example, legal and investment advice. There are estate agents, small and medium retail outlets 
as well as several restaurants. There has been no sign of industrial B2 class activity while we have lived here. With 
regard to B1c stock, during our 24 years there has been no lack of supply of office space in Gerrards Cross. Office 
space has been consistently empty on Station Rd and Marsham Way for at least 15 years and much of it has been, or 
is in the process of being, converted to apartments to make more economic use of the space. Approximately 40 
apartments have been built above, and next to Waitrose as well as behind it on Oak End Way. Marsham House the 
multi storey office block on Station Rd has 13,000 sq ft for rent and has been empty or half used for at least 10 
years. Furthermore  the empty multi story office block opposite has been demolished recently for construction of 18 
apartments. Most importantly the very large multi building Chalfont Park office complex next to Gerrards Cross Golf 
Club has never been much more than half full since it was built about 20 years ago despite excellent parking and 
access from the A413. Currently 12,800 sq ft plus an additional 55 to 1980 sq ft of serviced office space is available 
there now. A recent search for offices to let/rent in Gerrards Cross has revealed that  there are 12800 sq feet of 
office space, plus an additional 55 to 1980 sq ft of  serviced office space to rent in Chalfont Park, 5000 - 9816 sq ft of 
office  space to rent at Phoenix House, Oxford Road, Denham, SL9 7AP, 4026 sq tf of office space to rent at 2-4 
Packhorse Road, Gerrards Cross, SL9  7QE, 100 - 464 sq ft of office space at 34 Packhorse Road, Hampton House, 
Gerrards Cross, SL9 7DG, 10,000 sq ft  of office space on Oak End Way. The grand total is 39,086 sq ft.  I think that it 
is clear that even if the area as a whole needs employment land, Gerrards Cross does not because of the structure of 
its economy and the history of chronic empty office space. 2. Opportunity for adding vitality to the town through 
new activity such as business start ups - Gerrards Cross is in principle a good place to create a new business 
development centre. We are close to major universities in London and Oxford and much more affordable than 
central London. We have excellent travel links located as we are at the junction of the M25 and M40 and close to 
Heathrow. As part of the Joint Local Plan the Chiltern District Council might want to consider setting up a study 
group to develop this idea. 3. Plans for development of land parcel 57A - The plan is to use this land for employment 
space. This is unsatisfactory for four reasons  1. This is a long heavily treed 20 acre wood that runs between Lower 
Rd and the A413 bypass.It provides a ‘green lung’ which mops up pollution from vehicular traffic on the A413 and 

 The Local Plan will need to plan 
to meet employment needs 
over the Plan period to 2036. 
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increasingly from traffic using Lower Road as a rat run.  Trees are well known for absorbing from the air carbon 
dioxide (CO2), sulphur dioxide (SO2), nitrous oxides (NOX) and other pollutants such as airborne particles (PM10) as 
well as producing oxygen. The role of vegetation in mitigating the effects of air pollution has been highlighted as one 
major potential benefits of urban green space because it reduces the incidence of respiratory illness. This is a serious 
issue as recent evidence has shown that there are 30,000 deaths a year in the UK from pollution- related illnesses.  
Air pollution has also been shown to cause low birth weight in infants. In view of the fact that the UK is currently 
failing to meet EU standards on clean air in the home counties and is being sued in the civil courts. it does not make 
sense to build on this green lung.  In addition to this important health benefit the trees absorb noise from the 
bypass and the M25 improving the ambient environment.  2. There is an area tree preservation order on this land 
TPO12950. 3. This area is on a slope and absorbs what is already considerable water run off from the South Park and 
North Park areas of Gerrards Cross. If it is built on this run off will flow directly onto the A413 and what is already a 
flood plane in parcel 57B. Run off from a built up version of 20 acres of parcel 57A will make the situation much 
worse.  4. There is no need for additional employment space capacity in Gerrards Cross because of the type of 
economy we have here. Economic activity is small businesses and is service based providing for example legal and 
investment advice. There are estate agents and small and medium retail outlets as well as several restaurants.  
There has been no sign of industrial B2 class activity while we have lived here.  With regard to B1c stock, during our 
24 years there has been no lack of supply of office space in Gerrards Cross. Office space has been consistently empty 
on Station Rd and Marsham Way for at least 15 years and much of it has been, or is in the process of being, 
converted to a a apartments to make more economic use of the space. Approximately 40 apartments have been 
built above, and next to Waitrose as well as behind it on Oak End Way. Marsham House the multi storey office block 
on Station Rd has 13,000 sq ft for rent and has been empty or half used for at least 10 years. Furthermore  the 
empty multi story office block opposite has been demolished recently for construction of 18 apartments. Most 
importantly the very large multi building Chalfont Park office complex next to Gerrards Cross Golf Club has never 
been much more than half full since it was built about 20 years ago despite excellent parking and access from the 
A413. Currently 12,800 sq ft plus an additional 55 to 1980 sq ft of serviced office space is available there now.  A 
recent search for offices to let/rent in Gerrards Cross has revealed that there are 12800 sq ft of office space, plus an 
additional 55 to 1980 sq ft of serviced office space to rent in Chalfont Park, 5000 - 9816 Sq Ft of office space to rent 
at Phoenix House, Oxford Road, Denham, SL9 7AP, 4026 sq Ft of office space to rent at 2-4 Packhorse Road, Gerrards 
Cross, SL9  7QE, 100 - 464 sq ft of office space at 34 Packhorse Road, Hampton House, Gerrards Cross, SL9 7DG, 
10,000 sq ft  of office space on Oak End Way. The grand total is 39,086 sq ft.  I think that it is clear that even if the 
area as a whole needs employment land  Gerrards Cross does not because of the structure of its economy and the 
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history of chronically empty office space. Question 5   In Gerrards Cross there is considerable opportunity to exploit 
option A (More efficient use of land by increasing building density and heights for private homes). This has been 
very successful in the past. Walking into the centre of Gerrards Cross from my home on South Park Drive I see:   1. 
South Park View has recently been developed for 30 apartments and 4 town houses where there were previously 
about 8 houses.  2. In South Park Drive 6 apartments and 4 town houses are under construction where there was 
one house before. Four semi detached houses have just been finished where there was previously one dwelling.  3. 
North Park Extension has a new apartment block where there was one house before  to add to the recent 
development of …. 4. There are two new infill high density construction projects on South Park Crescent, one for 8 
apartments and one for 5 apartments.  5. There are a total of 24 apartments under construction on Station Rd. 6. 
Over the last 15 years many of the houses on Packhorse Rd., Station Rd and South Park has been converted to 
apartments and town houses and there are more opportunities left in all of these areas.  The economics driving this 
are very powerful and, handled properly in Gerrards Cross we can promote this kind of development to help avoid a 
lot of development on our local green belt. If the market is allowed to work as it has in the recent past and based on 
the numbers above (which are incomplete for Gerrards Cross as a whole) a back of the envelope estimate would be 
approximately 2-300 homes could be added in this way over the life of this plan. In my view this should be a high 
priority and could be Phase One of the growth plan before implementing the Built area extensions in the plan. 
Question 6 - Renovation and conversion of unused shop fronts to apartments in the centre of Gerrards Cross. could 
be considered Question 10 - Mix this in with apartment development so that elderly people still feel part of the 
community. Question 13 - I wish to nominate Map reference 57A  for special protection because of its health 
benefits.  It should already have special protection because of the existence of an area tree preservation order, ref 
TPIO12950.  This is a long heavily treed 20 acre wood that runs between Lower Road and the A413 bypass and 
provides a ‘green lung’ which mops up pollution from vehicular traffic on the A413 and increasingly from traffic 
using Lower Road as a rat run.  Trees are well known for absorbing from the air carbon dioxide (CO2), sulphur 
dioxide (SO2), nitrous oxides (NOX) and other pollutants such as airborne particles (PM10) as well as producing 
oxygen. The role of vegetation in mitigating the effects of air pollution has been highlighted as one major potential 
benefit of urban green space because it reduces the incidence of respiratory illness. This is a serious issue as recent 
evidence has shown that there are 30,000 deaths a year in the UK from pollution- related illnesses.  Air pollution has 
also been shown to cause low birth weight in infants. In view of the fact that the UK is currently failing to meet EU 
standards on clean air in the Home Counties and is being sued in the civil courts, it makes sense to afford this green 
lung special protection.  In addition to this important health benefit, the trees absorb noise from the bypass and the 
M25 improving the ambient environment. Question 16 - Infrastructure is a key issue in addressing this plan. In my 
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view it must be integrated with and lead and growth plan. It is not and should never be the poor relation.  Gerrards 
Cross is a classic dormitory town for people who work in London. Local business does not provide growth London 
does. People choose to live here or in Surrey/Berkshire based on quality of life factors. Important among these are 
the rail service (good) and the availability of parking facilities at and near the railway station (poor) as well as the 
overall quality of infrastructure (patchy and in some cases deteriorating to poor/bad). If we are going to meet our 
growth aspirations it will only come if we address our deteriorating infrastructure as a first priority. Otherwise 
people will choose to live in elsewhere and revitalisation and growth will not come. 

Rep0353 
Mrs Kathleen 
Jones 

It is only fair that Little Chalfont accommodates its fair proportion of the housing requirements for the Chiltern 
district. However, the amount proposed appears to be disproportionate, both in relation to the size of the Little 
Chalfont settlement compared to its much larger neighbours and in view of the substantial housing developments 
that have taken place in recent years which have added 300 dwellings to the village .  Further development would 
place unsustainable pressure on existing infrastructure ie health services, schools, traffic congestion, parking etc. I 
urge the Council to take these considerations into account when making the district plan. Please ensure any 
developers are forced to make suitable and adequate provision for infrastructure as part of the planning process. 
Lodge and Stoney Lanes provide a natural boundary to the area known as Little Chalfont. Any further development 
should take place inside that boundary. Stoney Lane is narrow, winding and single track with passing places in part. 
It already carries a lot of traffic especially in rush hours. Potential congestion should be seriously taken into account, 
particularly from HGV's and the looming increase due to HS2 spoil removal.  It would be a great loss of a natural 
amenity if the either of the fields adjoining Stoney Lane were released for either housing or industrial units. Many 
hundreds of people use the pathways throughout the year, from families enjoying a stroll to organised walking 
groups. Many arrive via the railway from London  while others come by car from the Home Counties, enticed by the 
Chess Valley Walk. This is therefore a plea for all those many annual visitors who come to our area for  pleasure and 
to enjoy the Chiltern AONB.   There can be little doubt that current  enjoyment would be severely marred by 
building along side the foot paths and bridle ways. The public footpath that currently runs across Boughton's field 
(for many years used for cattle rearing ) would be diverted to be nearer the woods but this would probably be little 
more than fenced alleyway . None of the other options for Little Chalfont impact on such a diverse range of people. 
The areas adjoining Stoney Lane should therefore be removed from the planning proposals in the interest of many, 
not of the few.  Of the sites identified for consideration, the old Chalfont Golf Course seems to fit requirements best. 
It is within the natural boundaries of the village and has lain idle for many years. The Beel house site also lies within 
the village limit and would simply 'fill in' between Little Chalfont and Amersham Common which are virtually 
indistinguishable anyway. 
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Rep0355 
Miss M Perry 

Mo- as I recall the gravel extraction was in the fields behind Bathurst Walk between the railway line & up towards 
Barnes Way. I think the fields on Richings Way were also extracted & were restored a few years ago.  The gardens at 
the junction of Bathurst & Syke Cluan flood periodically as it is the lowest point in the vicinity. We were told that it is 
the reason that parts of Richings Park have enormous storm drains at the kerbside.  This is historic information 
reference Iver and the green belt fields from a resident that has lived in Iver most of her life. My friend just 
messaged me this historic information about Iver. "Hi Mo- I don't know if this has been explored by whoever is 
petitioning against the housing proposal on the fields, but it might be useful. I remember back in the early 1970's 
they wanted to develop the land but couldn't because it had been used for gravel extraction meaning the land was 
unstable and prone to flooding. As children we weren't allowed to play over there as it wad considered dangerous 
because of it...  ...The poor drainage is still evident as the road alongside the fields always floods when it rains. I 
believe also that the houses at the lowest point of Bathurst Walk where it joins Sake Cluan have had historic 
problems with drainage /flooding at bottom of gardens due to poor drainage from the fields." 

  

Rep0356 
Mr Ben Bergonzi 

I am responding to the consultation document about the Chiltern local plan and particularly with relevance to the 
Little Chalfont map showing areas planned for development. Green belt land should not be sacrificed for building 
UNLESS it is for genuinely affordable housing for local residents. This land should only be released to the developers 
if they can undertake to provide at least 1000 flats or houses which are genuinely priced within reach of those 
earning the local average wage, some £30,000 per year, ie. with a purchase price of UNDER £200,000. None of the 
other so-called affordable housing schemes are anything like as affordable as this. Only with this genuinely 
affordable pricing level, and properties ring-fenced for local first time buyers, will there be any benefit from 
developing this land. Anything other would be wanton despoilation. 

  

Rep0357 
Mr Anthony 
Marigold 

I wish to vehemently object to the proposed release of Green Belt Land in this consultation for the following 
reasons:   The Green belt apart from its beauty acts as the lungs of over polluted London.  The majority of the area 
designated is in or affects an AONB. Little Chalfont has already accommodated more than its fair share of new 
development.  The roads , especially, the A404 are over capacity and  the rest are just lanes, neither A or B. if there 
is an incident on the adjacent M25 we have gridlock in the village on occasions now.  The local Schools are at or over 
capacity. Waste disposal for both Re-cycling  and sewage is also overcapacity.  Parking capacity is at breaking point. 
Witness all the yellow lines and the protests from all the housing areas around Little Chalfont.  Hospitals are too far 
distant in Aylesbury, Harefield and Moor Park. 

 The Local Plan will need to 
identify sustainable 
development options to meet 
needs taking into account the 
scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements.   

Rep0358 
Mr Anthony 

I wish to object to the potential building of housing planned for the Green Belt and area of outstanding natural 
beauty attributed to this Local Plan. 
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MCGetrick 

Rep0359 
Mr Viv Nicholas 
 
Think! Burnham 
Partnership 

T!BP is mindful of the growing interest in developing planning frameworks that take full account of the views of the 
community and it is firmly with this intent in mind that this response has been written.  The response should be 
considered as serving as a basis for further discussion with both the planning authorities and local community.  
Furthermore, the response seeks to extend the boundaries of this local planning exercise by embracing more than 
the accepted ‘spatial and/or land use’ aspects of a local plan. The complexity of community life in a framework that 
benefits from inputs from county, district and parish councils needs to reflect all aspects of the governance provided 
by these three tiers.   It may well be that the opportunity to contribute to the development of the ‘Local Plan’ is the 
most appropriate way of expressing as holistic a vision as possible for how the Burnham Community can develop 
through to 2036. Think! Burnham Partnership was established in 2008 with a purpose to undertake a Market Town 
Health Check and has evolved into a group of active community members who all share a commitment to both 
maintain and enhance community life in Burnham.   Furthermore it has welcomed the input of four parish 
councillors in the writing of this response. Question One – The settlements, or discrete communities, within South 
Bucks are both numerous and diverse.  Consequently, whilst an aggregated plan may well need to be compiled by 
the District, T!BP seeks to address all of its concerns in the context of primarily Burnham and its surrounding 
community.   Perhaps the catchment area of Burnham Park Academy or the geography served by Burnham Health 
Centre are good first approximations as to the size of the Burnham community which transcends all traditional 
boundaries due to its close proximity to Slough. The draft consultation document makes no reference to the data 
required to make any quantitative assessment of our community’s requirements.  At the next stage of consultation 
it will be necessary to have as much information – both actual and forecast – on demographic trends, housing, and 
employment.  However, a brief examination of Office for National Statistics data indicates that the Burnham Parish 
population increased by 1% from 11,512 to 11,630 from 2001 to 2011 and this gradual degree of change may well 
be likely the case for the next 20 years. T!BP’s approach would be to seek consensual adaptation in order to meet 
future needs for both housing and employment whilst importantly seeking to reduce excessive vehicle usage on 
roads where many of which are inappropriate for the volume of traffic already being experienced.  Furthermore, if 
we were all to accept that whilst housing and employment are important issues, our future local plan needs also to 
devote considerable attention to other issues such as education, health and social care, and overall quality of life 
issues.  Burnham is a remarkably diverse community and the future plan on housing should ensure that new 
developments reflect the needs of its existing community in terms of provision for families with children as well as 
younger people seeking their first home and older people aiming to downsize.  If we were to describe Burnham as a 
‘person’ – then it should be ‘comfortable in its own skin’ being healthy, happy, learning and developing.  Burnham 
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has a strong sense of its own identity and its response to this consultation emphasises what is important to 
Burnham but we also recognise that it is important that Burnham is fully aware of its capacity to develop wider links 
to district, county and regional entities.  For example, we could consider recruiting all those members of the local 
community; past present and future, who have a link to Oxford University and develop a link between it and 
Burnham. Question 2 –  Within the context of what is important to Burnham within the Plan – the following issues 
should be included :-  (a) To determine a pathway to the community being engaged in collaborative working 
with the planning experts – please refer to a recent paper prepared by  Civic Voice  
http://www.civicvoice.org.uk/resources/collaborative-planning-v2/   (b)  To optimise the mix and number of new 
housing to reflect demographic changes within the Burnham community   (c) To reduce the stress that relates to 
vehicle congestion in all future planning  (d) To ensure that school provision meets future needs whilst also 
optimising the location of new housing and schools to reduce the number of car journeys required to enable young 
people to access their school.  (e) To reflect changes in retailing and service provision habits  (f)  To ensure 
sufficient office/workshop/studio provision  (g)  To enhance the quality of life for all of the Burnham community 
whilst also encouraging visitors to Burnham  (h) To build appropriate, physical, intellectual and cultural links with 
neighbouring settlements and also its wider geography. Question 3 – What do you think are likely to be the 
challenges and opportunities for Burnham?   Question 1 makes reference to the need for a vision and undoubtedly 
Burnham would benefit greatly from developing and sharing its own vision as to the community it would like to be 
in 2036.  The response to this question postulates two concepts – (1) ‘The Burnham Spine’ which has featured in 
past local community strategic discussion – and another – (2) ‘The Burnham Triangle’ which is a new approach 
stimulated by the challenge faced in drafting this response to the Local Plan consultation. The linking together of the 
two concepts – the spine and the triangle -  present many anthropomorphic opportunities for combination and 
description!  (a) The Burnham Spine  Burnham is blessed with a clear focal point for its community which has been 
referred to as ‘The Burnham Spine’ which runs from Burnham Health Centre, Burnham Resource and Youth Centres 
and St Peter’s School – along the length of Burnham High Street – to Burnham Park Hall, Burnham Library and 
Burnham Park.   It is imperative that the vitality, relevance and integrity of this ‘Spine’ is sustained.  The redeveloped 
Bishop Centre – the only out of town retail development in the whole of South Bucks – does pose a challenge to 
Burnham High Street but also reflects the uniqueness of the High Street in that for many years it has faced the 
challenge of competing against numerous retail locations within a three mile radius.   Over the past month we have 
experienced the closure of our last bank branch – Nat West - and also our second optician – and our unique 
bookshop is also soon to close.  It is encouraging to note that the community recognises this challenge and there is a 
growing sense of concern and urgency to address the sustainability of the High Street in the short-, mid- and long-

http://www.civicvoice.org.uk/resources/collaborative-planning-v2/
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term.  Attached to this submission is a short summary of a recent survey conducted amongst Burnham High Street 
Businesses with regard to its future.  T!BP in partnership with Burnham Business Association completed customer 
survey on the future of the High Street in 2013 and Experian also produced a report for the Land Securities 
Committee of Burnham Parish Council in 2014. One opportunity we should consider is to broaden our vision of ‘The 
Burnham Spine’ by a notional 100 metres on both sides of its length and to develop a plan that ensures that changes 
in spatial use of it all works in a coherent way to enhance the sustainability of the whole space. For example – a 
concern about parking provision in the immediate proximity to the High Street is regarded by many to be a key 
concern and we need to gain a clearer understanding as to the number of car parking spaces available within this 
expanded space.  Paradoxically –encouraging greater accessibility to ‘The Burnham Spine’ by foot or cycle is also an 
opportunity. Early morning and late afternoon traffic congestion is a particular issue in and around Burnham and to 
a degree is related to the number of car-related journeys to schools.  Whilst this an issue which needs to be 
addressed – again paradoxically there is an opportunity for all those trading and operating within ‘The Burnham 
Spine’ to attract visitors at and around the shoulders of these two peak times.  It is also important to recognise that 
whilst ‘The Burnham Spine’ is a key facet of life in and around Burnham that smaller clusters of retail activity also 
located within Burnham are all valuable in that they satisfy many day to day needs whilst also not requiring 
customers to use their cars. Burnham has a challenge and opportunity to identify sectors, niches and such like that it 
should plan to develop to enrich the life within its own community and also attract more visitor interest in 
Burnham..   For example, from an employment perspective a focus on the creative industries could be considered 
perhaps with a particular emphasis on IT.   In addition, Slough West Wing is closing later this year and has been used 
as a creative hub for performance and film.   Given our proximity to both Pinewood and the National Film and 
Television School in Beaconsfield – we should consider developing a community performance space that lends itself 
well also to celebrating film. Perhaps space close to ‘The Burnham Spine’ should also be earmarked to locate a hotel 
which would also attract visitors to Burnham and also stimulate its night time economy.  (b)  The Burnham Triangle  
Burnham is in fact blessed with two triangles! The smaller one is the Burnham Park triangle consisting of Burnham 
Park Hall, Burnham Library and Burnham Park itself.  The first two elements of this triangle have benefitted greatly 
from welcome investment and developments over recent years but Burnham Park itself remains a relatively 
neglected resource and most certainly has not reached the standard of a ‘high quality public open space’ which is an 
aspiration quoted for all open spaces in previous local district planning documents.   T!BP suggests that a high and 
immediate priority is given to ‘place shaping’ the Burnham Park triangle which aims to build a greater relatedness 
between the three elements and aims to considerably enhance Burnham Park itself into a ‘leading edge’ public park 
which benefits from the good practice adopted elsewhere in the world.   The larger Burnham Triangle comprises of 
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the smaller Burnham Park triangle and our two secondary schools – Burnham Park Academy and Burnham Grammar 
School.   Once again – Burnham is blessed with two secondary schools which have the capacity to meet the 
educational needs of all its young people aged between 12 and 18 years.   Whilst it is important that we engage with 
all schools to ensure that they make best use of the Burnham Park triangle – it is also a great opportunity to develop 
plans that will enable both secondary schools to develop to meet the needs of our young people whilst also 
recognising their potential to help meet the needs of the broader community.  As a truly collaborative community – 
any plans for development within the boundary of the Burnham Spine should also be considered for being located 
within the Burnham Triangle where utilisation could be increased for both young and old.  T!BP recognises that the 
role of the George Pitcher Memorial Ground needs also be factored into this proposed strategic approach. 
Question 4 New development will be inevitable if local needs such as for housing or employment are to be met. 
How do you think we could best meet these needs?  Perhaps it is timely to review carefully the purpose and 
potential benefits associated with the development of the Local District Plan.   Clearly it is of prime importance 
when discussing housing and employment related issues with central government – but from a local parish 
perspective it could be argued that there are several other concerns that will benefit greatly from the discipline and 
rigour associated with their inclusion in a Local Plan.  Burnham is well placed to face up to the challenge of ensuring 
that it has a first class infrastructure in place to meet the educational needs of all its young people from ages 3 to 18 
years.   The allocation of school places and the development and redevelopment of our schools is an area where 
more local expertise and knowledge should prove invaluable.  Burnham Health Centre and its associated Health 
Promotion Trust are also extremely well placed to meet the current and developing needs of our community in 
terms of health and social care.   In many ways – it is already a leading edge facility within the United Kingdom and 
we should all ensure that it continues to develop and evolve.  It is important to build on strengths and highlighted 
above are both education and health.    The ethos of volunteering is also especially strong within Burnham and 
perhaps this could be a new area for consideration in the development of the local plan.  And finally, when 
considering Burnham’s hinterland – it is noticeable that there are areas of economic activity perhaps associated with 
market gardening or material extraction which also need to evolve and develop over time.   An effective Burnham 
Local Plan would identify these spatial areas and then plan to collaborate with the landowners in such a way that 
win-win outcomes are achieved within the appropriate timescales. 
Question 5 What type of development and infrastructure do you think is needed in Burnham to 2036? 
Again - a number of observations are referred to whilst addressing the other five questions associated with this 
consultation and clearly further discussion and thinking is required.  However a few issues warrant amplification at 
this stage. Far greater attention needs to be paid to highways, roadways, cycleways, footways and indeed all ‘ways’ 
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used within Burnham.   The growing application of 20mph zones within suburban settings suggests that this 
initiative is applicable within Burnham and consideration should be given to further implementation of one-way 
traffic flows especially in roads in close proximity to ‘The Burnham Spine’ and ‘Burnham Triangle’. 
All Burnham’ s ‘ways’ require a significantly better care and maintenance regime than the one that is currently in 
place.   The responsibilities of landowners and our three tiers of local government must be made clear and they 
should all be held to account whilst also recognising that the active involvement of all members of the local 
community in caring for our local community spaces needs to be enhanced.  Enhancements of our local train service 
is likely to result in a greater demand at both Burnham and Taplow rail stations.   The provision of appropriate 
parking spaces for both cars and cycles at both stations and their management should be  established and perhaps 
we should all consider whether it would be appropriate for more local train journeys to be started at Taplow as 
opposed to Burnham and Slough.  The role of public bus/coach transport is certainly not a mainstream concern at 
the present time and its future contribution warrants further consideration. Question 6 What do you think the 
Council should consider in the preparation of the new Local Plan?  We live in a time where politics and governance 
are somewhat discredited subjects that do not engage the wider community.   Undoubtedly one route forward that 
can begin to address this sense of alienation is to encourage local communities to become actively engaged in 
determining how they would like their local community to develop in ways that are very relevant to their every day 
lives.   Whilst new housing developments and ensuring the provision of appropriate employment facilities are 
important, this response has highlighted many other areas of concern that impact every day on the quality of life 
within our community that warrant a high priority. However, whilst noting the immediate concern regarding the 
current decline of outlets in Burnham High Street which has been referred to in this response – T!BP would also like 
to make an observation on the planning approval procedure associated with the closure of Burnham Police Station 
and its planned redevelopment.  As a community, we have been remiss in not finding a way to become more 
engaged with the opportunities that will have presented themselves for discussion and consideration as to how best 
to make full use of this building and the site itself which were in the public domain.   And now the community finds 
itself in a situation where the new site owner has applied to demolish the site having made no reference whatsoever 
to any stakeholder as to what development plans they might have! 
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Rep0360 
Mr Marvin 
Rebeiro 

This cannot happen, since my time in CSG, I have been fortunate to see careful, considered planning, eg the 
redevelopment of Townfield Lane and Lapraik Grove, (near the Misbourne Surgery) but since then, if HS2 running 
below us was not enough, we have been threatened with Gypsy sites, waste incinerators and now, a 500-home 
estate totally out of keeping with the village and it's surroundings. Yes, there is a need for affordable housing in the 
general area, I don't think anyone can dispute that, however, an estate like the one suggested will ruin the feel good 
factor that most people who inhabit and use the village enjoy. I know of younger residents, many who live here in St 
Giles with their parents, who totally oppose and are horrified of the  thought of large scale development in their 
village. The stretch of scenery alongside the A413 that welcomes most visitors to CSG whether travelling from 
Amersham , Beaconsfield, or Gerrards Cross, is one of breathtaking beauty, one reason that when I tell others I live 
in St Giles, I always get told of "how lucky I am". I am not against homes being built in the village, I am against large 
scale development with no consideration for the local landscape.  So, 500 homes next to a main road, obliterating 
the scenery, HS2 running underneath, built on a flood plane? I wouldn't want one of those! 

  

Rep0362 
Mrs Jillian Kamli 
and Rep0389 
Mrs Jillian Kamli 

I have reviewed the plans for extensive home building in Chesham and as an existing resident of Chesham, I have 
the following concerns: 1. Infrastructure:  Roads and access: Chesham has only 1 main route in and out of the town 
and at peak times (rush hour and school pick up/drop off), the main access route is extremely congested and this 
has a knock on effect on all Chesham roads. Also, when the route has been blocked by temp traffic lights or an 
accident, the whole of Chesham is road blocked and journeys across town take more than 10 times longer. Outside 
of the main routes, there are 1 track lanes (out of Ley Hill) but these will become impassable with more traffic as 
there are limited passing places. If this many new houses are to be built, then a whole new road infrastructure in 
and out of Chesham will also need to be planned and built. There may be more suitable locations outside Chesham 
that have much better access. Schools: current schools are full to capacity and new schools will need to be built to 
manage the increase in numbers of children.  Doctors: current doctor surgery is full to capacity and there are limited 
A&E and baby hospital units nearby as some of the local facilities have been closed. Public transport: At peak times 
(8am) the Met line Tube is completely full at the first stop, (Chesham) so more carriages need to be considered to 
accommodate more passengers. Facilities: the shopping and leisure facilities are already limited for the town's 
current size. 2. Wildlife and environment:  Chesham is an area of outstanding natural beauty and has a wide variety 
of plants and animals. The increase in this proposed building work coupled with the impact of HS2 will damage 
existing wildlife and destroy the well known beauty of the area. Green belt land was assigned for a specific reason 
(improve public health, protect wildlife, limit global warming) and it is disappointing to see that these still valid 
reasons are being ignored. Once the Green belt land is no longer considered sacred, then when will the building 
work stop and the Chilterns will no longer have their beauty heritage. The key factor for the Chilterns is that it is 

 The councils consider that 
Green Belt options need to be 
explored as well as seeking 
development on all appropriate 
brownfield land. 
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nearer to London than other classic areas of UK beauty (Lake District, Cornwall). 
Alternative suggestions:  Build on brown field sites 

Rep0363 
Mrs Carole 
Marigold 

I wish to object to the proposed development of land in and around Little Chalfont in the strongest possible terms. 
I have lived in Little Chalfont for 40+ years and chose to do so originally because of its desirable and semi-rural 
nature. Release of Green Belt land for development can only be detrimental to such surroundings and, once started 
may well be just the beginning of further encroachment.  Little Chalfont is already under great pressure from the 
recent large increase in housing in Burtons Lane and Bell Lane and would be quite unable to deal with any further 
strain on its infrastructure i.e. volume of traffic {the main A404 runs through the village and is chronically congested 
for major parts of the day}, parking, waste disposal, air pollution not to mention schooling, medical and dental 
facilities. The recent new builds mentioned above, totalling almost 300 homes is already excessive in proportion to 
the size of the village which, in my opinion should no longer be included in the list settlements for growth in the 
Council's Core Strategy. 

 The Local Plan will need to 
identify sustainable 
development options to meet 
needs taking into account the 
scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements.   
 

Rep0364 
Mr Robert Storey 

I wish to object to the possible designation of land for employment as shown on the Chalfont St Peter and Gerrards 
Cross map in Appendix 5, Areas of Search for Strategic Employment Options within the Green Belt listed in the Local 
Plan Initial Consultation document.  The proposal would cut across the lower part of the course at Gerrards Golf 
Club, including the Clubhouse, and so make the Club completely unviable.  It would further greatly reduce the 
sporting and recreational facilities in the local area and deny hundreds of members the enjoyment of playing golf in 
a beautiful part of the Misbourne valley.  Such development within the Green Belt would be considered harmful to 
the principles of such a designation while conversely, the existing use is an acceptable use within the Green Belt and 
wholly appropriate in maintaining the openness of the Green Belt. The area is in The Colne Valley Park and is 
identified as being a particularly important green space for biodiversity and environmental priorities.  The area is 
within the Green Belt and provides the important function of separating the built-up areas of CSP and Tatling End, 
Gerrards Cross and Denham.  The A413 is a natural barrier for development.  To build to the east of it would erode 
the barrier and facilitate yet more development in the future on the open space to the east.  The area is also in a 
flood plain unsuitable for sustainable development of any significance.  The area is valued by residents and visitors 
as a green corridor and to destroy it would inevitably lead to further industrialisation and amalgamation of separate 
and distinct developed areas. 
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Rep0365 
Mr Rick Lawrence 

I do not think Little Chalfont should be identified as a ‘Main settlement for Growth and cannot accommodate 
significant new developments.  Between 2006 and 2014, 307 new properties have been approved or built in Little 
Chalfont. This equates to 12.4% increase. Chiltern District Council’s own figures show that the percentage growth 
neighbouring communities was Amersham 5.3%, Chesham 4%, and Chalfont St Peter Village 7.7%. Land designated 
as Green Belt currently accounts for 88% of Chiltern District Council. Little Chalfont is surrounded by Green Belt and 
I believe Chiltern District Council should protect and shouldn’t seek to declassify existing Green Belt. Green Belt was 
originally designated in 1954 to prevent the outward sprawl of London by keeping land permanently open and this 
should continue. Land designated as AONB currently accounts for 72% of Chiltern District Council. I believe Chiltern 
District Council should protect the existing AONB. The National Parks and Access to the Countryside Act of 1949 
defined the purpose of the AONB as ‘to conserve and enhance the natural beauty’. The Countryside and Rights of 
Way Act of 2000 placed a duty on public bodies to ‘have regard to the purpose of the AONB’. The Chilterns Area of 
Outstanding Natural Beauty Management Plan 2014-2019 acknowledges that the Chilterns is possibly the most 
heavily visited landscape in the UK, with over 55 million leisure visits a year. This should continue. If there is new 
development in Little Chalfont, Little Chalfont’s infrastructure will be tested to the full. Little Chalfont would not 
cope if there were to be significant new housing developments and there would be major traffic, parking, education 
and healthcare issues. In conclusion, I believe that  • Chiltern District Council should remove Little Chalfont from the 
list of ‘Main Settlements for Growth  • There should be no release of the green belt areas shown on the options 
maps of Little Chalfont • Chiltern District Council has a legal requirement to have regard to the purpose of the AONB  
• Little Chalfont has already taken more than its share of local development • There will be well-known 
infrastructure problems associated with new development 

 The Local Plan will need to 
identify sustainable 
development options to meet 
needs taking into account the 
scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements.   
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Rep0366 
Mr Bernard 
Everett 

This is a second copy: Please delete the first sent on Friday 4th March  
Chesham Employment Search area Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan (2014-2036) - consultation.  I attended your 
public meeting on the 3rd of March in Ashley Green and felt it best to respond to you this way rather than filling in 
your question sheet. I fully understand that this is an initial plan and that as you said there has to be several further 
steps before any approval. I must however say that I am stunned by your lack in understanding of the area and your 
ability to answer any of the pertinent questions asked.  The first one being: Who placed this red circle around North 
Chesham (Page 45 Employment Area) which encloses my Grade Two listed building plus several others? I also heard 
last night, apologies as no one present knew anything about a previous meeting which ‘apparently’ in 2014, 
discussed this as an option. Are you sure this wasn’t a project given to a primary school?  Why would such a large 
area be ringed fenced when we are now told that only approximately 2% will be needed? My concern is, that once 
this area has been taken out of the Green Belt, more and more land will be sold off for development – of course I 
expect we would then receive another apology!  Other concerns:  I can see Ashley Green Road from my house. I 
have seen on numerous occasions when traffic trying to enter Chesham is backed up well past the petrol station, 
and sometimes at a standstill. This is a result of roadworks or simply a lorry which has briefly parked at the side of 
the road. These obstacles are more often than not, somewhere on the Berkhamsted Road in Chesham itself.  I reside 
next to and behind the petrol station on Ashley Green Road. This in itself has been the course of numerous 
accidents with traffic turning across the path of oncoming vehicles. In my experience, having lived here for 22 years, 
this road cannot take a further increase in traffic. It is often difficult enough now to find a gap in the traffic and pull 
out of my driveway. What would you suggest should this development take place? Traffic lights at the end of 
everyone’s drive? Of course there are numerous other considerations e.g. Utilities: My understanding is that all the 
properties along Ashely Green Road have septic tanks. Given that the Sewage works are on the other side of 
Chesham; are there any plans to have main drainage put in place and what consequences would this have on the 
whole of Chesham?  Other areas:  I believe the Ashley Green Road today to be particularly attractive, with its 
residence on both sides taking pride in making it so. Farm houses and prestige buildings, some dating back to the 
17th Century, provides a welcome and necessary contrast to many other parts of Chesham. I simply cannot 
understand the thought process behind such a development, especially when as pointed out yesterday there are 
numerous other sites far better suited for employment purposes.  There was also a mention yesterday, that there 
would be consultations with Decorum Council. For me the most logical place to build an area of employment, would 
be the disused Bovingdon Aerodrome. Its north side has the possibility to easily connect to the A41 and would 
provide an area for development for many years to come without the carnage which would inevitably follow any 
decision to go ahead with current proposals. 

  



Classification: OFFICIAL 
 

152 
 
Classification: OFFICIAL 

Name Summary of Representation 
Council Response (see also 

Volume 1 for generic response) 

Rep0367 
Mr Timothy Small 

What is it with Chalfont St Giles that the community and residents seem to have to deal with an onalsught of issues 
targeted at the village and who are powerless to deal with issues like HS2, a Waste Transfer Station, Flooding 
prevention and now development of green belt adjacent to the village centre !!  The village is already without 
sufficient services and amenities to cope today and now there is an option to consider potentially a further 500 
homes and development of green belt to met an eroneous government target !!  Chalfont St Giles is  a beautiful 
village set in a very rural area with controlled and managed developments (try and get planning to do something 
with your house !).  Around the parish and village there are many open spaces and pockets of land that could be 
considered for such developments that do not impact anyone as much as this rediculous proposal from the Council 
which impacts almost everyone. There should be more open minded progressive thinking within the council to 
minimise the impact on the village and community to meet such objectives and allow the expansion to be achieved 
more sympathetically and acceptably while retaining the integrity of the village, AONB and the Misbourne Valley. 

  

Rep0368 
Mr & Mrs Stuart 
& Jean Cuthill 

I am writing this email as I have severe concerns about the District Councils proposals to consider releasing existing 
Green Belt areas in Little Chalfont for development. As Little Chalfont residents for the past five years my family and 
I are extremely concerned about how these proposed changes could impact on Little Chalfont! Since we have been 
residents we have already seen changes and would like you to seriously consider the following:  1. There has already 
been significant residential development in Little Chalfont since we have resided here specifically in Bell Lane. 
2. New residential development would impact on our schools, medical services, transport services and our roads 
and parking which are already severely stretched.  3. One of the reasons we chose to reside in Little Chalfont  was its 
beauty, green fields and country feel! You should not be allowed to destroy this natural beauty. 4. Green Belt Land is 
designated as such for a reason and not for planners and local authorities to move the goal posts as they see fit! 
I would be grateful if you could seriously consider our cocerns? 

  

Rep0369 
Dr Joan Nassim 

I should like to express my deep concern about the current plans to release Green Belt land for housing, around 
Little Chalfont.  The most important attribute of green belts is that they are what helps to balance our urban lives. 
This is where we and the future generations, can breathe and this is where the vegetation, especially trees, provides 
us with the means to do so. What starts as a trickle can so easily become a stream. If Green Belt keeps being eaten 
away, there is no going back. I understand that we need housing but I am sure that other more appropriate sites can 
be found, than on such a vital commodity. In my opinion, this issue is not a 'Not In My Back Yard' plea but a request 
not to have the next generation turn around and ask it's parents 'How could you let that happen?' 
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Rep0370 
Mr Keith Davies 

I moved to Little Chalfont because of its village atmosphere, surrounded by fields and woods that I enjoy very much 
for walks and for the beauty of the adjacent countryside. As the majority of this area is designated Green Belt I 
cannot see any logic in building on this valuable asset.  The whole reason for allocating areas for Green Belt was to 
prevent urban sprawl running along main roads and to keep entirely separate individual villages and hamlets.  
Bursting out of the "home country" of Hertfordshire along the A404 towards Little Chalfont is a true pleasure 
running alongside fields until you reach the natural edge of the village.  This area is also an Area of Outstanding 
Natural Beauty (AONB) and that alone should preclude development but also being in the Green Belt makes a 
nonsense of the planned area of search indicated in your plans.  As it stands, the A404 is a feeder road for the M25 
motorway and as such the volume of traffic using this road has increased significantly over recent years, particularly 
with many heavy goods vehicles.  There are also contributions from local residents and a lot of through traffic for 
outer regions.  This poses a problem within the village for traffic congestion, air pollution and increasing our number 
of local residents would again add to this already serious situation.  Let's face it, each house has 2 cars in modern 
society. Little Chalfont itself has by careful and controlled planning, increased new housing with developments such 
as the Saw Mills and the Donkey field plus small infilling projects far beyond its relative proportions against nearby 
towns and villages, again stretching our services such as schools, doctors, dentists and parking to extreme limits.  
Little Chalfont should not be considered as a dumping ground for new housing.  We have provided over and above 
our fair share and it is my opinion that all areas of proposed development should be removed from your plan. 

 The Local Plan will need to 
identify sustainable 
development options to meet 
needs taking into account the 
scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements.   
 

Rep0371 
Mrs Jillian Barrett 

I accept that some release of green-belt land will be necessary to enable development in the District. However it is 
then essential that the land released is both the minimum required, and that it is the least important with regard to 
sustaining green-belt principles. I have seen the green-belt scoring of the land parcels by Arup, and these appear to 
be rational. However the selection of parcels taken forward for further consideration is not always consistent with 
that scoring, as will be discussed in my response to Q6 below.  Any land released from the green-belt for 
development purposes will result in an extraordinary gain for the land owner. The greater part of that gain then 
needs to be recaptured for the public benefit through a requirement for the provision of necessary supporting 
infrastructure as an integral part of the subsequent development scheme. The District already demonstrates an 
infrastructure deficit in multiple domains, and future development cannot be allowed to add to this. The conversion 
of land parcels with open-land functions close to the centre of settlements, with these functions consequently being 
relocated to new green-belt sites is not sustainable. These sites would inevitably engender car-dependency in their 
use. Further, the conversion of the sites for these acceptable purposes would then risk their subsequent conversion 
to residential development in a creeping process that has already been demonstrated with the plans for the Holy 
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Cross site. Finally, sustainability requires consideration of the risks of climate change and consequently a higher 
frequency of localised flooding. With the experience of the Misbourne in recent years, the proposals for 
development on its flood plain in both Chalfont St Peter and Chalfont St Giles make no sense at all. Chiltern District 
Council has demonstrated a clear conflict of interest in promoting these. Question 1 It has also been stated that 
Chiltern District has no strong market relationship with Hertfordshire, but that is clearly not the case along the 
Metropolitan line railway corridor in Three Valleys District. Further, because of the underlying transport linkages, 
future development at Newland Park will have as much connection to Maple Cross as it will to Chalfont St Peter. As 
such, I believe that there is a Duty to Co-operate with Three Valleys District – particularly in the domain of 
infrastructure. Question 4 The plan vision and objectives as stated are broadly sensible, but I would make two 
specific comments. With regard to the Chesham employment base, I would like to see a greater emphasis on 
redevelopment of existing employment space rather than its relocation onto green-field land with the redundant 
brown-field sites then re-designated for residential development. With regard to the proposed Service Area 
development on the M25 between the M4 and M40, this makes no sense on this heavily congested stretch where 
traffic movements for access and egress would only compound the problem. Question 5 Option L (a combination of 
all others previously identified) would be preferred, subject to the underlying principle of protecting green-belt land 
that still meets the primary functions for which it was first designated. However the quality of the transport 
infrastructure within the District suggests that warehousing should not be a primary employment focus, adding 
relatively few jobs in relation to its impact on the green-belt environment. Rather the focus should be on the 
knowledge economy and entertainment industries, where the two Districts already have a major presence. 
Question 6 Four green-belt sites have been identified in Chalfont St Peter Parish for potential residential 
development in the New Local Plan through to 2036, and one for potential employment. Each of these will now be 
discussed below, using their land parcel designation from the Arup review for identification. Parcel 38a  This area 
comprises the north-western extremity of the Colne Valley Regional Park, and therefore has regional as well as local 
significance. Any land reservations of this nature are at their most vulnerable to erosion at their extremities, and so 
these require particular protection. To some extent this issue has been recognised in the Arup assessment scoring, 
so its recommendation for further consideration (specifically of the land in the Park) is inconsistent and puzzling. In 
addition, road access to the site from all directions is wholly inadequate for the number of dwellings that would be 
consistent with its area and their likely car dependency. However that part of the parcel that already has 
developments from the Epilepsy Society might be considered for release provided that subsequent development 
was consistent with its ongoing social care function in the manner that has recently been secured. Parcel 41b .  This 
parcel lies in the flood-plain of the Misbourne, with proven vulnerability, and so its development for residential 
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purposes would not be sustainable. As noted earlier, relocation of the land uses at the southern end of the parcel 
(close to the village centre) onto other green-belt sites would also not be sustainable. Given its very high assessment 
scoring in the Arup review, this site should be withdrawn from consideration. Parcel 44a  Despite this parcel also 
lying within the Colne Valley Regional Park, it doesn't protect its extremities. Further, the residential development of 
the north eastern part of this parcel would be consistent with the built form of Chalfont St Peter, and not form a 
major extension of this. Given its defensible boundaries, this site could be considered for re-designation. 
Parcel 47b  Despite this parcel scoring highly in the Arup assessment, it is noted that the far eastern and western 
areas are less important for preventing the coalescence of settlements. Residential development of the far eastern 
area of the parcel, as proposed, would be consistent with the built form of the Chalfont St Peter / Gerrards Cross 
settlement, and would have defensible boundaries defined mostly by transport infrastructure. Further, existing 
public transport services along the A40 would provide sustainable accessibility for the site without further 
infrastructure investment. As such, this site could be considered suitable for re-designation. Parcel 57a  This parcel 
scores lowly in the Arup green-belt assessment, and so could perhaps be considered for re-designation. However it 
is probably more suitable for residential than employment purposes, with Lower Road being capable of providing 
satisfactory access for the former but not the latter. Parcel 57b  The northern part of this parcel already contains an 
office complex and some other buildings, and so could be considered for further development as suggested despite 
lying within the Colne Valley Regional Park. However the balance of the parcel is still largely undeveloped, and 
retains an open rural character. As such, this should not be considered for re-designation – though the exact 
boundary between the two areas would need to be chosen with care. Question 7 Proper consideration of 
green-belt land re-designation issues is quite likely to result in unmet development needs for the two Districts. As 
such, the proposal to investigate the extent to which these might be met in Aylesbury Vale is rational. Sustainability 
suggests that the focus for that be in the Haddenham locality, taking advantage of the Chiltern Line railway link. 
There is no scope for Chiltern District to consider accommodating unmet demand from other authorities. 
Question 10 The Epilepsy Society site in Chalfont St Peter has already provided developments focused on elderly 
accommodation, with one providing for specialist needs. Further development on this scale, together with 
supporting infrastructure, would be appropriate on the built area of this site but not on the undeveloped land in the 
Colne Valley Regional Park. Affordable units for the elderly, though, should be focused on sites closer to settlement 
centres where access for visiting by public transport would be more practicable. Question 16 The Settlement 
Infrastructure Capacity Study is sorely needed, given the observed deficit in several domains in much of the District. 
The extent to which this deficit has arisen through recent permitted developments needs to be identified, and any 
failure to extract planning gain in that regard then be explained by the Council. It is clearly unacceptable to consider 
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a Community Infrastructure Levy under such circumstances, whereas a levy on new developments in order to help 
reduce the resultant overall infrastructure deficit would be supported. 

Rep0372 
Mr Brian Dunn 

Having looked at the area of local Green Belt under consideration for "DEVELOPMENT" my reaction is one of :- 
WHO WOULD DARE TO RELEASE SUCH AN IMPORTANT PART OF THE CHILTERNS AONB FOR BUILDING AS IF IT WERE 
A RESERVOIR AWAITING MONEY MAKING DEVELOPERS DESTRUCTION OF ALL THAT AN AONB STANDS FOR. 
We the ELECTORATE, appoint Councillors to REPRESENT US and OUR DESIRES, not the Governments, not their own, 
and most definitely NOT money making Developers who have neither connection to or interest in the same desires 
as local residents.  AONB's are yet another PRIORITY entirely to those which decide where building development 
should take place. AONB's are SACROSANCT.  The specific area about which I am addressing my comments is that 
surrounding LITTLE CHALFONT. The area identified as "probable" development is almost as large as the entire 
current developed area which is represented within Little Chalfont's Parish borders. Of one thing I can be absolutely 
certain :-  NO CDC COUNCILLOR HAS EVER BEEN GIVEN AN ELECTORATE MANDATE TO RELEASE AONB / GREEN BELT 
LAND FOR BUILDING DEVELOPMENT.  If ANY Councillor becomes a signatory to such an unsupported decision, rest 
assured the reason behind such a decision will be investigated through privately funded services. 
MEANWHILE :- If more were ever necessary, there are many more reasons to REJECT the Strategic Planning Policy 
being pursued by CDC for the imminent future.  1. "Brown Field" sites exist, one in the very centre of Little Chalfont, 
which scream out for development before any other land is considered.  2. "Infill" land along our 'ribbon 
development' exists as a second choice to pursue before any countryside is even considered. 3. "Who" will benefit 
from any future domestic development ? Apart from the Developer, only INCOMERS will seek to purchase. Just as 
Amersham On The Hill has evolved around the Met Line Railway as an attractive re location to Outer London 
residents, who have neither knowledge of or sympathy with OUR GREAT CHILTERNS COUNTRYSIDE thereby making 
 them a so obviously alien species to Chilterns Native Life which both cherish and CONSERVE the beauty in which we 
are fortunate enough to have been born and live. 4. ROADS and other fundamental services are currently under 
severe capacity strain. The cost of upgrading such services to meet TWICE the current demand by a nation carrying 
an     astronomic NATIONAL DEBT OF £1.5 TRILLION could not possibly be a feasible option.  5. WATER is a finite 
utility but ESSENTIAL domestic resource. This area's reliance on the CHILTERNS CHALK AQUIFERS is already over 
exploited and grossly OVER ABSTRACTED.    Both of our UNIQUE local Chalk Stream environments The Chess and The 
Misbourne are COMPLETELY DEAD as both a unique environment and as a significant element in this Nation's 
STEWARDSHIP responsibilities for 85% of the ENTIRE PLANET EARTH TOTAL of the Chalk Stream supporting FOOD 
CHAIN defined as an escalating ladder which     supports so many higher layers on which our environment relies for 
existence and sustainability.  The Local Strategic Development Plan cannot be sustained from what remains of our 
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Chilterns Chalk Aquifer WATER RESOURCE. How do I know that ? I simply asked AFFINITY WATER and they agreed, 
our aquifers are over abstracted and there is not enough water remaining to sustain the proposed building 
development programme. 

Rep0373 
Mr Richard 
Hannah 

The Chilterns have some of the most beautiful countryside surrounding London and previous generations have 
recognised this by designating much of the land as an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty and including it in the 
Green Belt. This is particularly the case for the Little Chalfont and Chenies area, as any independent, objective 
assessment will verify. Having perserved this asset for hundreds of years we should not throw it away for the sake of 
some transient Government policy. It is irreplaceable. There are plenty of less naturally beautiful areas close to 
London which could be considered for development instead.  I am strongly against any Green Field development in 
the Little Chalfont/Chalfont St Giles area. 

  

Rep0374 
Mr Andrew Black 

Chalfont St Giles - The Future Within the next 5 years, there will be a national  increase of 20% to the over 65 
population. To maintain a vibrant, cohesive, community, it is important to provide new homes, close to the village 
centre, for young people and families. 

 The Local Plan will be 
considering how to meet the 
housing needs of older people. 
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Rep0375 
 H Spicer 

Proposed Housing and Commercial Developments in Little Chalfont. I write in strong opposition to the housing and 
employment development proposals in and around Little Chalfont.  1 The proposals utilise Green Belt Land. This is 
absolutely wrong. The Green Belt exists to restrict building developments not to facilitate them. No argument can 
justify such use of the Green Belt. It must be protected.  2 Much of the land concerned is within a designated ‘Area 
of Outstanding Natural Beauty’. There can be no justification at all for such wanton destruction of this environment. 
This is an outstandingly precious and irreplaceable AONB used as a reserve for all manner of fauna and flora, which 
is already plagued by invasive car noise.  The idea that land and local woods in and adjacent to this area will be 
destroyed in order to create space for commercial and other buildings, is clearly and absolutely absurd.  3 In view of 
recent house building schemes (eg Bell Lane and Chenies Parade) and population growth, Little Chalfont has now 
reached maximum capacity and needs to be removed from development plans.  4 Local infrastructure facilities have 
reached saturation point, practical examples include:  • A404 Little Chalfont sits astride the A404, the main road 
connecting Rickmansworth/Chorleywood to Amersham/Chesham. Consequently, it already has heavy daily use not 
only by ‘through traffic’ but also local schooling, residential and shopping related traffic. Passage along this road is 
now subject to increased and repeated congestion and delays. A significant increase in the local population and 
commercial activities will make this problem even greater, with little practical opportunity of physically resolving it. 
• Local Shopping  The local shopping parade (including a post office) has minimal parking facilities and has already 
reached the point of saturation, with no practical opportunity for resolving this. Repeated daily congestion in this 
area (even when delivery vans and lorries are not present) regularly forces me and other local shoppers to drive 
elsewhere.  Any local population increase will make this situation totally impossible.  • Local Car Park The local car 
park has also reached effective saturation and is often full forcing me to return home. • Railway Station Car Parks 
Since there is so much use of the railway by local people and others further afield, the two car parks are regularly 
completely full, forcing me and others to park on grass verges or on residential roads. 5 Clearly any proposal to 
increase the local population comes from those completely unfamiliar with the local area or from those who simply 
do not care about the need to protect the Green Belt nor designated areas of AONB. Planners and Councillors need 
to act in a custodial capacity to protect our environment and to pass it onto succeeding generations for their 
enjoyment and use. They need to dismiss these wholly damaging and unnecessary proposals and avoid the planning 
mistakes of the 1960s with the consequent ridicule that still haunts their municipal forbears. 

  

Rep0376 
Mr Jon Fantes 

Re Little Chalfont.  I believe the proposed areas for development around Little Chalfont are inappropriate for the 
following reasons.  1. Green Belt land was designated as such to prevent urban sprawl. It should not be sacrificed for 
housing or employment development.  2. Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty should be sacrosanct and not subject 
to development. 3. Little Chalfont's infrastructure is already stretched in terms of roads, parking, schools, medical 

 The Local Plan will need to 
identify sustainable 
development options to meet 
needs taking into account the 
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services and cannot sustain an increased population of the scale proposed.  4. The village has recently absorbed 253 
new homes in Bell Lane and 45 behind Chenies Parade. Other settlements have build many fewer homes in 
percentage terms so Little Chalfont should not be selected for the major development proposed.. 

scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements.   

Rep0377 
Mr Anthony 
Brown 

The road between Haslemere/Penn and Beaconsfield New Town (Penn Road) becomes very very conjested around 
rush periods as people are trying to make their way through the Net Town towards the M40 junction. It is very 
common for drivers to use short-cuts through Ledbrough Lane, Sandelswood Road, Warwick Road and Eghamds 
Wood Road to avoid this traffic hotsopt. A new road should be built from Penn (Witheridge Lane) to A355 
(Amersham Road) to allow people to get to the M40 quicker.  I understand that the Beaconsfield Rugby Ground on 
Windsor End is council property. The Rugby club is a focus point for the community and many of the children and 
adults use this facility. I would like this facility to remain where it is. 

  

Rep0378 
 Hana Fantes 

I believe the proposal for development of areas around Little Chalfont is inappropriate for the following reasons. 
1. Green Belt land was designated as such to prevent urban sprawl. It should not be sacrificed for housing or 
employment development.  2. Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty should be sacrosanct and not subject to 
development.  3. Little Chalfont's infrastructure is already stretched in terms of roads, parking, schools, medical 
services and cannot sustain an increased population of the scale proposed.  4. The village has recently absorbed 253 
new homes in Bell Lane and 45 behind Chenies Parade. Other settlements have built many fewer homes in 
percentage terms so Little Chalfont should not be selected for the major development proposed. 

 The Local Plan will need to 
identify sustainable 
development options to meet 
needs taking into account the 
scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements.  

Rep0379 
Mr Colin Steele 

I believe that the proposals, and the consultation, are fundamentally flawed, in that the Green Belt,  one of the most 
valuable assets of the nation, is something far greater in scope than Little Chalfont, or indeed Chiltern district, and 
so it is inappropriate for CDC to be undertaking such an exercise on its own, rather than as part of a comprehensive 
SE England exercise.  Nor does the assessment take into account the AONB status, which should preclude large scale 
development. I also believe that the Objectively Assessed Housing Need has been overestimated, as it does not  
seem to take into account the particular characteristics of the District. Most important is the issue of inadequate 
infrastructure.  To quote para. 9 of the Settlement Infrastructure Capacity Structure (Exec. Summary): "There are 
many types of existing infrastructure which are under pressure and, as a result, the scope for accommodating future 
potential growth  in population or housing seems very limited at this stage unless there are significant 
improvements/increased capacity for provision."   And para. 10 goes on to state: "It cannot simply be assumed that 
additional capacity will automatically be created in response to the growth associated with the local plan.."  In other 
words, CDC's own document recognises that local infrastructure is already under great strain, and pretty well admits 
that there is no coherent plan to deal with this. These deficiencies affect the whole district, but with particular 
reference to Little Chalfont the issues  are education, transport (notably the busy A404 and the already 
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overcrowded rush hour trains),  health services and waste water.  Little Chalfont is a village, surrounded by green 
belt. The proposals in the Consultation Document would change this character drastically, resulting in overcrowded 
local transport, failing infrastructure and a poorer local environment generally, leading to a reduced quality of life 
for its  residents. I therefore urge the District Council to scrap these proposals, and think again. 

Rep0380 
Mrs C Vaughan 

I would like to object to the plan to test areas around the Little Chalfont area as option for release from the Green 
Belt.  1. The Green Belt was created as a constraint to building in our area - why is this not being adhered to?   2. A 
lot of the land around Little Chalfont is in the Area of Outstanding Beauty and it would be such a shame and a 
travesty to see this destroyed.  3. We have already had an awful lot of building in the area - Bell Lane ( 253 homes ) 
and Chenies Parade ( 45 homes ).  4. We do not have the resources to cope with all this new building - schools, 
doctors surgeries, hospitals etc. Also parking in the village is struggling at the moment - where do you expect 
everyone to park? 5. Traffic is already busy - I have lived here for 30 years and we are a village that does not have 
the structure to cope with all the extra traffic!!  I do hope you heed the thoughts of us residents. 

  

Rep0381 
Mrs J Wells 

I am writing with regard to the local plan consultation which is currently taking place, looking into testing areas of 
Green Belt in Little Chalfont to be released for future development. I strongly object to these proposals on a number 
of levels.  Primarily, Little Chalfont has already increased the housing in the area by 300+ new dwellings, also there 
has been a large increase in the number of business premises in the area - many of which are not full. Do we really 
need more???  For a village of this size, we have seen a substantial increase in a short space of time.  Additionally, I 
believe that the Green Belt land is a large asset to the village and as Green Belt land exists to restrict the ability to 
build, it now seems unfair to u-turn on this decision.  Having lived in the village for 15 years, I strongly believe that 
the existing infrastructure in the village is not strong enough to cope with expansion of this size.  You already have 
to live within 0.2miles of Little Chalfont Primary School to obtain a place.  The doctors surgery is incredibly busy, 
even with its own recent expansion and the train line is standing room only in rush hour and parking in the village is 
already a large issue in itself.  I feel that expanding the village in the proposed way will only be the first step to 
further expansion.  If you increase the population of the village, then there will need to increase the infrastructure - 
where will it end? 
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Rep0382 
Mr Andrew 
Durkin, Rep0384 
Mr Matthew 
Johnson, 
Rep0385 
Mr John Burrell, 
Rep0386 
Mrs Susanne 
Holdship 

I wish to object to the possible designation of land for employment as shown on the Chalfont St Peter and Gerrards 
Cross map in Appendix 5, Areas of Search for Strategic Employment Options within the Green Belt listed in the Local 
Plan Initial Consultation document.  The proposal would cut across the lower part of the course at Gerrards Golf 
Club, including the Clubhouse, and so make the Club completely unviable.  It would further greatly reduce the 
sporting and recreational facilities in the local area and deny hundreds of members the enjoyment of playing golf in 
a beautiful part of the Misbourne valley.  Such development within the Green Belt would be considered harmful to 
the principles of such a designation while conversely, the existing use is an acceptable use within the Green Belt and 
wholly appropriate in maintaining the openness of the Green Belt. The area is in The Colne Valley Park and is 
identified as being a particularly important green space for biodiversity and environmental priorities.  The area is 
within the Green Belt and provides the important function of separating the built-up areas of CSP and Tatling End, 
Gerrards Cross and Denham.  The A413 is a natural barrier for development.  To build to the east of it would erode 
the barrier and facilitate yet more development in the future on the open space to the east.  The area is also in a 
flood plain unsuitable for sustainable development of any significance.  The area is valued by residents and visitors 
as a green corridor and to destroy it would inevitably lead to further industrialisation and amalgamation of separate 
and distinct developed areas. 

  

Rep0383 
Ms Ruth Miller 

I'm writing in connection with the proposed Green Belt housing planning consultation in relation to Little Chalfont.   
As a resident of Little Chalfont I have several key concerns:  - Number of new developments: Little Chalfont has 
already had two new developments in recent years, in Bell Lane where 253 houses were built and behind Chenies 
Parade where there are 45 homes being completed.  The further proposed development is too soon to extend the 
village still further.  - Traffic: as a parent of two secondary school children who take public transport to school and 
cross over the A404 in Little Chalfont, I have concerns about the volume of traffic already on the road with regard to 
road safety.  With the traffic currently the school bus is often late to arrive because of queuing at both the beginning 
and end of the day.  - Infrastructure: having lived in the area for 12 years I am well aware of the pressure already on 
local schools, doctors and dentists for places and am concerned that this can only get worse, when there is no 
published plan on how the infrastructure would be developed.  - Green Belt: the area around Little Chalfont is a 
green belt area of Outstanding Natural Beauty so surely new development could be accommodated in existing 
brownfield sites or by change of use for office or industrial areas locally where they are often to let signs for a 
number of months? 

 The Local Plan will need to plan 
to meet employment needs 
over the Plan period to 2036. 
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Rep0387 
Mrs Stella Jenkins 

I am opposed to the areas highlighted in your plan for residential and employment development in my local area of 
Little Chalfont for the following reasons.  Much of the land around Little Chalfont  is classified as an Area of 
Outstanding Natural Beauty and is enjoyed not just by local residents but by countless many visitors to the area. It is 
the duty of the council to ensue that this land is not destroyed but preserved for present and future generations.  
Green Belt land was created to prevent the unrestricted development of large built up area's and to prevent 
encroachment of the countryside. The council should respect the original aim of green belt land and should seek to 
preserve it as such. I am opposed to all development on Green Belt Land.  Little Chalfont is surrounded by ancient 
woodlands which act as a natural corridor for  wildlife, and should be preserved as such.  The infastructure in Little 
Chalfont is already under great strain. There is already a lot of pressure on Doctors facilties and school places, traffic 
is excessive and there is a limited amount of parking. There has already been a lot of new development in Bell Lane 
and on the old Donkey Field which has exacerbated this problem. The village cannot support any new  housing 
developments. 

  

Rep0388 
Dr Trefor 
Vaughan 

My wife and I are dismayed at the planned invasion of the local green belt areas around Little Chalfont. The green 
belts of England are practically our last defence of what was, and still could be, a green and pleasant land: one of the 
most beautiful in the world. They were created as a constraint to building, not as a facility for the remorseless 
sprawl of towns and cities. Once the green belts are gone, they cannot be restored, and every invasion of them, 
however local, strikes a blow at the remainder.  With the existing estates by Bell Lane and behind Chenies Parade 
we have accommodated almost 300 new homes,  more than our share of new houses. Our infrastructure simply 
cannot absorb new housing estates which will bring unsustainable pressure against school places, parking, social and 
medical services, and traffic congestion. We feel it is time that the village was removed from the short list of main 
settlements for growth in the Council’s core strategy. 

 The Local Plan will need to 
identify sustainable 
development options to meet 
needs taking into account the 
scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements.   

Rep0390 
Mrs J Holland 

Since moving to Little Chalfont twenty two years ago, my family and I have enjoyed a lovely village, surrounded by 
open countryside with good amenities.   However over the last few years it has become evident that this standard of 
life is constantly being eroded.   The current plan to develop the green belt areas surrounding the village is 
tantamount to destroying all that is good about this area.   The increase of housing over the last few years and the 
resulting growth in the population has very obviously caused a lot of problems on a local level.   Specifically the 
volume of traffic on inadequate roads, and the lack of sufficient parking has caused a definite downturn in the 
quality of life here.   As in many other areas around London, the public services are stretched to the limit with 
schools overcrowded, train services inadequate, and public health, hospitals and doctors surgeries unable to cope.   
Although I appreciate that with our national explosion in population extra housing must be built, it seems to me that 
to continue to expand villages in this area with dense new housing developments, destroys the quality of life for the 
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existing population.   Surely it makes much more sense to develop new villages and towns in areas of less dense 
population which would bring more benefit.    To further increase the housing and therefore the population of Little 
Chalfont will certainly destroy the quality of life of those living here now and also destroy the Area of Outstanding 
Natural Beauty, which can never be regained for future generations. 

Rep0391 
Ms Diana Dolan 

I wish to register my opposition to the proposals to seek Planning Permission to build approximately 15000 houses 
in Little Chalfont and surrounding areas. I feel very strongly about this issue for the following reasons:-   . Many of 
the proposed developments are located in designated Green Belt areas. One of the purposes of Green Belt was to 
help safeguard the countryside from encroachment and also to restrict the sprawl of large built-up areas.  . Little 
Chalfont and its immediate surrounding area has experienced much more than its fair share of development. 
 . A lot of the proposed developments are located in Areas of Outstanding Beauty.  . If the development plans were 
successful the attractive character of the Little Chalfont area would be radically changed very much to its detriment. 
 . There are insufficient schools in the area.  . The increased population would lead to further traffic problems. 
 . There would be increased parking problems.  . If substantial further developments were allowed Little Chalfont 
would be well on the way to merging with Chorleywood. Surely the people responsible would wish that each area 
retains its separate identity.  . Further development on the scale proposed would, during the construction process, 
cause damage to road surfaces and in some cases necessitate road widening and the loss of attractive country lanes. 
I believe that building developments on the scale proposed, would be an absolute disaster for the Little Chalfont 
area. It would, to a large extent, cancel out the reasons why people wish to live in the area in the first place. 

 The Local Plan will need to 
identify sustainable 
development options to meet 
needs taking into account the 
scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements.  

Rep0392 
Mr & Mrs Ian & 
Alison Hamilton 

It is our view that if the proposed expansion areas surrounding Little Chalfont are pursued existing facilities in the 
village would be swamped. Schools roads parking surgeries etc. are already stretched even before the additional 
demand arising from the Donkey Field development has made itself felt In this connection the possibility of 
developing areas within the Green Belt is not acceptable and if undertaken would be completely ignoring  the 
fundamental  principles that justified it being created in the first place. The thought that  certain areas can be 
extracted from the Belt without any adverse affect is wrong. It would simply pave the way for the further erosion of 
the Green Belt when the next housing review inevitably materialises with the result that Little Chalfont would 
disappear as a village ending up as part of one of the adjoining communities. We feel that only minimal infillng in 
the Green Belt should be considered and that the Council should recognise that Little Chalfont has reached its  
growth limits and additional housing must be provided elsewhere. 
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Rep0393 
Ms Rebecca 
O'Leary 

I was very surprised to read about the District Council's proposed plans to release large sections of Green Belt in 
Little Chalfont, for further development.  The fundamental aim of the Government’s Green Belt policy is to prevent 
urban sprawl and there is a legal requirement that Green Belt boundaries should be changed only in exceptional 
circumstances, in order to protect the ‘green lungs around towns and cities’. I don't see how this constitutes 
'exceptional circumstances'.  Little Chalfont has already seen 262 houses go up since 2006 and I have been a 
resident here since 2007.  There are a number of reasons why I chose to leave London and relocate to Little 
Chalfont, the area of outstanding natural beauty, schools and commuting vicinity to London, to name but a few.  
Over the years I have already noticed enormous changes to the area, for example:  - primary school catchment in 
Little Chalfont school has been getting tighter every year, I know many disappointed parents who live in catchment 
but cannot get a place for their child - parking - this is becoming increasingly difficult at the station and particularly 
by the shops - doctors - waiting times for appointments are now between one and two weeks, they were a couple of 
days when I first moved here - traffic-  heavy congestion at key times with only one key main artery in and out of 
Little Chalfont.   In my opinion Little Chalfont's infrastructure is already at full capacity and if the Council wishes to 
build any further housing, then new schools, car parks and medical facilities will be required. I accept that there is 
pressure for new housing, especially affordable housing but feel that Little Chalfont has already played its part and I 
certainly don't accept any decision to claw back sections of Green Belt land to further this cause. 

 The Local Plan will need to 
identify sustainable 
development options to meet 
needs taking into account the 
scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements.  

Rep0394 
Mr Gerald Tearle 

I strongly object to the proposed development. -A good proportion of the land is designated green belt  
-I do not understand how development can proceed without agreement of landowners, and purchase of their 
properties. 

  

Rep0395 
Mr Simon Gray 
Landscape Officer 
South Bucks & 
Chiltern District 
Councils 

I would like to make the following points from a Landscape/Biodiversity/ Ecology point of view, on the “Chiltern and 
South Bucks Local Plan Initial Consultation (Regulation 18) - Incorporating Issues and Options” document:   
Specific comments on statements in the text – The Foreword contains statements that make very important points 
about “our valued and quality environments”, “our wealth of natural and heritage assets”, “maintaining the 
important function and purpose of the Green Belt” and “provision of open spaces and community facilities.”   I 
support these.  Page 8 point 3.2 a) – “Open space within the built-up areas that may be surplus or where the open 
space uses could be re-provided elsewhere.”   Reference to the Open Space Strategy of both Councils will show 
where, if at all, surplus open spaces exist and the quantity and quality of open spaces.   While some open spaces 
might be suitable for relocation, there are some open spaces that may not be, for example woodlands and ancient 
woodlands, rivers, Green Infrastructure corridors and networks.  I would also support the statement made in 4.17 
“Where land is to be proposed to be removed from the Green Belt, the Joint Local Plan will also consider whether 
additional planning controls are appropriate such as protection as local green space or consideration for other 

  



Classification: OFFICIAL 
 

165 
 
Classification: OFFICIAL 

Name Summary of Representation 
Council Response (see also 

Volume 1 for generic response) 

controls outside of the local plan like conservation area designation.”   There would be several open spaces that 
would need this protection.  Page 18 – the Heritage of both districts is vitally important for supporting the well being 
of the population, both resident, commercial and visitor.   The Bucks and Milton Keynes Natural Environment 
Partnership would be able to provide further support and information about this.  Current Published Joint Local Plan 
Evidence Base (Appendix 1.)  Page 26 – ‘Open Space, Recreation and Landscapes’ – should the South Bucks 
Landscape Character Assessment be mentioned and referred to here as well as the Chiltern District LCA?   Also the 
Bucks and Milton Keynes Natural Environment Partnership (http://www.bucksmknep.co.uk/ ) – for example the 
Strategic Work Plan 2014-2017?   And the Colne Valley Park (http://www.colnevalleypark.org.uk/ )? 
Regarding the Green Belt Strategic Options proposals (Appendix 2 - 6) - I would make the following comments –  
Generally, there are several Council owned open spaces within the proposed Green Belt Strategic Options areas of 
both Districts, and other protected landscapes such as Local Wildlife Sites.   These should be protected and if 
incorporated within future new built up areas should be retained and enhanced, preferably with a landscape buffer 
to prevent encroachment, so that they can be enhanced as important open spaces within new developments.   
Likewise any important landscape such as a Historic Park that is near to a Green Belt Strategic Option area should be 
protected, and measures taken to enhance the landscape.   
Specific sites (not an exclusive list) -  Farnham Royal – the Built Area Extension Option contains the Farnham Park 
Sports Fields.   This site is operated as a Trust established under the Eton Rural District Council Act 1971, with 
specific terms and conditions that relate to the ongoing use as a recreation facility.   Therefore this site would not, 
under its current arrangement, be available for housing or other development. 
Iver Heath – the Iver Heath Fields are an area of open space owned by the District Council.   Local residents would 
not want to lose this area to new development. 
Scope for Proposed Development Management Policies (Appendix 7.)  Sustainability Policies - “Infrastructure 
Delivery” – should include Green Infrastructure as well. Design Policies - “Amenity” – should also refer to the 
relationship to/ impact on larger important landscape sites such as SSSIs, SACs, Historic Parks and Designated 
Landscapes etc. Economic Development Policies – Opportunity Proposal Sites – even employment sites need open 
spaces for recreation and relaxation.   Natural Environment Policies – Biodiversity – might make reference here to 
various mechanisms/ partnerships such as Natural Environment Partnership, Biodiversity Offsetting, Open Space 
Strategy?  Healthy Communities Policies – Sports, Recreation and Leisure Facilities – refers to indoor leisure 
facilities, should also refer to outdoor facilities for example Playgrounds, football pitches.  The plan should seek to 
address the following:  •Protection and Enhancement of all Landscape, with reference to Biodiversity and Ecology.  
•Biodiversity Offsetting – the principle of the Biodiversity Accounting Strategy and off-setting is supported by the 
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Planning Policy team at both Councils however it would need to be considered in the context of the NPPF and the 
emerging plans.   (The possibility for biodiversity gains and off-setting could be incorporated into local plans as 
‘hooks’ for an SPD but would be unlikely to be taken forward until details of off-setting are established.   The best 
potential for off-setting was considered to be within large development sites.)  • Reference is made to the Green 
Belt.   Protection of the Green Belt is very important.  The following should also be considered – Protection and 
Enhancement of Landscape and designated sites, for example Sites of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI), Local Wildlife 
Sites (LWS) (existing and any former Biological Notification Sites (BNS) that are currently under review) and local 
green spaces. • Protection and Enhancement of large parks and gardens – e.g. County Parks such as Black Park, 
Langley Park, Historic Parks and Gardens such as Cliveden. •Support the works of the Bucks and Milton Keynes 
Natural Environment Partnership (NEP) and their work on Biodiversity Opportunity Areas (BOAs), and other 
partnership projects. • Protection and Enhancement of the Colne Valley landscape and the Chilterns AONB. 
•Protection and Enhancement of existing playgrounds, especially recent large ones built with ‘PlayBuilder’ 
government funding (3 number in South Bucks at Dorney, Stoke Poges and Farnham Royal.) •Protection and 
Enhancement of rivers, streams and water bodies that play an important role in the landscape. • Green Roofs, 
Native planting, Provision of street trees and opportunities for local level Biodiversity enhancement. 

Rep0396 
Mr Paul Hodge 
Company Director 

I am writing this letter concerning the potential for the development of land in Gerrards Cross but specifically 
relating to the land parcel 57a, as “Employment Area of Search”, with my focus on strongly arguing the case that this 
would be a grossly incorrect course of action.    I have sort to respond to the questions that have the most relevance 
to my concerns and placed them into the relevant question bracket as set out in the Chiltern and South Bucks Local 
Plan Initial Consultation. QUESTION 2  Comments on the draft HELAA concerning the supply of employment land 
specifically in Gerrards Cross.  I find in difficult to understand the requirement to increase the supply of employment 
land in Gerrards Cross given that there is an already over supply of commercial space in the area.  In the immediate 
vicinity, I can think of the Chalfont Park, as well as the office units further down the A413, both Grade A offices, that 
are not fully occupied.  This is alongside the plethora of office space in the wider region, so I find it hard how any 
further office space could be justified.   Turning to the location for potential use as industrial accommodation; where 
in anyone’s reality does Gerrards Cross become a potential hub for industrial use?  The area is primarily inhabited by 
individuals who commute to London, with the prime purpose to bring their families up in a tranquil suburb, which 
has excellent schools and a strong community spirt. Any office or industrial designation to the land, being logistical 
or manufacturing, will undoubtedly create an eyesore on the landscape.  The Gerrrards Cross business community is 
one based on services, be it retail or professional, and any potential development will achieve very little in the way 
of economic benefit and significantly blot the local area for years to come.   I have no doubt the wider Chiltern and 

 The Local Plan will need to plan 
to meet employment needs 
over the Plan period to 2036. 
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South Bucks area could benefit from further employment, but if there is no uptake in offices with the existing stock, 
it’s not going to change because more offices go up.  I am sure you aware of the definition of insanity. QUESTION 13 
Local green space designations .  I think it would be appropriate to nominate Map reference 57A for special 
protection, due to its obvious health benefits as it provides a natural protection from the pollution and noise from 
the A413.  This is added to the fact it already has a tree preservation order on the site.  This environmental factor 
sits alongside the fact the development of the site would undoubtedly not sit well with the residential area that it 
would be lumped together with. Finally from a geological stand point, this area is the bottom of a slope and the 
existing forest area provides a natural absorption of that rainwater, which is very significant.  Parcel 57b is already a 
floodplain and although you may argue that manmade defenses can be established to combat the elements, those 
residents who have been effect by flooding across the UK, would argue that would need constant up keep and that 
isn’t ways the case.  QUESTION 16 Infrastructure.  Very simply the roads are a disgrace around Gerrards Cross.  I 
would invite any person, who has control over the budget pertaining to the roads to drive down South Park 
Crescent, South Park drive and North Park and tell me that they are in a suitable condition.  What is particularly 
laughable is that there seems to be no function of general maintenance.  Half the road in South Park Drive was 
tarmacked and the other half left as is. It would be appropriate that any planning permission, which has a s.106 or 
CIL payment, should include the maintenance of the immediately surrounding roads.  The construction traffic that 
comes through for new developments creates disturbance and damage to the roads, which is not addressed under 
the current system.   That said any highways maintenance doesn’t seem to be addressed under the current system. 

Rep0397 
Mr Richard Stone 

As with so many planning initiatives these days very little if any consideration has been given to the impact of the 
proposed developments on the amenities of the area. To specify but four such impacts: - where do you propose to 
provide schools and medical/ dentistry facilities to cater for an additional,15-20,000 people  - what do you propose 
to do in regards to the vastly increased need for motor car parking. Perhaps provide car parking UNDER the common 
as in Cadogan Square London as part of your plans  - we already have an overloaded rail and road infrastructure 
around Gerrards Cross. What do you intend to do in regard to alleviating those pressures  - we do not want Gerrards 
Cross to be integrated with Beaconsfield or Slough. What assurances can you give in this respect 
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Rep0398 
Mr Thomas 
Johnson 

I oppose development of Green Belt Parcel 69 which has already been given a "not recommended" conclusion by 
planning consultants Arup.  The parcel is adjacent to the M40 to the south and residential housing to the north.  In 
short, it is undesirable for housing from the point of view of noise and the fact that new residents there would suffer 
visually from the heavy use of the motorway.  Our house is somewhat set back from the motorway but the noise 
generated by it is quite bad. So bad, in fact, that when the motorway opened the neighbourhood was in an uproar, 
hired independent experts to take readings and finally forced the council to send in its own acoustic experts.  They 
agreed with the result that some received payment for installation of double glazing, some received cash 
compensation, some had their council rates reduced, and concrete sound barriers had to be constructed.  Why 
anyone would build closer to the motorway defies belief.  The trees on Green Belt Parcel 69 not only support lots of 
birds and small animals; they also help to block, muffle or absorb motorway noise, which is a relief to us.  If 
development is allowed to go ahead, many of us will once again be petitioning for compensation.  I also object to 
any development of Parcel 69 in that the housing there would almost certainly be out of character to the Dukes 
Wood area (by reason of the noise from the M40 and the visual unattractiveness of the motorway), and likely would 
have a negative effect on all of our property values. 

  

Rep0399 
Mr Alexis Shead 

I am interested to know what new infrastructure is to be built to support the new housing being planned. Can you 
publish the following  1. Number of NEW doctors surgeries  2. Number of NEW Pre-school or nurseries (as I 
understand that you are stopping funding Little Bears Preschool despite new houses being planned)  3. Number of 
NEW primary schools  4. Number of NEW Secondary schools  5. Number of NEW parking spaces in the city centre 
6. Alternative/New roading leading from Chesham to the A41.  Please publish this information so that we as 
residents at least know that you are aware of the impact of a massive increase in housing to the local community 
and that this is not simply a way for developers to access priorly protected green belt land and destroy small local 
community. 

 An Infrastructure Delivery 
Schedule will be published 
alongside the draft Local Plan in 
due course. 

Rep0400 
Miss Lauren 
Foster 

I am actually incensed and bewhildered by the plans you as a council have for Little Chalfont and the surrounding 
areas.  I moved here in July 2015 and was blown away by the natural beauty of the area. The fact a slice of the UK is 
hanging on to a part of "how it used to be" drew me to the area.  Perhaps I should have written this out before 
sitting down at the computer as I can feel a whirlwind of emotions as I type.  The proposed areas are simply 
stunning, they do not lend themselves well to any of the "ideas" you have in mind for them.  The nature and beauty 
of this area is why it has been deemed just that, an area of outstanding natural beauty. We also have lots of small 
one track roads that simply could not cope with thousands more being in the area. I note the site just off Bell lane 
where 253 new homes were built, it happens to be one of the ugliest parts of the area, no disrespect to those that 
live there but its just how I feel.  Little Chalfont in the summer is a complete dream to live in, it really is an unspoiled 
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part of the world that we should want to cherish not dig up and have the green belt destroyed.  I have lived in 
London all my life and it has become one big metropolis where nobody cares about anybody. There is no community 
spirit unlike Little Chalfont and I would never want to go back. I am so thankful that Little Chalfont has a small 
parade where you can pick up the essentials, generally it is extremely busy and there is nowhere to park we would 
NOT be able to cope with thousands more using this small row of shops. I could go on and on and I am sure you 
know at the bottom of your heart this is not the right thing to do. There are plenty of other areas which need 
development and have land to be built on which isnt our cherished green belt. I strongly oppose any residential or 
employment development on ANY of the sites you have earmarked. We simply do not have the infrastructure to 
support any of these proposals. 

Rep0401 
Ms Christine 
Gibbs 

I write with reference to the proposals to build housing developments on Green Belt areas in Little Chalfont. 
Little Chalfont has already had large developments for housing, i.e. the old Ercol site in Bell Lane and The Donkey 
Field off Burtons Lane. Infilling plots have/are also taking place and to build even more large developments will only 
exacerbate the already saturated schools, roads and trains used by the commuter travelling public. We should be 
protecting our Green Belt areas as strongly as possible so that future generations can appreciate the countryside as 
it should be and not as one big concrete complex which will inevitably happen if these plans are carried forward. 

  

Rep0402 
Ms Elena 
Assimakopoulos 

I am writing to voice my ‘No vote’ on the proposed release of huge areas of both Green Belt and AONB around Little 
Chalfont for building purposes.  I do not think that this is appropriate or going to help our community in any positive 
way. I have lived in Little Chalfont all my life and think that the whole community atmosphere and way of life will be 
ruined by the proposed buildings. Little Chalfont as suggested in the name, is a small area with a interconnected 
community, however this would be lost if thousands more houses are built. The whole area that I walk my dog in 
around the woods in Westwood Park down to Latimer and to Chenies Manor will become one big housing estate. I 
had many wonderful evenings as a scout climbing and orienteering in those woods, I would like my children to one 
day have the same opportunities. Once our green beIUAONB has been given up we will never get it back and 
chipping away at small pieces of it is not the answer, where will it all end? Little Chalfont has already had more than 
its fair share of new builds in the past couple of years i.e. the Donkey field and Bell Lane. Our infrastructure is at its 
limits, the roads are busy, traffic is terrible at peak times, schools are bursting at the seams, doctors and dentists 
lists are becoming full and appointments not so easy to get. How is this going to be sorted out? Little Chalfont will 
suffer from a complete loss of identity. One ofthe many reasons it is such a popular areas is because there is vast 
green belt land which is one of the main highlights for residents throughout the area. If we build on most of the 
green land, will Little Chalfont still be attractive to potential buyers? 

 The Local Plan will need to 
identify sustainable 
development options to meet 
needs taking into account the 
scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements.   
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Rep0403 
 D Screeche-
Powell 

I shall be grateful if you will take into consideration my comments regarding the implications of the Plan:  The green 
belt (belt) was intended to be permanent and not to be dispensed with after a mere 60 years. I would expect local 
planning authorities to be vigorous in its defence. When I brought my home, I was strongly influenced by the fact 
that it bordered the belt. I felt secure that my view across fields would not be ruined by building development. The 
area between Little Chalfont is already being nibbled at from the Chorleywood direction on the western edge of 
Green Lane. The Local Plan would considerably reduce the belt and could well encourage adjacent planning 
authorities to take advantage of the precedent thereby set. The western boundary between Little Chalfont and 
Amersham is already minimal and the prospective eastern growth of Little Chalfont could easily lead to a 
conurbation comprising Chorleywood, Little Chalfont and Amersham.  Local Infrastructure. There stands to be 
severe pressure on the local infrastructure. Stony Lane, Church Grove, Lodge Lane and Roughwood Lane are already 
a rush hours rat run where traffic has to cross the congested A404 at a point where the national speed limit applies. 
It is inconceivable that developments in this area could be allowed without major upgrade to these minor roads and 
the low rail bridge. To cope with the residential and employment options, the A404 itself would necessitate major 
reconstruction having regard to the existing regular congestion between Little Chalfont, Clement Danes school, 
Common Road, Dog Kennel Lane, the M25 and A412 in Rickmansworth. Other aspects of the local infrastructure 
such as hospitals, schools, public transport, water, sewerage and no doubt more besides will require attention 
should any of the development options be adopted. For example, what implications will the Plan have for the local 
residents when Amersham has lost its general hospital and general hospital services have migrated from High 
Wycombe to Stoke Mandeville to such a degree that ft is hard to see much of a future for Wycombe hospital? 
Character of Little Chalfont. The development options would markedly change the character of Little Chalfont. I 
understand that, since 2006, Little Chalfont has seen an increase of 12A% in new property approvals, significantly 
more than its neighbours. To be identified as a “Main settlement for Growth” would imply something more than 
village status, an unappealing prospect. The present approach to Little Chalfont via the A404 from the east 
is characterised by farmland. If the “employment development” option were to be adopted, the first sight of Little 
Chalfont stands to be perhaps an industrial estate or maybe a retail park or somesuch. In any event, it would be a 
feature inconsistent with the village character of Little Chalfont that I would expect to be maintained. 

 The Local Plan will need to 
identify sustainable 
development options to meet 
needs taking into account the 
scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements.  
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Rep0404 
Mr Barry Jones 

I refer to the draft development plan affecting Chesham Bois where I have been a resident in Stubbs Wood for the 
past 43 years.  Blackwood Stubb Wood is a facility provided by nature which has been enjoyed by my family and 
local residents with great joy and benefit as a healthy and natural lung and buffer against urbanisation and to 
destroy it would in my opinion be an unforgivable crime perpetuated by the CDC and and against cureent 
enlightened thinking that states that brown field sites should always be preferred for any proposed development. 
Similarly the green fields to be swallowed up in the proposal are persumably Green Belt land and an Area of Special 
Scientific Interest and must be preserved to prevent a presedent leading to further urban sprawl diminishing the 
special semi rural character of the area which we all enjoy and hopefully will maintain for future generations.  
As reported in the Bucks Examiner the leader of Bucks County Council, Martin Tett, asked questions over challenged 
ahead in the next few years owiong to a fall in funds leading to deminished facilities such as education. A future 
development as proposed by the CDC would put a large ectra burden on a shrinking budget to the detriment of all, 
and particularly to the excellent reputation the area has in the field of education. Finally with HS2 making inroads on 
the one area of outstanding natural beauty this is not the time to me making further inroads by destroying this 
priceless amenity and I therefore emphatically oppose this proposed development. 

  

Rep0405 
Mrs Jacqueline 
Ingham 

Over a period of 40 years I have seen Little Chalfont change from a small quiet vilage to a small village where the 
traffic thunders through and you cannot even get a parking space at Cherries Parade. Road rage is now a daily 
occurance at the shops.  Recently the pace of change has accelerated enormously. Now our splendid Green Belt and 
Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty are being threatened in spite of the fact that Little Chalfont has already taken 
more then its fair share of new housing with the Bell Land and Cherries Parade estates. We cannot take any more 
pressure on our roads and schools or lose what is left of our green and pleasant village. For these reasons I am 
against any further housing developments in our Green Belt. 

  

Rep0406 
Dr Roger Macklin 

Question 5. It is clear that the change in use of buildings within Chesham from office to residential and particularly 
those close to the train station is having a detrimental effect on the town itself. This process should be reversed 
before any consideration is given to allowing areas for economic development north of Chesham to occur. As a 
consequence Option A is flawed. it should read ' making more efficient and effective use of land wihtin exisitng built-
up areas such as increasing building density or heights.' Question 11. The heritage strategy should consider the 
importance of maintaining villages as separate entities rather than allowing them to simply become suburbs of 
larger towns. Infilling green belt areas between Ashley Green and Chesham would destroy the 'village community' of 
Ashley Green. Appendix 5 - Chesham Map. It is not clear what criteria has been used to identify such a large area 
north of Chesham for Strategic employment options. It would be much better for the community of chesham to 
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focus attention on the area around the train station which would encourage more people into the town and provide 
a much more suitable public transport link. This area would also promote additional traffic on the A416 which is 
already a dangerous road, with two fatalities and 10 serious injuries recorded in the last 9 years between the A41 
and the junction with Yale road.  Furthermore, no such area is being considered around Amersham which also has 
an excellent rail link. 

Rep0407 
Mr Gerald Carey 

I attended the consultation day at the free church in Amersham as I am alarmed at the plethora of proposed 
developments (housing estates, individual estates, HS2, etc) which threaten to destroy the character of our local 
area. I wish to know if there is any point engaging in this consultation process? One of the proposed developments 
apparently open to public consultation already has for sale: prime development opportunities boards up on the site. 
This seems to me to suggest to a decision in favour of development has already been made! If so, this is not my idea 
of consultation or democracy and the consultation process is a sham. 

  

Rep0408 
Mrs Dorothy 
Edwards 

I do not agree to the plan. It is far too big and the Green Belt should not be built on. It is a beautiful area and is the 
reason why I moved here. The area for employment is out of proportion and will cause so much pollution on top of 
all the traffic we have now.  At present we do not have enough doctors, schools and dentists and also car parking is 
overcrowded. Life will be horrendous. Enough is enough. Please think again once you have destroyed this beautiful 
area you can never replace it. Revise your plans to spread the load with other areas. 

  

Rep0409 
Mrs Josephine 
Dann 

-Green Belt should be protected as it was originally planned to protect the countryside for the surrounding area of 
London.  -Little Chalfont is an area of outstanding natural beauty for people who want to come from London for 
hiikes and picnics and fresh air.  -Little Chalfont will be destroyed if there was overcrowding with too many houses 
and cars which would affect the population  -More houses means more people, more cars and this village is not a 
town. We do not have proper, enough, adequate facilities at the moment for parking, doctors, dentists, shops. I 
would like Little Chalfont to be kept a village. -Please do not destroy a lovely village because once you have 
destroyed something you cant put it back to how it was. Please have a rethink 

  

Rep0410 
Mrs Vida Squires 

I moved here nearly 14 years ago to be very close to an area of outstanding natural beauty, so I am strongly 
objecting to all the building of housing and industrial buildings. I am also very concerned about all the extra 
pollution being brought to the area as it is very bad now because of our existing traffic. Our schools are struggling to 
accommodate our present children, also our doctors and dentists are very full!  Please revise your plans and think 
again of the loss of lovely countryside. What will it do to the M25! 

  



Classification: OFFICIAL 
 

173 
 
Classification: OFFICIAL 

Name Summary of Representation 
Council Response (see also 

Volume 1 for generic response) 

Rep0411 
Miss Jill Carr 

Green Belt land should be protected to affect continuous development between communities, and to retain 
breathing space for people and wildlife. I consider it particularly important to avoid any development on the London 
side.  AONB conisderations are even more important as it is a main feature of the land surrounding Lt Chalfont. 
My understanding is that the Localism Act 2011 requires local authorities to provide housing not employment 
development as shown on the large area on both sides of the A404 and on Finch lane. Lt Chalfont should not be 
considered as a main settlement for growth. It has already absorbed a far higher proportion than say Amersham or 
Chesham. It would seem fairer to spread the load to include all the present communities eg Woodrow, Winchmore 
Hill or Prestwood.  Certainly the present pleasure of living in Lt Chalfont will be wholly overturned if it is enlarged to 
the proposed extent- to become another soulless dormitory town. The present infrastructure could not possibly 
cope but the thought of filling stations, supermarkets and the loss of country lanes all destroying the peace and the 
greenery is horrendous. Please rethink 

 The Local Plan will need to 
identify sustainable 
development options to meet 
needs taking into account the 
scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements.  

Rep0412 
Ms Mary Clancy 

As the owner of a listed building, Stone Cottage, CSG, which adjoins the land where the Chiltern and South Bucks 
Local Plan are suggesting a built area extension option, I wish to object on 2 counts:  1. the area in question is a 
flood plain. Some years ago when we experienced severe rainfall, the whole field was flooded and damage was done 
to my property and others in this village. This is therefore not a suitable site for new housing.   2. Such a large 
development would change the nature of the village which is a conservation area that sits in an AONB much work 
has been done to preserve the ecological asset of the River Misbourne and this would be destroyed by this proposed 
development. 

  

Rep0413 
Mr Wayne Davis 

I would like to comment and object to your plans to change the Green belt around little Chalfont. I hold a central 
view that Green belt was created for the long term and that it should be very difficult to firstly release it and 
secondly to reclassify it. By carrying out any reclassification all you are doing is assuring its release in the future, so 
they may as well be considered the same thing when we look at the long term (which is how we should be looking at 
the green belt). By long term I mean for generations.  National Planning policy framework: The government’s view 
for 12 yrs., so why are we changing things so soon? The overarching idea of section 9 is the long term protection of 
the greenbelt.  The Green Belt is to prevent urban sprawl by keeping land permanently open.  Section 83 says that 
boundaries should only be altered in exceptional circumstances. I fail to see how these are exceptional 
circumstances. Clearly the proposed relaxation of the Green Belt around Little Chalfont is in direct conflict with the 
objectives of section 9. The proposed development plan areas endanger the very nature of Little Chalfont as a 
village and would result in the gradual merging of several villages rather than protect against it.  
Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty have their own restrictions. Which require protection. If these areas are 
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AONB’s then they are contributing towards the Greenbelt and are in fact strong greenbelt land in my opinion.  They 
are contributing to the village and they are helping to stop the villages from merging. Allowing the reclassification of 
these lands allows the gradual creep of London and urban population that the Green belt is in place to prevent and 
highlighted by the government framework. Many of the lands around the village are used by dog walkers, children 
playing and learning and I and my friends ride our mountain bikes in some of the woodlands on a weekly basis and 
take immense please from doing so.  The reclassification of the Green belt section 22a will affect me on my bike 
rides and the reclassification of section 29 will affect mine and my children lives as we regularly walk in the woods 
and watch for wild life. The woods are full of deer that my children can watch be born and grow.  Recently pollards 
wood was badly affected by the logging that was carried out. In the name of forestry management the woodland 
was very negatively affected which in my view left it vulnerable when we had terrible storms in 2014 which cause 
many of its trees to be blown down. I feel that this woodland has been let down by the planning process and 
allowing it to fall into a worsen state and then to try to reclassify it so the eventually one day it will be turned into 
houses is a sad way for us to behave when we should be protecting this ancient woodland for future generations. 
May I ask if you know what Pollarding is? How many children do? Take a walk in these woods and you will see the 
ancient practice and that it is important to keep these examples and the woodlands around them in order to protect 
the ancient trees. As if they are left in isolation then they too will be vulnerable. Building : will we really have many 
houses or a few big ones?  I understand the need for more housing but I fear that the changes will not result in the 
vast number of properties that are required. By opening the door to developers on the edge of the village in what 
are currently fields many of these sites will be built upon and all that will happen is large houses will be built. This is 
very profitable for all concerned but it provides a few large houses on the edge of the current village but it does not 
provide the large number of beds that are required. I ask that you as CDC put in policies that allow you to have a 
greater effect on the planning process within the 20 yr plan. You should be able to decide on the maximum size and 
height of properties, their density and their appearance. 

Rep0414 
Miss Rhiannon 
Jenkins 

I do not believe that Little Chalfont should be identified as an area for main settlement of growth.  Between 2006-
2014 new property development in Little Chalfont increased by 12.4% putting a lot of pressure upon places for 
schools, medical services and road infrastructure. I do not believe these services in Little Chalfont could cope if there 
were to be significant housing or employment developments.  Little Chalfont is in an AONB which will be destroyed 
for present and future generations should the developments in LC go ahead. LC is surrounded by GB land which 
should be preserved to safeguard the countryside from encroachment and prevent LC from merging with its 
neighbouring towns. 
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Rep0415 
Mrs Brenda 
Johnson 

I have recently attended a Public Meeting regarding the possible release of Green Belt land 
in and around Little Chalfont. I would like to register my concerns about this and my opposition to 
Green Belt being used for housing or commercial development.  I understand that in 1954 these areas of Green Belt 
in an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty were designated to prevent the sprawl of built up areas making 
neighbouring towns and villages merge with each other and generally encroaching on the countryside. I can see no 
good reasons why this should now be altered as far as Little Chalfont is concerned. A lot of in fill building has been 
done in recent years including the large site in Bell Lane and the Donkey Field in Burtons Lane which is currently 
under construction as well as many smaller areas where houses have been built on gardens or small blocks of flats 
erected. I understand that the total growth in Little Chalfont of 12.4 per cent is double that of neighbouring 
communities. I therefore feel it is unreasonable to expect further large areas of housing or other development to 
encroach on the Green Belt. This area with its good railway links to London is visited by many thousands of people 
each year (I regularly see them coming through Chessfield Park) so the countryside is enjoyed by many people not 
just the local residents. I feel that the current infrastructure cannot cope with further development. At the moment 
the parking situation in the village is very bad — it is often difficult to get parked in the car park and the queue to 
get on to Chenies Parade very frequently stretches on to the main road causing a traffic hazard. The traffic on the 
roads through the village has got very much worse and I personally find getting out of Chessfield Park and the other 
nearby roads extremely difficult. I understand that the local primary school is over subscribed and even those living 
very close are unable to get children into the school. If more development is allowed this will also affect the already 
crowded trains, and pressure will be put on health and social care. I would urge the Council to not allow further 
development in this already overcrowded village. 

  

Rep0416 
 Perry Wang 

I am a resident at the above address and prior to that I had lived in lckenham. I moved to Little Chalfont four years 
ago, attracted by the beauty and open spaces that exist within our locality.  I am particularly concerned to see within 
the draft Local Plan proposals to reduce the extent of the Green Belt. I would like to register my strong objection to 
the erosion of the Green Belt in our area in any way. When the Green Belt was created, after World War II, it was 
intended to be a permanent creation that would prevent urban sprawl. I believe that it is of the greatest importance 
that this should be respected and its integrity preserved in full. The Green Belt has done its job extremely well to 
date, in preventing urban sprawl in Little Chalfont, and should be permitted to continue to do so. 
Turning to the specific proposals for the reduction of the Green Belt in the Little Chalfont Area, it seems to me that 
what is proposed is grossly unfair. Little Chalfont has already had to accept more than its fair share of new housing 
in recent years, with the most recent intensive developments taking place on the Donkey Field and Old Sawmill 
sites. I understand that the share of new housing in Little Chalfont over the last ten years has risen by more than 
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12%, which is hugely disproportionate when compared to other local areas where, I understand, the percentage 
increase is only between 2% and 4%. Little Chalfont has already taken more than its fair share of new housing and 
should not be required to accept any more by the erosion of the Green Belt. The reduction of the Green Belt and the 
additional housing that is proposed for our village would ruin its character. I am extremely concerned that the local 
facilities in Little Chalfont are already overstretched and the release of the Green Belt land would make an already 
bad situation impossible. For example: 1. There are huge problems with parking in Little Chalfont. There are simply 
not enough spaces to cope with the existing local needs, both for the village and the station.  2. The station and 
public transport into London will not be able to cope with the additional needs that will be caused by the new 
housing generated by the erosion of the Green Belt. When I travel to London, I find that at peak times, it is already 
difficult to get on to some trains let alone find a seat. The platform length is restricted, so it would not just be a case 
of adding more carriages to the trains. 3. The traffic passing through Little Chalfont is already congested and the 
new housing proposals will, inevitably, make that situation much worse. The local roads are completely inadequate 
to cope with the additional traffic that would be generated. If one looks at the area of Green Belt behind Long Walk, 
where I live, it seems that the Local Plan proposes to release that land (including the former golf course in Lodge 
Lane). It should be recognised that this area of land has no right of access on to Long Walk, which is a private road, 
and so any traffic from that land would have to exit either on to Burtons Lane, which is inappropriate, or on to Lodge 
Lane, which is merely a narrow country lane. One only has to imagine morning traffic having to pass through that 
narrow lane under the railway bridge to realise how difficult life would become. Many of the roads in the Little 
Chalfont Green Belt areas are very narrow lanes. Indeed, it would seem that Roughwood Lane is proposed to be the 
new Green Belt boundary by these draft plans. Anyone who has tried driving along Roughwood Lane will realise how 
impossible that would be with increased traffic. 4. The existing schools in Little Chalfont would not be able to serve 
the new housing that it is proposed should be built on the Green Belt areas. Our neighbour was unable to find a 
place for her children at the local primary school, which is within walking distance from her home, because there 
were not enough places available.  How on earth could local schools be expected to cope with and serve all the new 
families that would inevitably come to live in the Little Chalfont area? The existing  senior schools would not be able 
to cope with the increased numbers and I understand that it would not be permissible for new Grammar Schools to 
be built whereas Grammar Schools are the system that our local area operates.  5. Medical and dental facilities are 
already overstretched and would also be unable to serve the additional households that the erosion of the Green 
Belt would create. I am also extremely concerned to see that it is proposed that part of the Green Belt should 
be used to create industrial estates. One of these areas has the potential to run from Chenies Manor into what is 
now the outskirts of the village. How can this possibly be considered to be appropriate for a lovely Chiltern village 
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such as ours?  Much of the areas of Green Belt that are proposed to be released are also designated as being Areas 
of Outstanding Natural Beauty. Again, I would strongly object to housing being built on those areas, and I feel that 
the proposed Local Plan should respect them and that they should be incapable of development. AONBs are 
supposed to be landscapes for life, which have significant landscape value and they are supposed to conserve and 
enhance the natural beauty of the area. It would frankly be criminal for those areas to be developed. 
The existing areas of Green Belt around Little Chalfont contain ancient woodland, footpaths and a home for nature. 
For example, the woods behind us in Long Walk, that would be affected by these proposals, are homes for owls, 
badgers, deer and many other species of wildlife. This should not be allowed to be eroded. I would also like to 
register my objection to the methodology that has been used by your consultants Arup in suggesting that the 
proposed areas of Green Belt should be released for development. The existing areas of Green Belt have been 
divided up by Arup into a number of sub-sections, whereas it seems to me that those areas should be viewed as a 
whole and not as bits that are convenient to slice off for cynical purposes. By eroding those areas, you will damage 
or destroy the integrity of the whole. This could lead to Little Chalfont eventually extending into and merging with 
Chorleywood, Chalfont St Giles and Amersham, with the whole area effectively being turned into a New Town. This 
is something that of course, the creation of the Green Belt was expressly designed to prevent. It seems to me that 
Arup have viewed their brief from you as being ‘how to find a way of breaking up the Green Belt” rather than how 
well the existing Green Belt has worked and is working. What they should have done is to look at the integrity of the 
whole Green Belt area and not slice it up for convenience. In conclusion, I fully understand that the Council is 
required to find new homes for the South Bucks and Chiltern areas, but I think that to do this by eroding the existing 
Green Belt would be disastrous for the area and completely destroy its character. I am not against residential 
development in the area, and recognise this has to happen. However, I feel that any new homes could best be built 
on infill land or on existing non-Green Belt land. The scale of the development that the Local Plan seems to envisage 
for Little Chalfont is wholly disproportionate, particularly when one considers the developments that have already 
been allowed to take place. I trust that you will take the above into full consideration. 

Rep0417 
Ms Christine 
Master 

I was amazed to see the proposed local plan for little Chalfont. It seems wholly inappropriate to propose such 
devastation of the Green Belt and AONB. The local roads are already inadequate, parking is practically impossible 
and the schools are overloaded. Doctors and dentists are at maximum capacity. Has anyone given a thought to how 
the residents of an extra 15,100 homes are to be accommodated?  The area is very special, maintaining a rural feel 
despite being so close to urbanisation. I have been a resident in the area of almost 50years and have treasured the 
delightful surroundings. I appreciate people have to live somewhere but it seems to me Little Chalfont is being asked 
to shoulder more than its fair share. 
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Rep0418 
 Anonymous 

The argument for more houses nationally and in the Chiltems is clearly very strong. The Green belt dilemma 
continues to provoke much argument but there are areas which are illogical following piecemeal development. 
I believe there are areas that could be rezoned without material changes to the requirements of Green belt but at 
the same time allow a small but needed development of affordable houses. Questions 2 and 3 lead me to suggest an 
additional, if small, area that should no longer be considered green belt and would provide approximate 1 .5 acres 
of land for housing. The area to be considered is a close of land to the rear of Latimer Road from Pump lane to No. 
93 Latimer Road.  The West side of the field is marked by Pump Lane and there is proper access via Cannon Mill 
lane. In addition there is an established right of way over the gardens of the three houses next to Priest’s Garage 
(West side). To the east of the land there is a small industrial development on the green belt but presumably 
approved by the Council about ten years ago. There are many storage containers, storage for new cars and a 
garage etc. on this estate behind 93 Latimer Road. There is also access by a road to the industrial park and No 
81 Latimer Road.  There is clearly room for, say, 15 homes in the space without detriment to the aims of Green Belt 

  

Rep0420 
Mr Martin Heys 

I have seen the proposal from SBDC with regard to the release from Green Belt restrictions of a large part of Stoke 
Poges.  I am referring to the area bordered by Grays Park Road, Rogers Lane, West End Lane, Elizabeth Way and Park 
Road.  I am writing to oppose that proposal since, in my opinion, it is performing a 'strong' greenbelt function within 
its environment as a area of historic significance and a natural separation from ever encroaching Slough.  
I would also like support for the two locations put forward by the Parish Council, being the Bayer site and the Plough 
Lane recreation field for potential development. 

  

Rep0421 
Mrs April Viatge 
Senior Lecturer 
Bucks New 
University 

While the marshy fields between Stony Lane and Westwood Park are no special loss to the community, the area 
below Westwood Park is a major walking route into an area of great biodiversity around the Chess River. My major 
concern about all of it is the strain on already small and winding roads that would not do well with such an increase 
in traffic - danger and crowding aside, it would also increase air and noise pollution, again contrary to the 
government's Biodiversity Action Plan. Furthermore, assuming that some of these new residents commute by rail, 
the Chalfont and Latimer car park is already full most days - is a multi-storey car park thus proposed in line with 
Amersham and High Wycombe?  I hence object to these proposals on the basis that the roads around these 
proposed areas are not suitable for such a marked increase in traffic and population, and the green impact overall is 
much too significant. 
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Rep0422 
Mr Thierry Viatge 

Having been made aware of the development plans, I would like to raise a few concerns.  1: I do not object to stage 
one development which includes Stony lane and the cow field as it is wasted land. Stony Lane is a regular fly-tipping 
dumping ground that has not been managed by the council other that regularity clearing the dumped waste. It 
would benefit from residential regeneration, like the development in Bell Lane which has generated little negative 
impact to the community.   2: I completely object to stage 2 which includes Westwood Park and the fields adjacent 
to Latimer Road.   The park is one of the few places that youth of all ages, including families with toddlers, can relax 
relatively safely. The playground is great, the converted tennis court to multisport use is often occupied and the 
weekend football is always well attended. From a personal point of view the woods and path leading to Latimer are 
great for dog walking.. All should be preserved.  Latimer road is quite a dangerous road and increasing the traffic will 
only make the matter worse. also, it is a AONB, the Chess valley being one of its main attraction, it should be 
preserved.  3: The Chess Valley is partly within the Chiltern Hills Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB), with 
wildlife characteristic of chalk streams and Chiltern hills. It supports several key species listed in the Government's 
UK Biodiversity Action Plan. Mammals such as the water vole, birds including the green sandpiper, grey heron, grey 
wagtail, little egret, osprey, mute swan, stonechat, water rail and kingfisher, flora such as water crowfoot, purple 
loosestrife, hemp agrimony, water forget-me not and branched bur-reed. Freshwater fish, found include specifically 
the brown trout, grayling and bullhead. To support the fish population there is a rich diversity of invertebrates, 
including the mayfly. All very important to the local Eco-system. The Chess river, as mentioned, has Brown Trout. 
The Brown Trout is becoming rarer and rarer in this part of the UK and the Chess river is most likely to be the only 
river that host Brown Trout within the M25. By expanding the size of the development, we would upset the eco-
system and surely kill the last few remaining Brown Trout. They are very fragile and rely upon a high quality of 
natural filtering water system hosting numerous essential aquatic insects which would disappear if the local fauna 
and essential flora are destroyed as result of a housing development. 

  

Rep0423 
Mrs Nicola 
Petrou-
amerikanos 

The green belt is there and protected for a reason and now your are justifying excuses and nipping away - eventually 
most of it will be gone and the Chiltern are beautiful and people live here for this peach and beauty  you are kidding 
yourself if you think that you are helping by justifying we need this more houses for people who probable will go on 
the dole  from aboard -  have you though how this and made provision of how this will impact the schools and 
doctors, roads and transport etc no - you have not and it is not planned properly and the bigger picture has not been 
thought about - it a total mess and will only make things worse - 
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Rep0424 
Mr Richie Revill 

I write in strong opposition to the 30 year housing development plan, and in particular the possibility that land 
either side of Windsor End in Beaconsfield, currently used as a sporting facility by Beaconsfield Rugby Club, might be 
used for the building of new houses.    THIS LAND MUST REMAIN IN THE GREEN BELT AND MUST CONTINUE TO 
PROVIDE THE EXCELLENT SPORTING FACILITY IT CURRENTLY DOES FOR BOTH CHILDREN AND ADULTS ALIKE.  BRFC is 
one of the most successful local rugby clubs.  Saturday afternoons and Sunday mornings are an essential part of 
many local families' lives.  This is not a NIMBY anti-development e-mail - on the contrary I believe there are many 
other available sites within the local area that should be developed to sustain the Council's need to provide more 
affordable housing to many.  However, does the Council not also have an obligation and moral need to provide 
sporting facilities to ensure good health and well-being for all its local residents and their families?  In the most 
recent National Statistics publication on the problem of obesity in the UK (see link), the main finding were 
summarised as follows: http://www.hscic.gov.uk/catalogue/PUB16988/obes-phys-acti-diet-eng-2015.pdf 
Main findings  • There was a marked increase in the proportion of adults that were obese from 13.2 per cent in 1993 
to 26.0 per cent in 2013 for men, and from 16.4 per cent to 23.8 per cent for women. The proportions that were 
overweight including obese increased from 57.6 per cent to 67.1 per cent in men and from 48.6 per cent to 57.2 per 
cent in women. • In reception year (aged 4-5) in 2013/14, the proportion of obese children (9.5 per cent) was higher 
than in 2012/13 (9.3 per cent) but lower than in 2006/07 (9.9 per cent). In Year 6 (age 10-11) in 2013/14, the 
proportion of obese children (19.1 per cent) was higher than in 2012/13 (18.9 per cent) and also higher than in 
2006/07 (17.5 per cent). A more sedentary, convenience based lifestyle is certainly a factor, but so too is the 
significant decrease in the number of available school playing fields to give our children, the future of tomorrow, the 
proper opportunity for daily exercise.  As a result, it is preposterous and inconceivable that the Council should be 
even considering using vital community-based sports facilities for housing.  STOP THIS NOW.  OAK LODGE MEADOW 
MUST REMAIN THE HOME OF BRFC FOR YEARS AND YEARS TO COME.  PLEASE DELIVER ON YOUR MORAL AND 
SOCIAL RESPONSIBILITY TO CREATE A HAPPY AND HEALTHY LOCAL AREA FOR US ALL TO LIVE IN AND ENJOY. 
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Rep0425 
Mrs Victoria 
Winter 

I object to any expansion of Chalfont St Giles for the following reasons.  1. The infrastructure of the village could not 
withstand an increase in population.  There is an inadequate public transport system - buses from the village run 
every 2 hours to Uxbridge and Beaconsfield snd 1 an hour between Uxbridge and Hemel Hpstead.  Due to the lack of 
public transport residents have to rely on cars to get to work. Most families have 2 cars - I to leave st the train 
station and 1 to ferry the children around.  Each additional house will put on average an extra 2 cars on the already 
busy roads.  If 500 houses are built there will be on average 1000 extra cars in the village.  This in conjunction with 
the HS2 and the proposed waste site will make the A413 a car park. Secondly - our schools could not cope with the 
influx of children and the village does not have the capicity of absorbing that number of people. Expansion eoukd 
result in Chalfont St Giles bring destroyed and becoming a satellite of Amersham.  Expansion would be better suited 
in areas that have public transport facilities / or buses, trains and underground stations. Please do not destroy our 
community. 

  

Rep0426 
Mr James Herring 

I, along with all of my family, strongly object to any and all the projected phased plans to build on the land in Little 
Chalfont (LC). The residents in LC live harmoniously and have no further need for expansion in the short, medium or 
long term. The areas of my objections are multi-faceted and include the following reasons.   1. Local housing. Official 
figures indicate that in LC between 2006-2014, 307 new properties have been approved or been built. This relates to 
a 12.4% increase for LC compared to smaller increases in neighbouring Amersham (5.3%), Chesham (4%) and 
Chalfont St Peter (7.7%). Why is there is need to effectively "cram" more housing in this village of ours? Why can't 
the Chiltern District Council (CDC) decide to build houses elsewhere. Sensible logic would also seem a lot fairer. I 
suggest that being fair is part of a council's modern philosophy when it comes to governing a region in the UK.   2. 
Green Belt land was created to stop such expansion in 1954. LC has developed through the last century, and this 
one, to become a desirable village to live in. One of the main reasons would undoubtedly belong to its green belt 
status.  Eroding this status would be a sad and disastrous decision for the CDC. It would also show a lack of respect 
to those residents, who have lived here for many years and those who wish to live here in the future.  3. Following 
this theme the areas, which have been considered in phase 1 and 2, intend to destroy Areas of Outstanding Natural 
Beauty (AONB). Since the concept of AONB was established in in 1949, it was designed to "conserve and enhance 
the natural beauty" of the environment, which it incorporated. So in essence, the CDC wish to environmentally 
damage this area of the county of Buckinghamshire. What will be the cost to the environment in the long term not 
only for the residents of LC, their children but also the legacy of CDC? Does the CDC wish to be responsible for 
destroying aspect of its own District Council? I suggest a re-think is urgently sought by those sitting on the CDC from 
an environmental perspective.   4. The impact of the potential decisions to encroach of the residents of LC's peace 
and tranquillity will have a long term effects on various aspects of normality within the village. It will certainly affect 
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the infrastructure in the short term. Traffic congestion will increase in the village. It is already struggling to cope at 
peak times. Construction work will lead to confusion, extra delays and severe resentment. This will have a knock-on 
effect with the limited parking too. The primary school will suffer with having to provide extra spaces for new 
children. It is already ranked within the top 30 primary schools in the UK. I am sure the CDC will be proud of this 
position in education league tables. Any further encroachment into the stability will affect the schooling wholesale. 
Local amenities such as social care, waste management, water and waste water will need serious amounts of 
development should any increase in population be approved. Again the environmental impact is crucial. Simply 
there is no need.    5. I commute regularly into London via either the train or tube from Chalfont and Latimer station. 
At present, the commute congestion has noticeably increased in the last year. It would be close to unbearable with 
any more extra "residents" packed onto the train / tube line.   Have any of the CDC spoken to any of the residents? 
Why are the other areas seemingly not being affected? What next with LC? Will LC need its own "village" ring road? I 
fully understand the need to expand commercially and in terms of housing, but I object to this happening in LC. 
There is no need to damage the environment, Green Belt, AONB or tranquillity that already exists within this area of 
Buckinghamshire. 

Rep0427 
Dr Gemma 
Newman 

I understand that 13,000 new homes are to be proposed in the South Bucks and Chilterns plan, and the majority of 
these homes have been ear-marked for the fields south of Elm close in Farnham Common, as well as the Farnham 
Royal playing fields.  I would like to object to the conversion of the playing fields into local housing.  The area is 
currently used by many local residents for activities as diverse as baseball, Slough youth football club, one of the few 
local playgrounds for children, Farnham Royal Rugby union, Taplow boys football club,  Phoenix old boys football 
club and the unity martial arts Academy, which also includes a Boot Camp for mothers and young children.  Housing 
is important, but when it takes away from local amenities and also activities for children and teenagers, this 
represents poor planning for future generations. 
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Rep0428 
Mr Ian Hutt 

I have been a resident of Little Chalfont for over 40 years during which time I have witnessed substantial 
development and growth. Despite this enlargement Little Chalfont has successfully retained its identity as a village 
and a cohesive community. I believe that this identity will be lost with any further significant increase in the existing 
numbers of local housing residents and associated infrastructure.   Arguably the biggest change to the village 
occurred when the M25 opened and the road through the village became a feeder road with greatly increased 
traffic flow. Naturally this traffic has continued to grow and traffic jams between the village and the M25 are now a 
daily occurrence. Any implementation of additional the suggested proposal would require a significant investment in 
infrastructure. which would inevitably substantially change the current nature of the village.  Over the past 40 years 
I have regularly walked the local areas of green belt we are fortunate to enjoy which are also rightly designated as 
areas of outstanding natural beauty. This precious resource was handed down to us and we are duty bound to 
protect it for the benefit of future generations. In addition to being enjoyed by the local community I regularly 
encounter groups who have travelled from London and other areas a considerable distance from Little Chalfont who 
value highly the opportunity to walk in our green belt. This is therefore a valuable resource not only to the local 
community but many people from areas with less green space to enjoy. It is therefore vital that we protect our 
existing green belt.  Little Chalfont currently remains a village and I believe the current character will be lost with 
any additional significant development. Four hundred new dwellings have been recently created in a development 
at Bell Lane and Chenies Parade It is apparent that the housing stock is currently being increased as a number of 
large local houses are demolished and replaced with multi dwellings. This together with the development of brown 
field sites will allow the village to grow organically. The current demand for property in Little Chalfont is indicative of 
the attractiveness of our local community and I fear further significant development will jeopardise this to the 
detriment of all. I therefore very strongly protest any implementation of Little Chalfont. Chenies and Latimer Major 
Development Plan! 

  

Rep0429 
Mr Joe Banks 

I am concerned about the potential impact of the proposed changes to the green belt and particularly any impact to 
areas of outstanding natural beauty. I recognise that new residential developments are required so not averse to 
this in principle but it needs to be a well thought out strategy that comes with sufficient infrastructure. New schools, 
shops, parking, doctors, etc would all have to increase in line with population increases. Preservation of areas 
natural beauty is paramount and I would strongly oppose anything that damaged them. 

  

Rep0430 
Mrs Anna 
Mincham 

This response is in relation to the consultation relating to the local plan for development in Chalfont St Peter.  
Chalfont St Peter (CSP) has had its share of new development.  CDC has already granted planning permission for 
over 600 dwellings within CSP, these include the Holy Cross site, Newland Park and the Audley Homes development 
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at the Epilepsy site.  In the first three years of the previous Core Strategy (intended to run until 2026) CSP has 
already taken significantly more than its fair allocation and provides the largest single percentage of the 
development proposed for the Chiltern district as a whole.  There is a known drainage issue in CSP, particularly with 
open raw sewerage backing up in the centre of the village.  Additional developments of the scale proposed are 
simply not possible with the current infrastructure.  Development should be concentrated towards the centre rather 
than the fringes of towns and villages to be in line with green belt principles that brownfield sits should be 
developed first, along with sites closes to train, tube and bus services.  CSP has no train or tube station, and bus 
services are very limited.  All schools within Chalfont St Peter are at or very nearly at, capacity.  They will be unable 
to accommodate children from the developments already scheduled within the Parish.  At secondary age, the 
Grammar schools are also full meaning that children have to travel further to reach their school and relationships 
with friends are broken.  Many other parts of the District are significantly more sustainable and appropriate for 
development.  Green Belt land is intended to provide a separation between settlements, and assist in the 
regeneration of derelict or brown field sites rather than utilising green belt land.  The proposals are focussed on 
removing green belt land rather than building on currently utilised land.  Much of the land within CSP that is being 
considered for development is currently used for recreation, particularly for children, and if development were to 
occur the demand for such open space would increase but the ability to service that demand will have been reduced 
in the area.  In addition to the recreational usage of land, much of the land being considered is farmland – another 
deemed benefit of green belt land. Specific site points include: Mill Meadow:  The area is a much used amenity 
facility which includes the Community Centre, a football club, recreation park, sports pitches, tennis courts, a scout 
headquarters, allotments and parish council offices.  There are no areas within the centre of the village where any of 
these facilities could be relocated. The Chalfont St Peter Academy, adjacent to Mill Meadow, has no sports field of 
its own and uses the Meadow for daily sports lessons (team games, athletics, cross country etc).  The school would 
be unable to deliver an effective curriculum if Mill Meadow is designated for development.  The area is also a much 
used public facility with Nature Reserve, gardens, woods and walks along the Misbourne to Chalfont St Giles and 
beyond.  These facilities could not be replaced due to both the time taken to develop them and their position.  Mill 
Meadow is on the flood plain and regularly floods during the winter.  If there was further development the risk of 
flooding in both the immediate area and down-stream would be substantially increased. The Epilepsy Society site 
(ESS):  This is currently a Major Developed Site (MDS) within the greenbelt, that is the home of the Epilepsy Society, 
provides two new care home developments plus important recreational facilities with nine football pitches plus a 
pavilion with toilets, showers and changing facilities which are used by more than 24 teams, most of which are for 
local children.  The ESS could notionally be divided into two parts.  The area to the south of Tate Road and Micholls 
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Road (extended towards the long established and well used track from Tate Road to Skippings Farm) lies the current 
built up area (ESS South) and the  area to the north of that line including (for this purpose) comprises the Model 
Farm, Rowan’s nursery  and Brawlings Farm.  (ESS North)  ESS North is within the Colne Valley Park and therefore 
deserves special protection in any event as part of that park.  ESS South is currently used for care home and medical 
facilities and should be retained as such. It is an ideal site to provide further care home and/or medical facilities for 
CSP.  The ESS Site fulfils, as a whole, all five of the stated purposes of the green belt and in particular provides an 
important buffer between the settlements of Chalfont St Giles, Chalfont St Peter and Horn Hill.  The ES Site contains 
important open views from Chesham Lane towards the Colne Valley Park.  It provides important agricultural, 
forestry and related employment uses and opportunities for outdoor sport and recreation, including the Model 
Farm, Rowan’s Nursery and Brawlings Farm Riding Centre.  It is inherently unsustainable; it is not served by any 
appropriate bus service and is too far to walk to either Little Chalfont or Gerrards Cross which are the nearest rail 
stations.  Any development is car dependent.  The ESS Site is bounded on three sides by narrow country lanes that 
require passing places for traffic; which make it even more unsuitable for development.  A natural boundary 
between ESS South and ESS North is easily defensible (excluding the playing fields which is identified as green open 
space in the Neighbourhood Plan). The ESS North site should be retained in the green belt and Colne Valley Park 
with no development.   ESS South should be retained as an MDS in the green belt for medical/care home use.  The 
sheer size of this proposed development site is clearly excessive and could potentially double the number of 
dwellings in CSP.  Several local businesses use the ESS site apart from the agricultural use.  The ESS Society is one of 
CSP’s largest employers.  The area identified for industrial development to the east of the A413.  The area is in The 
Colne Valley Park and is identified as being a particularly important green space for biodiversity and environmental 
priorities.  It contains both the village Chalfont St Peter cricket club and the Golf Club. The area is within the Green 
Belt and provides the important function of separating the built-up areas of CSP and Tatling End, Gerrards Cross and 
Denham. The cricket club provides facilities for sport for each of the local schools’ children to play cricket having 
upto 150 junior players and also regularly fields 3 adult teams in local leagues and friendly matches.  In addition, the 
facilities are used by schools and local businesses for cricket and by residents for social functions.  There is no 
alternative site for the club to be relocated within the village.  The A413 is a natural barrier for development. To 
build to the east of it would erode the barrier and facilitate yet more development in the future on the open space 
to the east.  The area is in a flood plain, and though it does not have a history of flooding the very high water table 
suggests it would be susceptible to flooding if development up-stream were to increase water flow.  The area is 
valued by residents and visitors as a green corridor and to destroy it would inevitably lead to further 
industrialisation and amalgamation of separate and distinct developed areas.  The parkland area of the cricket club 
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and golf club was originally designed by Capability Brown, and also contains Chalfont House so also has historical 
significance.  The area is outlined for employment use.  The existing offices on this site are not fully let suggesting 
there is a limit to the demand for similar usage in this location 

Rep0431 
Prof Kamaldeep 
Bhui 

I am writing about the proposed development of green belt areas around little Chalfont, firstly to declassify them as 
green belt, and then to endorse plans for development of housing and commercial buildings.  I object strongly to the 
proposals, and feel they would destroy the village, its separateness, and geographical boundary due to green belt, 
and separation from neighbouring towns/villages like Amersham, Chorleywood and Chenies and Latimer.  The plans 
are short sighted, ill considered in terms of damage and destruction to areas of outstanding natural beauty, open 
space for walking and playing (essential for health and wellbeing of all people, especially children and older people). 
The proposals would remove areas in which the local cubs and scouts, and local families spend leisure time, walk 
their dogs, re-charge their batteries for busy working lives well into old age now. 70-80% of CDC area is green belt, 
and designated an area of outstanding natural beauty, which has the respect of residents. The area receives 55 
million leisure visits a year, and this includes is visit for schools education and as an area of beauty and specific 
geologic character.  The rules around building regulations, protecting historic buildings, types of new build are all 
tightly and rightly observed and supported by citizens. Why are these regulations now just ignored, given the tight 
policing and adherence and respect of citizens and enforcement over many years.    Keeping healthy is vital for all, 
and exercise and open green space is essential, and we do have some locally but your plans are about to remove 
that space, damaging the health and wellbeing of local residents. Yet, plans to introduce better green space in more 
industrial areas are often too ill thought through, and so damaging that what we have now will not be retrievable 
later.   Will there be an impact assessment taking account of noise, pollution, traffic, on the health and wellbeing of 
children, parents, older people, and especially mothers. Children’s learning, for example, is delayed in noisier areas. 
Will local children’s health and older people’s death rates be examined and estimated in impact assessments of 
more noise and pollution, and crowding, and fragmenting social networks and poorer support from the community? 
There are several older people’s homes in the village, and the village provides a caring and safe environment for 
people with disabilities and special needs, but this will not be saved if the population expands rapidly, and major 
housing and industry buildings deluge the current village facilities and community. Older people are often seen 
negotiating the A404, which is manageable given the current traffic, and courtesy of drivers familiar with the village; 
the proposed changes are likely to lead to death and road traffic accidents as traffic levels build to an intolerable 
level. Parking for local shops is insufficient, and barely manageable, and would also lead to major traffic delay should 
more people be using local limited facilities.  In the proposals, will a bypass be considered? It will be necessary if the 
proposals are progressed. If it is built, much of the proposed land for housing is likely to not be realised as the 

 The various stages of the Local 
Plan and the final plan will be 
considered as part of an on-
going Sustainability Appraisal.  
The Plan will also be considered 
against an Equalities Audit. 
 
The Plan will also consider how 
to meet the needs of older 
people. 
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bypass will require a great deal of land, damaging the Chenies valley, views over the river Chess, and diminishing the 
green space between Chenies and Latimer.   The existing road A404 through Little Chalfont is just not large enough 
to tolerate more traffic, and the building and construction traffic, noise and pollution all pose health and wellbeing 
risks, from which the local government is intended to protect for citizens.    Little Chalfont in recent years has 
exceeded many neighbouring areas in terms of average expansion of households (12.5% vs 4-5% in Amersham, 
Chorleywood, Chesham), and much building is taking place already, even more is not tolerable or needed. 

Rep0432 
Mrs Susan 
Kitchen 

The consultation plan proposes land parcel 22b to be tested as part of the Green Belt Assessment Part 2 for further 
consideration as being released from the green belt and its potential for development. This land includes Blackwell 
Stubbs Wood to the northern section of the site including gardens and woodland land within the control of those 
properties on St Leonards Road. The Part 1 Green Belt Assessment recommendations in Part 1 are that this land not 
be included for consideration at part 2 of the review. This is shown very clearly in the summary  table of proformas 
by ARUPs and the map of the areas for further consideration.  There is no explanation of why this is now being 
included as one of the sites for further analysis in Part 2. The analysis of 22b does not make a distinction between 
the open fields to the greater part of the site and the woodland area in scoring criteria. This will need to be 
considered in more detail. The woodland area is an ancient established woodland which is a clearly well defined 
physical boundary to the built edge of this part of Amersham and is very prominent in views, both local and wider 
landscape views. It should be regarded as being a “durable” feature which is important in green belt terms to 
prevent the sprawl of development in this direction. Whilst a desk top analysis may show the railway as being a 
physical durable feature, in this part of the site the railway is in a cutting and is not visible at this point as a boundary 
to the settlement edge. The woodland is very visible in views in the green belt as a strongly  
established feature. The photos attached to the assessment of 22b are not reflective of the characteristics of this 
part of the site.  It is recognised that the scoring is based on the site overall and thus “averaged”, however if this was 
regarded as 2 distinct and separate parcels- one being the woodland and one being the more open fields, the 
scoring would be very different. This has not been taken into account in defining parcel boundaries. For these 
reasons it is considered that the scoring of the garden and woodland area at the rear of St Leonards Rd properties 
and the wider Blackwell Stubbs Woods under Purpose 1b) in particular should be reviewed to score “very strongly” 
rather than “moderate”, and that this part of area 22b be deleted from the further assessment to be undertaken in 
Part 2 of the Green Belt Assessment. This would accord with the advice in the NPPF.  In assessing the identification 
of a site to be allocated for development regard should also be had to the availability of the land for development 
which will mean the willingness of landowners to release this land. The individual owners of the garden and 
woodland strips in the private ownership of the properties in St Leonards Road included in parcel 22b would 
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therefore need to agree that this land is available to deliver development. To date no approach has been made to 
the individual landowners to test this.  

Rep0433 
Mrs Gillian Leaper 

I urge CDC not to declassify Green Belt around Chenies and Little Chalfont to facilitate development in the future 
and should offer developers the brown field sites even though that may be less profitable. The ANOB should be  
protected as a jewel for Chiltern that the elected representatives should defend for the benefit of current and future 
residents and visitors alike. Developers in the current planning system have no remit to provide the infrastructure to 
support their developments, so they don't, as this would reduce their profit margins. The Infrastructure around 
Little Chalfont, Latimer and Chenies is already at capacity particularly the sewerage, schools and healthcare 
provision. It would therefore be negligent of CDC to allow land to be released for development without the ability to 
force upgrades in infrastructure first.  The River Chess and the Chess Valley Way is a key asset for Chiltern and any 
development blight on this valley would mean it would be impossible to protect the environment. Evidence of this 
failure by CDC is already apparent in Chesham whereby negligent contractors have discharged waste directly into 
the River. As there is no close monitoring by CDC, a massive amount of waste could end up in the River Chess and 
the fragile ecosystem ruined for evermore. No Councillor could justify that for the sake of  a few developers and a 
few very expensive houses. 

  

Rep0434 
Mr Nathan 
Chapman and 
Rep0436 
Mrs Sharon 
Chapman 

I am writing concerning the "Local Plan Consultation" to object to the plans put forward by the council concerning 
development of land surrounding Little Chalfont.  I have lived in this area all my life and have enjoyed the rural 
surrounds the area offers.  The area around Little Chalfont is part of greenbelt which should not be encroached on  
by encouraging further development, but, in addition, is also an area designated AONB status.  I also object to the 
proposed building on land designated AONB.  What the council is proposing for development around Little Chalfont 
(whether housing or industrial) is inappropriate and would strip the area of the very soul of why people live here- its 
rural aspect where they can go on uninterrupted walks and have leisure time in a beautiful area devoid of new 
development.  There are many brown field sites within the Chiltern district that have not yet been used up and 
should therefore be used. not use those?  More should be done in this respect.  I OBJECT to the use of this greenbelt 
and AONB land for proposed housing AND/OR industrial use.  We, in Little Chalfont, have had a lot of recent 
development and, have had proportionally more housing completed than surrounding areas, not that further 
housing development in those areas is wanted either!!  Further development in the Little Chalfont area would have 
significant effects on the infrastructure - we cannot cope with the demands on what we currently have, so again, I 
object to the pressure further development would have on local schools, doctor's surgery, dentists and other 
amenities, services and infrastructure.  Encouraging further development of Little Chalfont would destroy the village 
feel of the area and close community spirit and make it just like inner London. 

 The councils consider that 
options in the Green Belt need 
to be considered in addition to 
the opportunities that are 
available on brownfield sites. 
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Rep0435 
Mr Derek Lockyer 

I am amazed at the sheer scale of this proposal.  ANOB are a preservation of our future and it is sheer hypocrisy to 
label an area as such and then wish to remove its status to enable more air polluting projects and ever more large 
bites out of our green belt, for housing and mini industrial developments. The enormous uplift in traffic alone should 
deter this from happening.  Understandably,more housing in this country is required, and it is a hard argument 
being a resident here, in once green fields. However the proposed scale of these projects are quite frightening and 
will alter the serenity of this part of old England forever. 

  

Rep0437 
Dr Alan Chapman 

I am writing concerning the "Local Plan Consultation" to OBJECT to the plans put forward by the council concerning 
development of land surrounding Little Chalfont.   I moved to this area nearly 20 years ago from London.  I moved 
because I wanted greenery and space where I could take my kids out to play and grow up in an area of beauty and a 
better quality of life.  The area around Little Chalfont is part of greenbelt which should not be encroached on, but, in 
addition, is also an area designated AONB status.  ANOB status should have even greater influence but does not 
seem to be of consideration in this consultation - which I also OBJECT to.  Those planning the greenbelt had 
sufficient forethought to have an area around London that should be a buffer against the sprawl of the metropolitan 
districts.  By granting further erosion of the greenbelt area, this is exactly against those principles on which the 
greenbelt was founded.  What the council is proposing for development (whether housing or industrial) is an 
absolute abomination and would strip the area of the very soul of why people move to and visit from outlying areas. 
There are many brown field sites within the Chiltern district that have not yet been used up so why not use those?  
More should be done in this respect.  I OBJECT to the use of this greenbelt and AONB land for proposed housing 
AND/OR industrial use.  We, in Little Chalfont, have bourne the brunt of recent development and, seemingly, have 
taken on board proportionally more housing than surrounding areas, not that I want further housing development 
in those areas either!! Further development in this area would have significant effects on the infrastructure - we 
cannot cope with the demands on what we currently have, so again, I OBJECT to the pressure further development 
would have on local amenities, services and infrastructure.  Encouraging further development of Little Chalfont 
would destroy the village feel of the area and close community spirit and make it just like inner London.  As I initially 
indicated, I moved away from London, I do not want London moving in!! 

 The councils consider that 
options in the Green Belt need 
to be considered in addition to 
the opportunities that are 
available on brownfield sites. 

Rep0438 
Mr John 
Donaldson 

The area I am concerned about is a large area which extends from the fields to the side of Ridge House, (Quill Hall 
Lane private road) down to the railway line and then extending down past Stubbs Wood, as far as St Leonards Road 
(the crescent off Holloway Lane).   This is an area of outstanding beauty teaming with wildlife including moles, 
pheasants, deer, foxes, snakes, frogs, owls and many nocturnal animals.  My concerns extend to infrastructure 
issues such as schools, doctors surgeries etc mostly which are oversubscribed already. The area is listed as an Area 
of Outstanding Natural Beauty. My final concern is that the additional road traffic created by the development of 
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this area including congestion and more pollution of our air. 

Rep0439 
Mr Edward Mort 

I wish to comment on the proposal to develop Green Belt Parcel 69 which is the parcel of land between Fulmer 
Drive and the M40 that is not already used for housing.  I oppose this proposal for the following reasons:  
1. Given that the objective of this proposal is to increase local housing capacity I feel that this mode of action would 
be inappropriate given that exsiting housing will need to be demolished in order for this to be viable.  2. If this is to 
be commercially viable then a considerable amount of housing will need to be built which will require a substantial 
increase in public services - such as GP services and school places - to accommodate the new residents. Given that 
there is a critical lack of these services in the area already I believe that building housing in the proposed location 
will only exacerbate the problem. An ongoing reminder of this is the St Andrews development on what was RAF 
Uxbridge – for years there have been attempts to create an on-site GP surgery without success. This will therefore 
put increased strain on the already stretched public and health services in the area, to the detriment of both current 
and future residents of the area.  3. There will be an inevitable adverse impact on the local environment as the 
parcel of land has a diverse wildlife population.  4. There are a lot of underground streams in the area which may 
increase the risk of flooding for certain residences. Furthermore, much of the land slopes towards the M40. The 
trees and shrubs in the parcel of land absorb water that might otherwise flood the motorway, which would result in 
effects felt far beyond the local area.  5. Some houses in the area are already exposed to a significant degree of 
pollution as witnessed by, for example,  the grime that collects on some of our window frames already. Currently, 
this is mitigated by the woodland which absorbs much of the motorway pollution.  Should this woodland be 
destroyed, and houses built nearer the motorway, then there may be increased health risks to present residents and 
to future residents in new houses from the carbon-containing and other particulates emitted by the motorway 
traffic. It is well known that exposure to motor generated pollution is linked to various respiratory diseases.  6. This 
section of land has a pylon and overhead power cables.  There is ongoing controversy within the medical community 
with regards to the potential health effects of these in terms of increased cancer risk and childhood leukaemia.  This 
matter has been debated for years and whilst some authorities feel that there is no increased risk, this matter has 
not been defintively settled and scientific research continues.   7. There is an issue of access to this proposed 
development. I fear that our cul de sac could be used to access the new housing, causing significant disruption to 
current residents at the very least and at the very worst some current residences may need to be demolished to 
accommadate this access. 
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Rep0440 
Mrs Nicola 
Faulkner and 
Rep0441 
Mr Jamie 
Faulkner 

I am extremely saddened to hear about the current consultations on proposals to develop the greenbelt land 
around little chalfont. This is an area of outstanding natural beauty. To destroy such a local asset would be a travesty 
to all. I am therefore writing to strongly object to the release of any landfall planning consideration. In particular, the 
land behind Chessfield Park and that to the west of Stony Lane. In my opinion, the key objections are based on  1) 
Loss of greenbelt land  2) Contravention of local and national planning policy guidance governing the protection of 
the greenbelt. 3) It would represent an unacceptable form of urban sprawl. 4) Overloading local roads, lanes, road 
junctions, local infrastructure, School places, parking and other essentials.  Little chalfont has already taken more 
than its share of new housing with Estates in Bell Lane. (253 homes).  If these plans are adopted it would change the 
substantially diminish the character of Little Chalfont forever.  I wish to put these comments forward and urge the 
council to reconsider and withdraw these plans. 

 The Local Plan will need to 
identify sustainable 
development options to meet 
needs taking into account the 
scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements.  

Rep0442 
Mr Mark Popescu 

My response is in connection with the plans for employment land on the edge of Chesham extending along the road 
to Ashley Green. The use of this land for employment will contribute to the hollowing out of Chesham as an 
economic base. Employment opportunities should be offered within the town centre and close to the rail station 
and main bus routes.Providing employment here would support retailers and other town centre businesses 
including cafes and local retailers.  It will also reduce road movements.  Office accommodation close to the station is 
being turned into residential flats.  For example Media House next to Waitrose could easily be rebuilt into a 
substantial office space, instead it has been planning permission to be converted into flats.  The council needs to 
have more imagination in how it develops Chesham into a vibrant town centre earmarking ton centre sites for 
economic development. This is a key principle underpinning sustainable community development.  The allocation of 
land for industry along Ashley Green road will erode the distinctive nature of Ashley Green and contribute towards it 
becoming a suburb of Chesham.  It is counter to Green Belt policy.  The A416 road between the A41 and Chesham is 
not suitable for carrying more traffic. At peak times in the morning and afternoon it is already often at a standstill 
through Ashley Green, with particular problems around the Two Dells Lane and Hog Lane junction.  High levels of 
traffic create both noise and air pollution for the residents. There have been a number of deaths and serious injuries 
in the last few years on this stretch of road which are officially recorded.  The notion that traffic will not travel 
through Chesham to reach a new employment site between Ashley Green and Chesham and instead use the A41 is 
clearly flawed.  When the M25 is disrupted, considerable traffic diverts through Chesham and Amersham from the 
South and there is no reason to think this won't continue and worsen with more deliveries or work movements.  
Chesham is also a town at risk of flood, and has experienced significant problems in the past.  With Met Office 
Climate Projections suggesting an increase in heavy downpours, the council need to consider flood planning and 
whether building on surrounding land will increase run off and therefore the risk of a catastrophic flood.  Land 
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around Chesham should be used as a sponge to slow the flow of water down the Chess valley.  Chiltern and South 
Bucks areas are fortunate to have mainline trains and underground as well as excellent road links in the South of the 
area along the M40 corridor, M25 and A413 dual carriageway.  These are the most suitable areas for expansion of 
employment sites.  Other office sites should be sought within town centres of Amersham, Chesham, 
Beaconsifield,Gerrards Cross and the Chalfonts which minimise additional road movements and support sustainable 
development and the use of rail as a principal commuter transport system. 

Rep0443 
Mrs Sarah Herring 

I strongly object to any land being opened up for development in Little Chalfont (LC).   1)Housing:  LC has had over 
307 new properties built since 2006 which is a 12.4%increase.This is a much higher percentage growth than our 
neighbours of Amersham, Chesham etc. We have already taken our fair share.  2)Infrastructure: Due to the above 
the infrastructure in LC is already stretched to beyond what it can cope with. It is impossible to get into the local 
school unless you live less than 0.3miles away. There is no available parking in the village, the doctor's surgery is full 
to bursting and we are unable to get an appointment within 2 weeks. Every train during rush hour is full with limited 
standing room for commuters from Chalfont & Latimer stn. We cannot cope with more housing.   3)Green belt and 
AONB:  As I am aware these were put into place to protect land bordering London to avoid sprawl of cities and 
neighbouring towns. It is protected, beautiful land and should stay that way. Why take this away from communities? 
LC is a small village but it will not stay that way. It will be converted into a town, an extension of Amersham. If we 
start now, when will it stop? Will all our Green Belt land and AONB be built upon? What are our children going to 
play on if it is built on? No open spaces, fields and woods. It is a disgrace if this land is declassified.   I urge you not to 
declassify existing Green Belt land and protect existing AONB. The Chilterns draws thousands of visitors due to its 
beauty so please do not take this away from us. 

The Local Plan will need to 
identify sustainable 
development options to meet 
needs taking into account the 
scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements.   
 

Rep0444 
Mr Shaun Wilton 

I am deeply concerned at the plans to build on more green belt land around Chesham.  Living on Berkhampstead 
Road gives me a daily insight into the levels of traffic in Chesham. It is already gridlocked at rush hour in the 
mornings and evenings.   The road structure simply cannot accommodate adding 1000 new homes, and will only add 
to the misery.  I believe there are many brown field sites across South Buckinghamshire that could be utilized before 
resorting to building on the proposed green belt sites in Chesham.  Locations such as the vacant ground which was 
the British Legion building on Broad Street in Chesham are perfect for a large (three story?) block of flats. Locations 
such as this with quick access to the London Underground station would be popular. There are probably more sites 
such as this with more research.  I am also concerned about the school places available when adding many more 
residents. I have two children and have had to appeal for places for both. Again, adding more and more people in 
the immediate are will be adding to the problem. Are there plans to build more schools? 

 The Local Plan will need to 
identify sustainable 
development options to meet 
needs taking into account the 
scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements.   
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Rep0445 
Mr Matthew 
Dobbins 

I am deeply concerned by all of the proposed developments defined as Parcel 47b, 57b, 65a and 69 all of which are 
in or around Gerrards Cross. I lodge my rejection to these developments on the basis Gerrards Cross is a small town 
with limited space and limited facilities. Over the past 20 hers Gerrards Cross has been the subject of town 
cramming with over 500 new homes being built through demolishing one home and build two. The plans proposed 
by the Council do not adequately address important infrastructure issues such as the need to increase school places, 
increase and improve local bus routes, improved traffic flow through the centre of Gerrards Cross. As a very relevant 
example Gerrards Cross has 1 middle school, no secondary school, where will all of the Children go to school when 
the families move into these new properties ? Where will all the new patient go when there are already long waiting 
lists at the dentists, over capacity at the Doctors. Where will the water come from when we already suffer regular 
hosepipe bands and so on. Cramming in more homes and more families in an already densely populated part of the 
county without improving the amenities is irresponsible and unfair to existing and new residents.  
In addition i am against building on Greenbelt land for any reason. 

  

Rep0446 
Mr Noel 
O'Mahony 

I've a huge concerns about the withdrawal of not only green space but also the lack of recreational space for sport in 
the region. THere is a general lack of sporting facilities for a town the size of Beaconsfield and what we have is 
already under too much pressure on space and facilities. This plan places all sporting bodies under greater 
constraints.  Beaconsfield Rugby club is under pressure due to lack of space and with over 650 members I dont see 
how anyone is looking to assist this valuable asset to the local community. 
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Rep0447 
Mr Peter Miller 

It is only fair that Little Chalfont accommodates its fair proportion of the housing requirements for the Chiltern 
district. However, the amount proposed appears to be disproportionate, both in relation to the size of the Little 
Chalfont settlement compared to its much larger neighbours and in view of the substantial housing developments 
that have taken place over the past 10 years. This would place unsustainable pressure on existing infrastructure ie 
health services, schools, traffic congestion, parking etc. I urge the Council to take these considerations into account 
when making the district plan. Please ensure any developers are forced to make suitable and adequate provision for 
infrastructure as part of the planning process.  Lodge and Stoney Lanes provide a natural boundary to the area 
known as Little Chalfont. Any further development should take place inside that boundary. Stoney Lane is narrow, 
winding and single track with passing places in part. It already carries a lot of traffic especially in rush hours. 
Potential congestion should be seriously taken into account, particularly from HGV's and the looming increase due 
to HS2 spoil removal.  It would be a great loss of a natural amenity if the either of the fields adjoining Stoney Lane 
were released for either housing or industrial units. Many hundreds of people use the pathways throughout the 
year, from families enjoying a stroll to organised walking groups. Many arrive via the railway from London  while 
others come by car from the Home Counties, enticed by the Chess Valley Walk. This is therefore a plea for all those 
many annual visitors who come to our area for  pleasure and to enjoy the Chiltern AONB.  There can be little doubt 
that current  enjoyment would be severely marred by building along side the foot paths and bridle ways. The public 
footpath that currently runs across Boughton's field (for many years used for cattle rearing ) would be diverted to be 
nearer the woods but this would probably be little more than fenced alleyway . None of the other options for Little 
Chalfont impact on such a diverse range of people. The areas adjoining Stoney Lane should therefore be removed 
from the planning proposals in the interest of many, not of the few.  Of the sites identified for consideration, the old 
Chalfont Golf Course seems to fit requirements best. It is within the natural boundaries of the village and has lain 
idle for many years. The Beel house site also lies within the village limit and would simply 'fill in' between Little 
Chalfont and Amersham Common which are virtually indistinguishable anyway. I would also suggest the orchard 
fields (Bendrose Farm?) adjacent to the Pomeroy Inn be considered. 

 The Local Plan will need to 
identify sustainable 
development options to meet 
needs taking into account the 
scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements.  
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Rep0448 
Mr Phil Jackson 

During morning and afternoon rush hour, the village of Ashley Green is already at capacity.  Both Hog Lane and Two 
Dells Lane (as the council and police are aware, as I believe some previous consultation has taken place) are used as 
rat-runs between Chesham and Berkhamsted.  The junction of Two Dells Lane and Chesham Road in Ashley Green is 
dangerous at the best of times.  During rush hour, the only way this junction operates at all is through the 
understanding and good grace of the drivers that use it, the majority yielding at some point to allow junction users 
to pull out. The issues affecting the Chesham Road/Two Dells Lane junction are greatly aggravated by the opposing 
Hog Lane/Chesham Road junction, which is slightly offset by a few metres.  Traffic turning right from Hog Lane 
clashes with right turning traffic from Two Dells Lane and vice-versa.  The addition of business units in Ashley Green, 
with their associated commuter and commercial vehicles (of whatever size) would push the existing scenario 
beyond capacity, not just leading to traffic tailbacks, noise and pollution, but adding to the already bizarre situation 
of daily tailbacks in the centre of a tiny village on top of a hill, surrounded by fields, two miles from the nearest 
town.  In its current state, the offset confluence of these two junctions is dangerous.  Increased traffic along the 
Chesham Road through Ashley Green would make regular accidents a certainty. 

  

Rep0449 
Mr Tom Worsford 

-The Mill Meadow site is a concern.   It is within easy walking distance of many houses, and is used by many people 
for walking young children, exercising dogs, to say nothing of the two allotment sites (which have a waiting list), the 
Scout hall (which has a waiting list), the football club, tennis club and sports fields of the school as well as the Parish 
Council offices and Community Centre.   This stretch of land has great value as the green heart of the village.  It is 
not as visible as Goldhill Common, but the fact that it is slightly away from main roads adds to this appeal.   It is also 
the flat flood plain of the Misbourne, and any development on this site would be a great loss to the character of the 
village. -Paccar site has opportunities for housing.  It is probably the most suitable site of all the options.  
-The Epilepsy center site is very large and in large rain storms the areas of road and housing created will increase 
surface runoff and could cause/ contribute to flooding of the Misbourne. This mass of water will increase leaching of 
the soil and decrease fertility in the farming fields around and the allotments. 

  

Rep0450 
Mr Keith Stanfield 
and Rep0451 
Mrs Helen 
Stansfield 

"The green belt is a policy for controlling urban growth. The idea is for a ring of countryside where urbanisation will 
be resisted for the foreseeable future, maintaining an area where agriculture, forestry and outdoor leisure can be 
expected to prevail"   The above statement says it all. We cannot afford to lose precious green belt land to urban 
sprawl.  Much of our green belt land is in an area of outstanding natural beauty and is vitally important that we have 
this amenity for the well being of the people who live in this area and those from outside who wish to come and 
enjoy it. If permission is given to use parts of our green belt it won't stop there,  We have already had a substantial 
number of houses built in this area with no extra infrastructure. The Donkey Field development has yet to be 
finished which will add even more traffic to our already crowded roads. The new developments, especially the 

 The councils consider that 
options in the Green Belt need 
to be considered in addition to 
the opportunities that are 
available on brownfield sites. 
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Industrial Estate on the A404 will add to the traffic volume especially at peak times.  On weekdays the station car 
park is already full and many of the nearby streets are being used for all day parking by commuters. The suggested 
sites are not close enough to the station to make it likely that those who travel by train will walk there. Surely there 
are enough brown field sites in the country without using our precious green belt. 

Rep0452 
Mr Dominic 
Johnson 

I am dumbfounded as to how these plans are even considered at the very start.  It is obvious the planners have not 
experienced the overcrowding that has been present in Lc for ages.  Roads jammed up,  parking inadequate,  school 
places unavailable,  infrastructure creaking at the seams. Do these people even research the areas for future 
building?  I don't think so. Green belt areas around our village are Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty.  This means 
nothing to the,pencil pushing council planners that we all know are after some, promotion or other. It makes me 
angry. I am disgusted with them. 

  

Rep0453 
Mr Alan Higson 

These are my comments in response to the green belt areas selected for testing in Chalfont St Peter as defined in 
Appendix 2 and illustrated on page 34 of the Local Plan document dated January/March 2016. However, before 
commenting on the specific areas identified, I feel I must make two significant points:   Firstly, planning permission 
has already been granted for over 600 new dwellings, within Chalfont St Peter, which will be completed within the 
plan period and do not appear to have been taken into account in the plan.  These are at the former Holy Cross 
Convent site in the centre of the village, the National Society for Epilepsy site on Chesham Lane and the former 
Bucks University Newland Park site on Gorelands Lane. I strongly feel that this existing contribution to the district's 
total target should be recognised.  Secondly, Chalfont St Peter, and indeed Chiltern and South Bucks districts, do not 
need any more highly priced 4- and 5- bedroom executive homes. What we do need are more "affordable" homes; 
homes that mean that our children and their children no longer have to move out of this beautiful part of 
Buckinghamshire, where they were born and brought up, in order to be able to afford to buy a home.   I am of the 
firm opinion that the percentage of affordable homes in the plan needs to be much higher, and that the focus needs 
to be on 1-, 2- and 3- bedroom homes, in both house and apartment format. A knock on effect of such a change of 
focus would, of course, be to increase the density of properties, with the resulting reduction in the need for land 
area. Moving on now to my comments on the areas of green belt in Chalfont St Peter identified for "testing": 
Area to south west of Denham Lane between Winkers Farm and Hogtrough Wood - I can see no reason why this 
should not be removed from the green belt and released for housing development. Area to west of A413 
immediately north of village centre, known locally as Mill Meadow - This area is a much used amenity facility which 
includes the Community Centre, a football club, recreation park, playing pitches (football and cricket), tennis courts, 
a scout headquarters and parish council offices.  There is nowhere within the centre of the village where any of 
these facilities could be relocated.  The Chalfont St Peter C of E Academy, adjacent to Mill Meadow, does not have a 
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playing field within the school grounds. The school currently uses Mill Meadow for physical education lessons on a 
daily basis and for team games, athletics and cross country activities. The school would be unable to deliver an 
effective curriculum if Mill Meadow is designated for development. The area is also a much used public facility with 
a Nature Reserve, Jubilee Garden and The Lady Gibb Millennium Wood and with the ability to walk alongside the 
Misbourne from the Village Centre, across Mill Meadow and through to Chalfont St Giles.  These amenities are 
simply irreplaceable due to the length of time taken for them to develop and their very position.  Mill Meadow is on 
the flood plain. There is a serious risk of flooding. In view of all of these current community uses, I could not support 
the release of this land for housing development. Area bounded by Chesham Lane, Rickmansworth Lane, Shire Lane 
and Gorelands Lane - This area contains the National Society for Epilepsy site, together with a well-used garden 
centre, a popular Shire horse centre and a farm. As mentioned in my opening paragraphs, a retirement village is 
already under construction on this site and will open within the plan period.  Additionally at the NNE tip of this area, 
lies the Newland Park site, where planning permission has already been granted for housing development. The 
release of the area specified in the plan will form a bridge between the current boundary of the built area of the 
village and the planned development at Newland Park and, in doing so will violate the first of the five purposes of 
the Green Belt as defined by the National Planning Policy Framework: “to check the unrestricted sprawl of large 
built-up areas”. For this reason alone, I believe this area should be rejected. Area to north of A40 between Siblets 
Wood and Raylands Farm - The release of this area of green belt, too, would see the boundary of the village extend 
significantly and, for the same ”urban sprawl”  reason, should be rejected. Additionally for the first time it would see 
significant housing development on the opposite side of the railway line to the village centre; it is difficult to imagine 
how the residents of this area could ever feel part of the Chalfont St Peter community.  I am also very conscious of 
the fact that, in Bulstrode Park which lies directly opposite the area specified in the plan, there is a large privately 
owned estate which, at some point in the future, the owners might wish to sell for development.  Should the area 
currently specified in the plan be released from the green belt, it is not difficult to imagine that the argument would 
be made that a precedent had been set that would enable planning permission to be obtained to develop Bulstrode 
Park. For these reasons I would not support the release of this land from the green belt. Area identified for industrial 
development to the east of the A413 - This area is in The Colne Valley Park and is particularly critical from a 
biodiversity and environmental point of view.  It also fulfils the important function of separating the built-up areas 
of Chalfont St Peter and Tatling End, Gerrards Cross and Denham.  The A413 is a natural barrier for development. To 
build to the east of it would erode this barrier and facilitate yet more development in the future on the open space 
to the east.  Visually, it presents an attractive green corridor, both to residents and visitors as they approach our 
village, an amenity it would be a tragedy to destroy. And, last but not least, it is in a flood plain. I would not support 



Classification: OFFICIAL 
 

198 
 
Classification: OFFICIAL 

Name Summary of Representation 
Council Response (see also 

Volume 1 for generic response) 

the release of this land from the green belt. Alternative sites that might be considered - I am conscious that we do 
need to provide more land for housing and that Chalfont St Peter must play its part in doing so. I therefore put the 
following parcel of land forward for consideration, acknowledging that I do not know any details of its ownership.  
The area concerned is the land bounded on the north west by Layters Green Lane, on the south by the railway line, 
on the north east by the Layter’s Close and Criss Grove housing estates and on the east by St Joseph’s school and 
Maltmans school. Consideration might also be given to releasing a tract of land on the opposite side of Layters 
Green Lane. This area has many advantages compared with the areas which I have been suggested in the Plan:  •It is 
close to the centre of the village and its amenities, and its new residents will undoubtedly feel part of the 
community  •No important existing community facilities are threatened by the release of this land • The 
character of the village as a self-contained entity is maintained, especially as the railway line acts as a natural barrier 
• The opportunity exists to create an enhanced vehicular access to the village by developing Mumfords Lane 
and Layter’s Green Lane as part of the development 

Rep0454 
Mrs Michele 
Durkin 

I am writing to express my objection to the Local Plan Consultation as a resident of Little Chalfont.  Whilst I am 
aware of the need to increase the housing in the area, this should not be at the expense of encroaching on the 
Green Belt or areas of Outstanding natural beauty.   The Green Belt defines the village boundaries, without this we 
will end up as a continual conurbation to both Amersham and Chalfont St Giles with very little or no  green space 
surrounding the village which the residents so value.   What is the point of the Green Belt and areas designated as 
that of Outstanding natural beauty if those designations can be overturned for housing development ?  The size of 
the proposed development areas will irrevocably alter the character of the village which will become a town, the 
impact volume of traffic on already busy A404 will be immense and will encourage commuters to find alternative 
routes through residential streets.  Further, the village infrastructure cannot support the amount of new housing 
proposed in terms of schooling, medical care and other local services many of which are already stretched to 
capacity. I urge the Council to reconsider its proposals and endeavour to preserve the village character and green 
areas by not encroaching on the Green Belt or AONB. 

  

Rep0456 
Mr Mark Brookes 

Q1 I do not believe that the infrastructure in South Bucks can entertain this level of development. The current 
infrastructure is already inadequate and further development will lead to an erosion in the quality of life for 
residents Q2 I have a strong preference for no development whatsoever in Green Belt and existing open space. 
Q4  No development at all. See answer to Q1  Q5  Option A if you have to. Nothing is preferable Q8 Affordable 
Housing is just a euphemism for subsidy. Markets resolve these conflicts better than governments. None would be 
my preference Q9 The absolute minmium  under national legislation. Preferably none. Q11 Very important. 
Seemingly at odds with much of the rest of this proposal. Q16 Council does an inadequate job on local infrastructure 
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as it is. 

Rep0457 
Mr Andrew 
Patton 

The Beaconsfield Rugby Club is a key part of the town's and community's fabric. The land where it sits and that 
surrounding it should be treated as sacrosanct for sport and personal development and not  for building on to make 
housing quotas.   What will we left with? Concrete and brick carbuncles with no space to play and learn?  BRFC 
attracts kids on a Sundsy morning from across S Bucks hence why it's one of the largest mini rugby clubs on the 
country.  Let's celebrate and build it still further. Not threaten it.  Keep the land safe for the great purpose it serves 
today. Sport, health and personal development  for kids and adults alike and the social interactions the club 
facilitates. In a clubhouse only just developed via fund raising within the club. 

  

Rep0458 
Mr Robert Hyde 
and Rep0459 
Mrs Lucie Hyde 

I am writing to object in the strongest terms for the development plans for Little Chalfont and it surrounds. I believe 
the plans will overload current infrastructure, as well as permanently destroy the unique nature of the surrounding 
green belt and area of natural beauty. I believe there are very credible alternatives to the current plans, and ask that 
the district council take the views of its residents into account and do not allow the development to take place. 

  

Rep0460 
Mr John 
Chadwick 

I object strongly to the plans to take out some of the green belt in and around Little Chalfont. The town is already 
stretched in terms of road traffic - conditions of roads are dreadful. Services already cannot cope, like the local 
surgery and of course no thought seems to be given to considerations like health care in this planning. The plans are 
frankly ridiculous and unworkable. 

  

Rep0461 
Mr Patrick 
Murtagh 

I object to you planning to build on the land between George Green and Wexham Hospital and the land between 
George Green and Middle Green.  This is mainly Green belt it should NOT be destroyed. We shall be at risk of 
FLOODING. You will destroy the natural habit for 100's of years of WILDLIFE  eg Barn owls,Deers etc. The country 
roads will not be able to cope with the volume of transport. We will have no schools for all the extra children. 
George Green is a rural village which should be left as it is. There is very little green areas left in the local area and it 
is very important it is NEVER destroyed as it has been pretty much as it is for the past 100 years a beautiful area of 
Green Belt. Once it is destroyed it can NEVER BE REPLACED. 

  

Rep0462 
Mr Steven 
Alexander 

I feel very strongly that Green belt land should be used as it was designed for, as a constraint to building and 
expansion. This area of natural beauty is one of the many reasons I paid over the odds to live in Little Chalfont and I 
have no desire to see the area destroyed by vast expansion and the destruction of green belt land. As a village - and 
one with relatively few resources - Little Chalfont has already been hit by new estates on Bell Lane and Donkey Field. 
It is time the village was removed from the short list of main settlements for growth in the Council’s Core Strategy.  
Finally the infrastructure could not support new housing estates which bring pressure on school places, parking and 
other essentials. Traffic is already excessive; unlike neighbouring settlements we have the A404 through our centre 
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producing non-local traffic both light and heavy which is already being amplified by the addition of a new waste 
disposal sight in Amersham. One of the primary reasons that house prices are so high in the area is because of the 
good schools which are already stretched to breaking point. I have heard Little Chalfont Primary had to turn dow 17 
children inside the catchment area at the last intake, and this will only get worse with the addition of more houses. 

Rep0463 
Mr Peter Caisley 

Green belt land in South Bucks has been jealously guarded for more than 50 years which has achieved the primary 
purpose of green belt policy in preventing the spread of urban sprawl from neighbouring west Middlesex and 
Slough. Not only is South Bucks now contemplating abandoning this policy but also is encouraging the very dangers 
that the policy was designed to prevent. There are thus two issues here :  1]   Abandoning the green belt policy and  
2]   Building many new homes in the Iver area. These two issues should be put  to the local community separately. 
My view on the reversal of the Green Belt policy is that I am implacably opposed. The policy has to a very large 
extent been successful in preserving the unique nature of Iver to the great benefit of all of its inhabitants. Reversal 
of the policy would inevitably entail the permanent destruction of this environment and thus undermine one of the 
principle reasons for people living here.  In respect of the second issue again I am implacably opposed. The local 
road network is at present on the verge of total collapse, the air pollution already exceeds the maximum safe level, 
local healthcare and education facilities are stretched to the maximum.  In short your proposal to build on green belt 
land in Iver would result  in the complete destruction of Iver as we know it. Is this yet another example of Iver being 
dismissed as unimportant? 
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Rep0464 
Mr Ian Beushaw 

We live on the South Eastern side of Little Chalfont in Lodge Lane. We love where we live because it is within an area 
of outstanding natural beauty and the village of Little Chalfont is a small and friendly place to live. We specifically 
bought our home in Lodge Lane because we felt it was a wonderful area in which to start a family and for our 
children to grow up appreciating how special country village life can be.  Being on the fringe of Little Chalfont village 
has the added advantage of huge areas of undeveloped countryside all around us, criss-crossed with footpaths and 
with an abundance of wildlife such as Muntjac, Deer, Foxes, Badgers and we even have a colony of Kite in the woods 
behind our house, a species on the endangered list only 15 years ago. Additionally our home in Lodge Lane is an 
official Hedgehog release site for Tiggywinkles, the wildlife rescue centre. This was granted following a site 
inspection and the low volume of traffic along Lodge Lane was of particular interest to the charity. An increase in 
traffic as a result of development would require a reassessment and potential loss of the release site status.  Over 
the years we have lived in the area we have seen significant development of housing. The large amount of new 
homes in Bell Lane, those built behind the shops in Chenies Parade and most recently the loss of the Donkey Field in 
Burton's Lane to further development have accounted for well over 300 additional homes alone.  
Lodge Lane and Roughwood Lane are used as common route between the village and the A413 towards the A40 and 
London. Over the last ten years we have seen a substantial increase in traffic past our home. It has got to the point 
where we all now avoid Roughwood Lane entirely between 7:30 and 9am and 5pm to 7pm as being a single-track 
road it regularly is blocked by excess traffic and it is not uncommon to be stuck in the lane for 15+ minutes.  When 
we moved into Lodge Lane, only 0.9 miles from Little Chalfont Primary School we were in catchment, now due to 
the increase in demand we are no longer in catchment. In the mornings I used to be sure to get a seat on my train 
into London, often being one of only 10 passengers on the platform. Now I rarely get a seat and there are between 
30 and 50 people on the platform when the train arrives. Traffic through the village at peak times is very slow and it 
is regularly a significant challenge to find parking in the village to pop into the shops.   The small and friendly village 
nature of Little Chalfont has already been seriously eroded over the time we have lived here. Aside from the impact 
upon already stretched local infrastructure, sacrificing the Green Belt and Area of Natural Beauty around the village 
flanks to build yet more homes and create industrial areas will further destroy the nature of the village and the 
fundamental reason many of us chose to make it our home.  Chiltern District Planning has always been regarded as 
a formidable protector of this area and its natural beauty and we all felt secure in that knowledge. Now is the time 
Little Chalfont needs that protection most and we are trusting that Chiltern District Council do not let the village and 
its residents down. 
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Rep0465 
Mrs K Lea 

Hastings Meadow is directly adjacent to the proposed area highlighted for redevelopment,  we moved in three years 
ago from Vine Road another location adjacent to important green fields.  Although the road is very busy here, we 
live a very quiet undisturbed life, crime in the area has picked up slightly recently which is of great concern more 
houses would equal more crime. Obviously from a selfish perspective redevelopment on our doorstep is not 
something we would embrace but that is not my greatest concern. Redeveloping Stoke Poges is the wrong move, 
redeveloping on a very important Green belt area which is overlooked by Historical Monuments and ruining its 
historical existence is criminal when there is more suitable land within residential areas nearer to Slough. but still in 
the South bucks area.  The area highlighted for development is currently the only separation between us and 
SLOUGH this association is not greatly welcomed.  Stoke Poges is a beautiful village surrounded by beautiful green 
countryside and areas of great historical significance.  Wexham Park Stadium 'The Park' and its surrounding land has 
no historical significance, no current plans to reinstate it as a club, no real purpose, but is situated on the edge of 
Slough amongst residential homes and schools, surely this site cant be overlooked again when the owner has on 
various occasions requested permission to change its use.  The perfect site for redevelopment I would think.  
Perhaps a great idea would be to move the Khalsa Secondary School to there next to its already populated area 
adjacent to its primary school and develop housing on the remainderof the site - This would be a starting point.    
We do not want Stoke Poges swallowed up by Slough, there will be no separation and Stoke Poges will be lost 
forever. 

  

Rep0466 
Mr Mark 
Elderfield 

RE;Q8  green belt land should be just that - otherwise we will not be handing down to future generations a reason to 
enjoy life outside of their concrete boxes.RE:Q17 there are over 600,000 empty homes in England as of 2015 - why 
on earth do we need to build more. village life in Britain is dying and to build is another nail in the coffin of the 
attempt to save it. the wrong decision now will fracture an area that is still a place of nature and beauty - the voters 
will remember that. 

  

Rep0467 
Mr David Lanning 

I was very concerned with the expansion plans for little Chalfont on the grounds that I feel the area has already been 
degraded by the numbers of housing and people in this area. It simply cannot bear any more housing/people and, 
encroaching on the green belt is just not justifiable.  Medical Services are severely under pressure; it is often not 
possible to get a doctors appointment for at least 10 days. This will only increase if more houses are built in the area 
increasing the general population. The nearest hospital (A&E) is Stoke Mandeville which is a considerable drive 
away.  Local traffic congestion is already a big issue (White Lion Road is a prime example) most of the roads have 
vehicles parked against the keys restricting traffic flow. This problem will increase significantly if further housing and 
business expansion is allowed to proceed.  Rail transport is already at breaking point, many trains at peak times are 
standing room only with people packed into overcrowded carriages. Increasing the number of houses and 
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businesses in the village will only add to this problem causing further discomfort and overcrowding to those who 
have to commute.  Schools, many people in recent years have moved to the area from London and the suburbs 
because of its good schooling reputation and beautiful countryside. Schools places are now under pressure more 
than ever before; the proposed expansion will cause a major issue to local children access to education. The existing 
facilities will not be able to cope.  Erosion of the green belt is a betrayal to both current and future generations, 
once this has disappeared it can never be replaced. The trees and plants counterbalance the pollution of the many 
cars “stuck” on the local roads. Many local people including myself suffer from asthma and other breathing related 
issues. Depleting the green belt will only increase these medical conditions. 

Rep0468 
Dr Claire Sweeney 

- Little Chalfont would not be able to support the increase in resident numbers and traffic that would result from 
any of these proposed new building sites going ahead.  The village and the roads into and out of it, especially the 
A404, are already highly congested at peak times.  - Our green belt land, in particular the areas of outstanding 
natural beauty, are precious, are part of what makes our village so appealing and need to be protected, not 
sacrificed for yet more housing to add to the hundreds of new homes that have been built in the village already. 

  



Classification: OFFICIAL 
 

204 
 
Classification: OFFICIAL 

Name Summary of Representation 
Council Response (see also 

Volume 1 for generic response) 

Rep0469 
Mrs Natalie 
Worsfold 

Having reviewed the document my comments are:   - Chalfont St Peter has already been identified as providing an 
addition 600 properties on the prior Holy Cross site and also on the New Park site. There is the probability that the 
removal of so many areas of land from greenbelt status that it's identity as a village will be removed. That other 
local villages will be merged together. Creating a town feel rather than maintaining the identity of the individual 
villages of Chalfont St Peter, Chalfont St Giles and Gerrards Cross.  - While the Epilepsy site does provide some 
opportunity for development if the nature of the village is to be protected and not merged with Chalfont St Giles 
that some of the fields on this site need to be preserved. It would be preferential for the more aged buildings on this 
site be replaced rather that green fields be built on. (National Planning Policy Framework stated purpose 1 check 
unrestricted sprawl of large built up areas).  - Mill Meadow site is of particular concern given it's extensive use under 
the National Planning Policy Frame work stated opportunities and benefits:  "point 1 providing access to the open 
countryside for the population & 2 sport & outdoor recreation" Mill Meadow is a regular dog walking location, it is 
used by the local school as a playing field as they do not have one, it is used by the local football club, it is used by 
the local scouts, it provided allotment spaces for many in the village, it provides  a scout hall and a community 
center - both of which would struggle to find alternative locations at a price they could afford.  - The Winkers/Paccar 
site has opportunities for housing.  It is probably the most suitable site of all the options.  - Chalfont Grove.   No 
objections, but historic buildings should be retained. - Strip of land along the Misbourne.   There is already some 
offices here which are vacant.  Is further development really needed in this location? If this is to be used, then I 
would like to see the A413 retain the verges and trees that is currently has, with the development set back from the 
road. National Planning Policy Frame work 2 stated goal to "prevent neighbouring towns from merging" Developing 
in this area would result in merging with Tatling End and Gerrards Cross 
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Rep0470 
Mr Philip Morton 

I am writing to object to the proposed search and testing of green belt land in the area of oustanding natural beauty 
in and around Little Chalfont and Amersham.  My objections centre around the following key elements:  Green Belt - 
the green belt is a vital part of the English countryside. Protecting it from developmet is vital as once it is gone, we 
will never get it back. This protection is important for us to enjoy, but more importantly for our children and one day 
grandchildren. Green belts provide a buffer between towns and fresh air to millions of people. The influx of people 
to our area on weekends and in the summer time is due to the green belt we sit within. This land should be 
preserved and not be treated as a bank for building land, this fundamentally undermines the reason for its 
existance. Focus should be on developments using brownfield sites, and there are ongoing examples of this. Over 
800 hectares of greenbelt land is disappearing each year under new developments. It is important that we don't 
allow this to continue or proliferate.  The Chiltern Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB) - much of the land 
around our village is located within the Chiltern AONB. This is popular destination for visitors from across our County 
and beyond. The Chilterns AONB website (http://www.chilternsaonb.org/) proudly advertising it as a place for walks 
and cycle rides through the countryside. This is a tremendous local asset and one which we are able to enjoy all the 
time. Under no circumstances should we destroy this. As it is, much of the Chiltern AONB is under threat from the 
governments HS2 programme. Under no circumstances should we add to this.  New developments - since my time 
in the area (17 years) there has been much development. Most recently this includes Bell Lane (253 houses) and 
Burtons Lane (still to be completed) and approval granted to build 45 homes behind Chenies Parade. In addition to 
these greenfield developments there have been and continue to be various brownfield developments include three 
along White Lion Road from Beel Close to and past St Nicholas Close.  Infrastructure - our infrastructure could not 
cope with nor support new housing estates. As it is local schools have insufficient spaces to support the local 
community, where would all the additional children go? In addition Little Chalfont already has insufficient parking 
and a recent application for additional parking was to my knowledge turned down in favour of one of the 
aforementioned developments. And finally our roads cannot cope with the existing traffic, anyone who travels along 
White Lion Road in the morning or at school ending time or after work knows that. The traffic is excessive and 
getting worse with heavy duty trucks using this as a key access to other areas and the M25. I hope that these 
concerns and those of my neighbours from across Little Chalfont will be taken into consideration and these 
proposals will be scraped. 
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Rep0471 
Mr Philip 
Chapman 

I think that most people living in Little Chalfont recognise the need for more affordable housing in the village. The 
consultation document appears to show an area for residential use which is approx. one third the size of the village 
as it stands at the moment. Apart from the strain this amount of extra housing would put on resources (schools, 
health, roads, sewage etc) what percentage of these houses would really be affordable for the young people who 
are growing up in our area? What would be the provision for extra school places? What would be the provision of 
more health care? Sewage is already a problem with the sewage facility at Chesham being unable to cope and 
having to discharge into the river Chess at times. The main road through Little Chalfont (A404) is already very busy 
most of the day; especially at peak times and school finishing time. Extra housing will only add to this; what plans 
are there to combat this situation?  A large part of the proposed development area is designated as 'area of search 
for employment development'. Is this another word for industrial estate? If so is there evidence that this is needed 
Much of the area around Little Chalfont is recognised as an area of outstanding natural beauty as well as Green Belt. 
Development on the scale proposed would change the whole feel of the area and the loss would be irreversible. We 
recognise that expansion is inevitable, but not on this scale. 
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Rep0472 
Ms Vanessa 
Bavington 

I do not think Little Chalfont should be identified as a ‘Main settlement for Growth and cannot accommodate 
significant new developments.  Between 2006 and 2014, 307 new properties have been approved or built in Little 
Chalfont. This equates to 12.4% increase. Chiltern District Council’s own figures show that the percentage growth 
neighbouring communities was Amersham 5.3%, Chesham 4%, and Chalfont St Peter Village 7.7%.   Land designated 
as Green Belt currently accounts for 88% of Chiltern District Council. Little Chalfont is surrounded by Green Belt and 
I believe Chiltern District Council should protect and shouldn’t seek to declassify existing Green Belt. Green Belt was 
originally designated in 1954 to prevent the outward sprawl of London by keeping land permanently open and this 
should continue.  Land designated as AONB currently accounts for 72% of Chiltern District Council. I believe Chiltern 
District Council should protect the existing AONB. The National Parks and Access to the Countryside Act of 1949 
defined the purpose of the AONB as ‘to conserve and enhance the natural beauty’. The Countryside and Rights of 
Way Act of 2000 placed a duty on public bodies to ‘have regard to the purpose of the AONB’. The Chilterns Area of 
Outstanding Natural Beauty Management Plan 2014-2019 acknowledges that the Chilterns is possibly the most 
heavily visited landscape in the UK, with over 55 million leisure visits a year. This should continue. If there is new 
development in Little Chalfont, Little Chalfont’s infrastructure will be tested to the full. Little Chalfont would not 
cope if there were to be significant new housing developments and there would be major traffic, parking, education 
and healthcare issues.  In conclusion, I believe that   •   Chiltern District Council should remove Little Chalfont from 
the list of ‘Main Settlements for Growth  •   There should be no release of the green belt areas shown on the options 
maps of Little Chalfont  •   Chiltern District Council has a legal requirement to have regard to the purpose of the 
AONB   •   Little Chalfont has already taken more than its share of local development  •   There will be well-known 
infrastructure problems associated with new development 

 The Local Plan will need to 
identify sustainable 
development options to meet 
needs taking into account the 
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Rep0473 
Mrs Joanne 
Terrell 

Future development of the green belt area Lakes Lane/Lord Reith place and Beaconsfield rugby club, is completely 
ridiculous. The rugby club offers a sense of community, a place to exercise, for children to grow and make friends 
outside of school. It builds children's confidence not only physically but mentally also. As the government is 
continually telling us that we, and especially children need to exercise more it would be unbelievably stupid to get 
rid of something that allows you to do this.  As a resident who's garden backs on to the green belt land, I see the 
amazing amount of wildlife the fields support. Deer, foxes, monk jacks, many grouse and birds are to name but a 
few. My other worry would be how and where the infrastructure would be built? The roads and traffic congestion in 
the old town is already maxed out, as are the number of road surface issues. Not to mention schools, doctors etc 
etc. As someone who applied for the closet school for my children and didn't receive a place how on earth would 
you support new homes? Beaconsfield is already a built up area, I do not believe it could support anymore and also 
believe it would start to lose its charm and appeal to people not only living in the area but those looking to relocate. 

  

Rep0474 
Ms Jane Walder 

Although I appreciate the ongoing need for affordable housing, I feel that the land adjacent to the Beaconsfield 
rugby club should be kept for the use of local adults and children to continue to enjoy for sporting use. 

  

Rep0475 
Mr Oliver 
Maycock 

I am a 7 year old boy. Please don't build houses on the field because I like nature and want future generations to be 
able to enjoy this and you will spoil the fun we have in the woods and playing. 

  

Rep0476 
Mr Robert 
Maycock 

I have many concerns about the proposed development in the plan and submit these as part of the public 
consultation for you to consider.  Little Chalfont has already accommodated significant development in the past 
couple of years with the Saw Mill site and the Donkey Field. It is very easy to see the impact of these developments 
on the village already. Any more development would be very hard for the village to sustain. I do not understand why 
there are so may target areas in Little Chalfont compared to other local areas which seem better equipped to absorb 
population. If we have to accept more this should be done by finding options in the village boundaries/brown field 
sites.   There is already significant pressure on key infrastructure in the village;  Traffic - the roads, the A404 in 
particular is very busy and in my view dangerous there is more traffic at peak times. Further development would 
make this much worse. Lots of the proposed development sites are serviced by narrow country lanes. This will 
increase the danger and risk of accidents.  Primary Schools - there is a clear lack of primary school provision in the 
area. There is nowhere to send primary aged children to school here now let alone if there are many more houses 
and families in the area.  High Schools - further development will put overwhelming pressure on high schools in the 
area. As no more Grammar schools can be built and I am assuming that to build a high school is a very complex and 

The councils consider that 
options in the Green Belt need 
to be considered in addition to 
the opportunities that are 
available on brownfield sites. 
 
The Government has never 
stated that Green Belt 
boundaries should not be 
reviewed as part of a Local Plan 
review. 
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expensive then I cannot see how we will be able to educate the children in the area. This is a major consideration. 
Transport - I commute into London by train 5 days per week. In the 5 years I have been doing this I have seen the 
numbers of passengers on the train increase in line with development I ‘fight’ for a seat every day whereas I never 
had to do this 4 years ago. There is no way that the transport network (which developers will use as a key selling 
point) can take the volume of commuters that will be created by this development. I have seen no proposal on 
increasing the frequency or number of carriages on trains to absorb the number of commuters today. Again surely 
this has to be a major consideration.  Doctors - I recently rang to get an appointment and could not get one over a 
week. This is an example of the impact of the recent building has had. I cannot access services I need and will only 
get worse with further development.  Shops and Parking -  Today it is very difficult to access the local amenities as 
parking is very difficult. I worry for elderly people that they will not be able to get what they need as they will not be 
able to park. Also, the businesses, many of which are locally owned and run, will suffer if people cannot park and 
prefer to drive to the out of town supermarkets etc.  We should be creatively using brown field sites to bring 
regeneration and money to an area. Building in the Chiltern District on its Green Belt land will not bring these 
benefits for people.  Little Chalfont has been identified as a ‘Main Settlement for Growth’. This makes no sense for 
the reasons above. The Donkey Field site is also now full of £2 million houses and £800K apartments. This clearly 
does not provide housing for those who need it so does not fulfil the objectives of what I assume the Local Plan is 
trying to achieve. I predict more of this if the development goes ahead. Elite housing, lots of profit and the village 
ruined.  The other substantive point is the protection of the green land we have. The proposal for stage 1 
development is extremely worrying. The plans for stage 2 and the removal of the green belt status is frankly absurd. 
The green belt Green belt policy in the UK has shown to be highly effective in halting the urban sprawl and 
improving the quality of life for both rural and urban population. Therefore it is of upmost the importance to 
protecting the existing green belt areas. I have done some research and the UK government said that it has no 
intention of changing the boundaries of green belts. I therefore cannot see how this can be allowed. It seems 
absolute common sense to work hard to look at other brown field sites before we even consider releasing green belt 
land. I On top of that, it seems again absurd and very sad that you are considering AONB land (Cow Field and West 
Wood). The Chess Valley is truly spectacular and our children enjoy the fact that they live so close to such a beautiful 
landscape. If this is lost it will be a tragedy. It seems obvious that AONB land should fall at the very bottom of any 
development list. If not, I find that very hard to understand.  The size of the pieces of land you are considering in 
Stage 2 is very worrying. Both the residential and employment proposals would change the very face of Little 
Chalfont and the surrounding area forever. Not just the village’s size but it’s ability to function and for you to 
provide the residents with what we pay our Council Tax for. Most importantly though - the fact that we live in a 
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beautiful rural area that we should protect for future generations. That is your duty. Thank you for fully considering 
my points. I know many many people in the village share these and similar concerns and I very much hope and trust 
you comply with your other duty of listening to the local people and representing their best interests. 

Rep0477 
Mr David 
McSorley 

I and my family have benefited over the last  50 years or so from the local facility of a well run Rugby Club. This 
facility has provided not only a good sporting environment and all the health benefits that that brings but also 
agreeable sociable communication adding to a happy community.  The removal of this facility threatens the 
wellbeing of the community and deprives future generations of any benefit that Beaconsfield Rugby Club has 
undoubtedly provided to the multitude of past and present members.   Whilst conceding that there undoubtedly are 
housing needs,I can't see that depriving our town of its very positive social facility of a rugby club will be anything 
but a retrograde step.   Please consider your decision and allow Beaconsfield Rugby Club to further flourish and 
provide key benefits for future generations. 

  

Rep0478 
Mrs Louise 
Maycock 

I am a resident of Little Chalfont. My husband and I moved to the area in 2010 because we want to bring our 
children up in a village with beautiful green spaces and a very strong sense of community. This is exactly what Little 
Chalfont provides at present.  I have a large number of concerns about the proposed development in the plan and 
submit these as part of the public consultation for you to consider. Little Chalfont has already accommodated 
significant development in the past couple of years with the Saw Mill site and the Donkey Field. It is very easy to see 
the impact of these developments on the village already. Any more development would be very hard for the village 
to sustain. I do not understand why there are so may target areas in Little Chalfont compared to other local areas 
which seem better equipped to absorb population. If we have to accept more this should be done by finding options 
in the village boundaries/brown field sites.  There is already significant pressure on key infrastructure in the village; 
Traffic - the roads, the A404 in particular is very busy and in my view dangerous there is more traffic at peak times. 
Further development would make this much worse. Lots of the proposed development sites are serviced by narrow 
country lanes. This will increase the danger and risk of accidents.  Primary Schools - there is a clear lack of primary 
school provision in the area. There is nowhere to send primary aged children to school here now let alone if there 
are many more houses and families in the area.  High Schools - further development will put overwhelming pressure 
on high schools in the area. As no more Grammar schools can be built and I am assuming that to build a high school 
is a very complex and expensive then I cannot see how we will be able to educate the children in the area. Surely 
this must be a major consideration.  Transport - I commute into London by train 3 days per week. In the 5 years I 
have been doing this I have seen the numbers of passengers on the train grow considerably. I ‘fight’ for a seat every 
day whereas I never had to do this say 3 years ago. There is no way that the transport network (which I am guessing 
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developers will use as a key selling point) can take the level of need that will be created by this development. Again 
surely this has to be a major consideration.  Doctors - it takes about one week to get an appointment at the doctors 
now. It is under so much pressure from the development that has already happened, it will not cope with more 
putting people’s health at risk. I understand we need more housing in the UK. I work in London and see the massive 
building sites working to provide these. But this is creatively using brown field sites and brings regeneration and 
money to an area. Building in the Chiltern District on its Green Belt land will not bring these benefits for people. I 
understand that Little Chalfont has been identified as a ‘Main Settlement for Growth’. This makes no sense for the 
reasons above. The Donkey Field site is also now full of £2 million houses. This clearly does not provide housing for 
those who need it so does not fulfil the objectives of what I assume the Local Plan is trying to achieve. I predict more 
of this if the development goes ahead. Elite housing, lots of profit and the village and surrounding countryside 
ruined.  The other substantive point is the protection of the green belt land we have. The proposal for stage 1 
development is extremely worrying. The plans for stage 2 and the removal of the green belt status is frankly absurd. 
The green belt Green belt policy in the UK has shown to be highly effective in halting the urban sprawl and 
improving the quality of life for both rural and urban population. Therefore it is of utmost the importance to 
protecting the existing green belt areas. I have done some research and the UK government said that it has no 
intention of changing the boundaries of green belts. I therefore can be allowed. It seems absolute common sense to 
work hard to look at other brown field sites before we even consider releasing green belt land. 
On top of that, it seems again absurd and very sad that you are considering AONB land (Cow Field and West Wood). 
The Chess Valley is truly spectacular and our children enjoy the fact that they live so close to such a beautiful 
landscape. If this is lost it will be a tragedy. It seems obvious that AONB land should fall at the very bottom of any 
development list. If not, I find that very hard to understand.  The size of the pieces of land you are considering in 
Stage 2 is very worrying. Both the residential and employment proposals would change the very face of Little 
Chalfont and the surrounding area forever. Not just the village’s size but it’s ability to function and for you to 
provide the residents with what we pay our Council Tax for. Most importantly though - the fact that we live in a 
beautiful rural area that we should protect for future generations. That is your duty. Thank you for fully considering 
my points. I know many many people in the village share these and similar concerns and I very much hope and trust 
you comply with your other duty of listening to the local people. 
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Rep0479 
Mr Bradley Appel 

I do not think Little Chalfont should be identified as a ‘Main settlement for Growth and cannot accommodate 
significant new developments.  Between 2006 and 2014, 307 new properties have been approved or built in Little 
Chalfont. This equates to 12.4% increase. Chiltern District Council’s own figures show that the percentage growth 
neighbouring communities was Amersham 5.3%, Chesham 4%, and Chalfont St Peter Village 7.7%.  Land designated 
as Green Belt currently accounts for 88% of Chiltern District Council. Little Chalfont is surrounded by Green Belt and 
I believe Chiltern District Council should protect and shouldn’t seek to declassify existing Green Belt. Green Belt was 
originally designated in 1954 to prevent the outward sprawl of London by keeping land permanently open and this 
should continue.  Land designated as AONB currently accounts for 72% of Chiltern District Council. I believe Chiltern 
District Council should protect the existing AONB. The National Parks and Access to the Countryside Act of 1949 
defined the purpose of the AONB as ‘to conserve and enhance the natural beauty’. The Countryside and Rights of 
Way Act of 2000 placed a duty on public bodies to ‘have regard to the purpose of the AONB’. The Chilterns Area of 
Outstanding Natural Beauty Management Plan 2014-2019 acknowledges that the Chilterns is possibly the most 
heavily visited landscape in the UK, with over 55 million leisure visits a year. This should continue.  If there is new 
development in Little Chalfont, Little Chalfont’s infrastructure will be tested to the full. Little Chalfont would not 
cope if there were to be significant new housing developments and there would be major traffic, parking, education 
and healthcare issues.   In conclusion, I believe that   •   Chiltern District Council should remove Little Chalfont from 
the list of ‘Main Settlements for Growth •  There should be no release of the green belt areas shown on the options 
maps of Little Chalfont •  Chiltern District Council has a legal requirement to have regard to the purpose of the 
AONB  •   Little Chalfont has already taken more than its share of local development •   There will be well-known 
infrastructure problems associated with new development 

 The Local Plan will need to 
identify sustainable 
development options to meet 
needs taking into account the 
scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements.   
 

Rep0480 
Mr Manesh Patel 

Please note my strong objection towards the proposal to open up the greenbelt land bounded by Park Road, Grays 
Park Road and West End Lane.   Building on this established green belt land which has a stream running through it, 
public right of way and wildlife habitat (which I’m sure includes owls, newts, deer etc.) is close to a Heritage site 
(Thomas ray Memorial and the Vistas and landscape that surrounds it and Stoke Poges Church.   Additionally 
building on this land will erode and harm the green belt environment, result in unrestricted urban sprawl of built up 
areas and cause Slough and Stoke Poges to merge into one another.  Therefore this piece of greenbelt land should 
not e opened up , otherwise policies NPPF9 - Par.79, 83, 87, 88 and NPPF12 Par 126 and 129 will not be adhered to.   
I do support the Stoke Poges Parish Councils recommendation to support ARUP recommendation (area bounded by 
Church Lane, Park Road, Grays Park Road and Duffield Road), Bayer and Plough Lane Recreational land. 
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Rep0481 
Mrs Lisa Lambert 

Little Chalfont should not be identified as a ‘Main settlement for Growth and cannot accommodate significant new 
developments.  Between 2006 and 2014, 307 new properties have been approved or built in Little Chalfont. This 
equates to a 12.4% increase. Chiltern District Council’s own figures show that the percentage growth neighbouring 
communities was Amersham 5.3%, Chesham 4%, and Chalfont St Peter Village 7.7%. Land designated as Green Belt 
currently accounts for 88% of Chiltern District Council. Little Chalfont is surrounded by Green Belt and Chiltern 
District Council should protect it and not seek to declassify existing Green Belt. Green Belt was originally designated 
in 1954 to prevent the outward sprawl of London by keeping land permanently open and this has to continue.     
Land designated as AONB currently accounts for 72% of Chiltern District Council for a reason and this should be 
protected - not destroyed.  .The National Parks and Access to the Countryside Act of 1949 defined the purpose of 
the AONB as ‘to conserve and enhance the natural beauty’. The Countryside and Rights of Way Act of 2000 placed a 
duty on public bodies to ‘have regard to the purpose of the AONB’. The Chilterns Area of Outstanding Natural 
Beauty Management Plan 2014-2019 acknowledges that the Chilterns is possibly the most heavily visited landscape 
in the UK, with over 55 million leisure visits a year. If there is new development in Little Chalfont, Little Chalfont’s 
infrastructure will be stretched to breaking point. There would be major educations, healthcare, traffic and parking 
issues.  In conclusion,  •   Chiltern District Council should remove Little Chalfont from the list of ‘Main Settlements 
for Growth  •  There should be no release of the green belt areas of Little Chalfont •  Chiltern District Council has a 
legal requirement to have regard to the purpose of the AONB  •  Little Chalfont has already taken more than its 
share of local development •   There will be well-known infrastructure problems associated with new development 

 The Local Plan will need to 
identify sustainable 
development options to meet 
needs taking into account the 
scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements.  

Rep0482 
Mrs Emma Tappin 

I strongly believes that it is in the interest of Beaconsfield Rugby Club and the town itself that the land either side of 
Windsor End used by the Club stays within the green belt and continues to provide a sporting facility for local adults 
and children. 

  

Rep0483 
Mr Daniel Wober 

Beaconsfield Rugby Club has been of great benefit to its members and thus the town in general. It would be a a 
mistake to sell off its land to build houses whose people would add a strain on the local infrastructure.   The Rugby 
club is investing in our children's health, fitness and confidence which in turn helps to create more rounded citizens 
in adult life.  I strongly object to any plan to build houses on its land. 

  

Rep0484 
Mr Rahul Mann 

My response is in response to question 8.  I and my family is concerned about release of green belt.  The release will 
change the local character of the Chalfont village, will impact local wildlife and biodiversity of the green belt.  
Please consider local resident's concern before taking any decision considering it is a small village with limited 
infrastructure support in terms of parkings, health services and other local amenities needed to support village life. 
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Rep0485 
Ms Antoinette 
Harvey 

I do not think Little Chalfont should be identified as a ‘Main settlement for Growth " because it cannot 
accommodate significant new developments. I have no confidence that the planning can provide for the investment 
needed to provide for all the additional cars, parking, schools, healthcare.  The Harvard Grange development up the 
road from us has already had a marked impact on the local area, making it really difficult to get to the shops or visit 
the dentist due to the traffic and lack of parking.   There is derelict parking adjacent to the Parade which was not 
made into useful parking but will be more flats, which I find ludicrous.  Clearly, the planning authority does not have 
the power to make decisions which mitigate the effect of new building.  Little Chalfont infrastructure would not 
cope if there were to be significant new housing developments and there would be major traffic, parking, education 
and healthcare issues. These areas are also AONB, and allowing further development will irreversibly damage the 
precious rural nature of the area which make it such a haven for wildlife and a pleasure for everyone to enjoy.  
In conclusion, I believe that  • Chiltern District Council should remove Little Chalfont from the list of ‘Main 
Settlements for Growth  •   There should be no release of the green belt areas shown on the options maps of Little 
Chalfont  • Chiltern District Council has a legal requirement to have regard to the purpose of the AONB  • Little 
Chalfont has already taken more than its share of local development  •  There will be well-known infrastructure 
problems associated with new development 

  

Rep0486 
Mrs Jacqueline 
Crockett 

With Middle Green being in walking distance of Langley Train Station with Crossrail & WRATH going to be accessible 
from this station, these must be major factors for releasing the area for development for housing making the area a 
highly desirable commuter belt.  The strong possibility of the third runway at Heathrow Airport being granted will 
put greater pressure on the area for housing especially when WRATH is accessible by a 15 minute walk from Middle 
Green. 

  

Rep0487 
Mrs Jennifer 
Cartwright 

Beaconsfield rugby club is a linch pin for the area bringing families and individuals together most weekends - and it's 
location is key drawing the outlying villages in .  With the Wilton park development planned and more green space 
including rugby fields built upon where are people allowed to enjoy green space and release stress and get fit - the 
club has a tremendous following and is key to successful community . The  location with its small lanes would not be 
ideal for 7 day a week traffic as it struggles just with Sunday traffic - 

  

Rep0488 
Dr Colin Martin 

Whilst I understand the need for more housing being made available especially at lower cost. I think it is important 
that the green belt is protected especially where facilities for the community for example Beaconsfield RFC are 
under threat. This space must be protected not just for rugby but for all the local community. 

  



Classification: OFFICIAL 
 

215 
 
Classification: OFFICIAL 

Name Summary of Representation 
Council Response (see also 

Volume 1 for generic response) 

Rep0489 
Mrs Katrin Gajia 

I regards to your plan for employment area of search between nashleigh hill and vale road, I would like to say that 
you're not only taking away an amazing bit of green belt, a place for children to run, ride their sledges when it snows 
or have picnics in the summer but looking at 188 severalls avenue which has just applied for change of use as no 
business wants to use the space, I think you would just create another block of industrial site with empty offices. 
The space for employment area is too far from local transport and therefore, if you have businesses willing to open 
that end of town , those businesses would rely on clients and employees to come by car. This would put more 
pressure on the already heavily used road though Chesham.  The space you have chosen is also visible from most 
parts of Chesham and makes this town one of the reason, why so many people move out here, namely to be closer 
to nature, to escape the city. This part is a refuge for people looking for tranquility and fresh air. Red kites who have 
only been reintroduced a few years ago are using the feels as their main food source and are wonderful to watch 
and I'm sure once you let building commence, they will vanish again and not come back. 

  

Rep0490 
Mr Tirath Jheetta,  
Rep0491 
Mrs Ravinder 
Jheeta and 
Rep0492 
Dr Daljit Jheeta 

I am opposing further consideration of green belt land parcel 69 in line with Arup's not recommended conclusion. 
My arguments are:-  1) most of the parcel is made up of ancient trees which form a pollution barrier for houses in 
the Dukes wood estate.  In addition the wood support wildlife such as deer, badgers, birds and small mammals. 
2) access to this narrow strip is very limited and so practical considerations would be difficult  for building 
developement and site clearance.  3) the only area clear of trees in the parcel is at the eastern edge alongside 
Fulmer road. There is a high voltage cable and pylons crossing the middle of the meadow. This is a concern for 
future development both for health concerns around pylons and electronic communications for new developments . 
4) most of the land in the parcel slopes towards the m40, the trees absorb the water which if not present would 
cause flooding of the M40.  5) noise - Environmental planning advice PPG 24 sets guidelines for acceptable noise 
levels for new dwellings. Readings taken by residents on the southern edge are in the region of 65 decibels which is 
noise category C defined as :- there should be a strong presumption against permitting the developement unless 
there are other important factors such as a lack of better alternative sites. This is clearly not the case. 
I trust my comments fully support Arup's not recommended conclusion. 
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Rep0493 
Mr Jon Turner 

I am very concerned regarding the planning proposal identified for the area currently covering Quill Hall Farm.  My 
first objection is the consideration to build on Greenbelt land which is also designated as an Area of Outstanding 
Natural Beauty when there are currently a number of sites in Amersham where derelict buildings and unused land is 
not taken advantage of. Notably the site of the former Pheasant pub, and an empty plot at the end of Grimsdales 
Lane are just two sites where planning has been requested and unfathomably turned down by the council planners.   
The location in question would not only spoil an area that has a strong unspoilt natural character, but would have 
significant impacts on the vista on both sides of the Latimer valley. Secondly I can see no feasible solution in regard 
to schooling in this area of Amersham with the increase in demand for places this proposal would require. Chesnut 
Lane, Elangeni, and Woodside school are currently significantly over subsribed and land locked. Expansion of these 
schools would be at a significant cost of outside space available to pupils and is clearly unfeasible without the 
planning of a new school as part of this proposal. 

  

Rep0494 
Mrs Alison 
Jewsbury 

I understand the need for new housing, but Little Chalfont should not be the village to have to take these additional 
houses.  We have already had a huge number of properties recently, and our village is overstretched as it does not 
have the infrastructure to cope with the additional people and cars. The centre is now much busier, and it is almost 
impossible to park outside the shops without circling around for several minutes or going after 9.30 pm.  The 
designated parking area near the library is also very often full to capacity.  The schools are vastly oversubscribed.  
You have to wait to long to get a doctor’s appointment. Traffic is excessive.  The village has had an increase of 12% 
of it population between 2006 and 2014, which is more than adjacent village, so we should not have more houses at 
this stage.  The development of Harvard Grange on Burtons Lane is right on my doorstep and is going to add so 
much more traffic and congestion on Burton’s Lane and in the village once opened.  We have also had a large 
development of 253 houses in Bell Lane and 45 in Chenies Parade. Little Chalfont should be removed from the short 
list of main settlements for growth in the Council’s Core Strategy as we have taken as we have done our bit, and are 
full to capacity.  I am particularly dismayed and shocked to discover that the Council is looking into building on the 
Green Belt land. Green belt was created to protect it from being built on and to maintain stretches of countryside, 
so it is wrong to try and change this. We have beautiful field at the end of our garden from Burton’s Lane, reaching 
into what used to be the Golf Course in Little Chalfont, which gives a beautiful country outlook to our garden.  It 
would be terrible to have this converted into building land.  The countryside around Little Chalfont is a real asset 
and we should not destroy it. We enjoy lovely walks in the areas around Stoney Lane in the Chess Valley, so I am 
dismayed that are may be built on. When we lived in London we used to drive out to the Chilterns for pub walks and 
to enjoy the countryside, so the area is enjoyed by locals and those travelling from further affield.  The countryside 
can be accessed using Chalfont and Latimer station as a starting point so it accessible to people from London.  Much 
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of the area straddling the A404 is in the Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty so should not be built upon. 

Rep0495 
Dr Leslie Joffe 

Opposition to the plan to test "orange area" on Green Belt: 1. Little Chalfont has already absorbed a fair quantity of 
new housing and there is little space for improvement in the infrastructure that would be required to service these 
proposed areas. Traffic especially is very heavy with consideration to the A404 and A412 being single lane main 
arterial routes through the village.  2. Much of the area around Little Chalfont is an Area of Outstanding Natural 
Beauty and any further development will significantly reduce this asset to the County. 3. This is Green Belt land and 
was created for the very reason it is named - Green Belt. It was designated as a constraint to building, and should 
not be used as a residual pool for building land. 

  

Rep0496 
Mr Nicholas West 

I have reviewed the main headlines and understand the long term housing needs in the area. That said, with the 
advent of HS2, I do question whether much of the local housing need to effectively support London could be 
diverted to the Midlands from where the travel times to London will not be dissimilar to those from Little Chalfont 
and Amersham. Has this demand “diversion” been considered in the Council’s assessment of the housing need?  My 
biggest issue with the proposals in the plan are the complete contravention of Green Belt policy. The Green Belt was 
introduced for good reasons, one of which was to prevent the constant growth and merger of settlements through 
ribbon development. Looking at the plans for Little Chalfont, the proposed infills will almost link Chorleywood, Little 
Chalfont and Amersham in one urban sprawl. Relaxing Green Belt policy now is a dangerous precedent to my mind 
and potentially the beginning of a very slippery slope where the policy becomes ignored entirely in the future. 
Has the council considered all potential Brownfield sites which could accommodate some or all of the housing and 
employment needs? This would be in line with policy. The Chilterns is relatively unique in offering attractive 
countryside easily accessible from London. Indeed, many local areas are designated Areas of Outstanding Natural 
Beauty. How do the proposals sit with this? Little Chalfont is a village and the proposals are disproportionate. The 
additional housing and employment proposed simply cannot be supported by the existing infrastructure. What does 
the council propose to address this? 

  

Rep0496 
Mrs Lorna 
Cunningham 

There has been a large amount of recent development and new housing in CSP, and it would seem sensible to allow 
the new residents time to settle in and be absorbed into the local community before allowing any further expansion, 
which should be gradual. Schools, drainage and other facilities are already at capacity and could not support a large 
number of new households.  The area around the community centre is prone to flooding and any buildings would be 
at high risk. This area is much valued by local schools and community for sports and recreation and would be hugely 
missed. Brownfield and industrial sites should be utilised first. If anyone wants to develop an area in CSP they should 
improve the unattractive precinct area in the centre of the village. 
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Rep0497 
Mr David Ingram 

I am concerned about proposed plan to test green belt areas around Little Chalfont for housing development. Joined 
up Government policy should enable high quality homes and jobs across the UK. Instead, more people are being 
squashed into areas like ours. Young people, both those born here and those moving to the area to advance their 
careers, are having to pay extortionate prices for tiny houses. The resulting density of population is putting stress on 
the local infrastructure. It may be tactically easy, but does not make strategic sense to release Green Belt land 
around Little Chalfont to build new homes. 

  

Rep0498 
Mr Michael 
Mullins 

Little Chalfont appears to have been selected as a main settlement for growth. This is ridiculous.  The village has 
already suffered significant growth, more than most. The A404 is full at busy times, parking at the shops is difficult, 
the schools are full, medical services are stretched and the Local Plan does not  address any of these or similar 
issues. It is proposed that areas of the Green Belt should be allocated to housing and business use.. How can this be 
an option.  The whole purpose of the Green Belt is to stop urban sprawl There is no extraordinary situation that 
justifies breaking into the Green Belt. Maybe there is a housing shortage but that has existed since the Green Belt 
was formed. Does the Chilterns Area of Natural Beauty mean anything. I think it does but these proposals appear to 
dismiss it very casually. It is my view that development in and around Little Chalfont should be limited to 
opportunities that may arise within the existing housing boundaries 

  

Rep0499 
 Anonymous 

The plan to build more houses and businesses on Green Belt land around Little Chalfont is unacceptable.  1) We 
have had a disproportionately large amount of such development already.  2) The traffic in the area is already heavy, 
particularly on White Lion Road, which is often at a standstill at busy times. 3) There is insufficient parking available 
for the present residents. 4) The closure of banks and the rail ticket office has reduced provision of services for local 
people. 5) The plan for this in the area of Finch Lane is out of all  proportion to the available access. 6) Green Belt 
land is designed to prevent merging of towns/villages into one conglomoration. 7) The AONB will be ruined. 

  

Rep0500 
Mr Maurice 
Wheeler 

Chalfont St Peter has already taken on its fair share of houses.   We already have over 600 new houses being 
developed in the village, from the massive Newlands Park development to the Holy Cross site.  These are huge 
projects, at a minimum these houses should be included in our contribution to this project rather than being ignored 
when considering CSP’s contribution to the demands put on the Chiltern District Council.  These are already putting 
a strain on limited resources -  Limited medical resources - With only a few GP surgeries in the village we already 
struggle to get appointments with waits up to 2 weeks being common.  Our children also had to go to dentist in the 
next town over as all spaces were full in CSP.  This is without the already planned 600 new homes which will break 

 The Local Plan will need to 
identify sustainable 
development options to meet 
needs taking into account the 
scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements.   
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the system, but to put additional stress on a broken system is counter intuitive, is it not sustainable. 
Limited School places - Sure if you have money there are many private school you can send your children to but if 
you don’t have the money then you are hugely restricted.  The current schools are breaking at the seams and simple 
can handle the onslaught this proposal would bring.  The Holy Cross decision did not help this at all and we are not 
left with an existing infrastructure that is inadequate.  With the proposal to remove a school field from the school is 
just preposterous, this plan will add children to the school and take away from its already limited capability to 
provide a good education for them.    Limited sewage capabilities - We already have the situation where raw sewage 
flows down our village’s streets when there is a heavy rain fall.  Adding more houses and businesses will only 
exasperate the issue.    Limited transport capabilities - We do not have a train station; we do not have a bus service 
this is a viable transport option for the vast majority of the village.  These plans will bring a huge number of people 
and by not providing an appropriate transport system will force people into their cars, which will then block our 
already crowded streets.  Market Place, the High St and Joiners Lane are already congested and with the addition of 
Holy Cross this will already be unsustainable. The addition of cars will also bring with it additional parking problems. 
Surely we are at a time in society where we should be endeavouring to take cars off the roads, rather than creating 
situations that only has the result of putting more polluting vehicles on the roads. 
Blatant disregard for the Green Belt - The green belt was set up with the following intentions in mind –  
1 Providing opportunities for access to the open countryside for the urban population.  2 Providing opportunities for 
outdoor sport and outdoor recreation in the urban areas. 3 Retention of attractive landscapes and enhanced 
landscapes common to near where people live. 4 Improvement of damaged and derelict land around towns. 
5 The securing of nature conservation interests. 6 The retention of land in agricultural, forestry and related uses. 
This plan disregards each of these intentions, by removing the green belt designation you will be driving the 
boundaries of the village out towards Chalfont St Giles, Little Chalfont and the A40.  Rather than look at ways of 
building on existing brown field sites with the boundary of the village the plan is to push out.  You will be removing 
valuable recreation facilities, taking away every single established sporting club in the village from the football clubs 
to the tennis clubs, cricket clubs, and golf clubs.  The number of acres of green fields that are being looked for 
development are astounding many people enjoy these on a daily basis.  The following research has shown that 
having access to open space to exercise alleviates stress and depression and has been shown to aid mental health. 
At a neighbourhood level, trees and vegetation improve residents’ health, wellbeing and social safety.   
• van den Berg, A.E., Hartig, T. & Staats, H. (2007) Preference for nature in urbanised societies: Stress, restoration 
and the pursuit of sustainability. Journal of Social Issues, 63, 79–96. •Chiesura, A. (2004) The role of urban parks for 
the sustainable city. Landscape and Urban Planning, 68, 129–138 •Green Space Scotland (2008) Transforming Urban 
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Spaces: the links between green spaces and health - a critical literature review.  •GO Science, Foresight (2008) The 
Effect of the Physical Environment on Mental Wellbeing.  Again as a society we should be moving toward ensuring 
we are maintaining and improving our citizen’s mental health  
Mill Meadow site review.  Removal of vital recreation facilities for this village is insane, this area includes the 
football club, recreation parks, skate park, playing pitches, tennis courts, a scout headquarters, allotments and 
community center that houses many fitness and recreation clubs. There are no areas within the centre of CSP where 
any of these facilities could be relocated. Mill Meadow, a pleasant open space, much loved and used by many 
inhabitants of CSP for walking and relaxation.  This field is also where my children have their only school playing 
field, The Chalfont St. Peter C of E Academy, will not be able to provide athletics, or field sports to the children of 
the village with its removal, and thus they will not be able to deliver the full ciriculum.  Removal of open space that 
is used by everyone, the Mill Meadow area allows the public the ability to walk alongside the River Misbourne from 
the Village Centre, across Mill Meadow and through to Chalfont St. Giles. The river is also a wild life haven.  The land 
is not suitable for new building as it on the floodplain of the River Misbourne. Over the last few years especially 
there has been numerous, documented, incidences of flooding. 
National Epilepsy Society Site review.  This is already a major development site with a set of care homes and nursing 
homes on the site as well as nine playing pitches used regularly by a host of local sports teams.  The care homes 
provide great facilities for local residents and should surely remain as the government recently announced they 
want the UK to be the most dementia friendly country in the world by 2020.  They also provide employment for 
many people.  The area north of the plot is exactly what the green belt initiative was set up to protect.  It separated 
the village from Newland Park and Little Chalfont; it prevents the village sprawling in an uncontrolled manor beyond 
its boundaries; it is a stunning area of wild life and open spaces and includes part of the Colne Valley Park.  The 
north end of this plot has zero public transport links, and would require a car to live there adding to pollution, and 
congestion.  The roads around there are narrow and dangerous country lanes and could not cope with the increased 
traffic.  The size of the plot is enormous, keeping the already developed area to the south for a small amount of 
housing and for the retention of the nursing homes is fine but to put it all up is counter intuitive. 
Industrial development to the east of the A413 review - The area is in the Colne Valley Park and as such as 
considered an area of importance when it comes to wild life and green space and therefore should have special 
dispensation.  The removal of the cricket club will be another reduction in the sporting facilities in the village, along 
with the removal of part of the golf club next door.  The area is within the Green Belt and provides the important 
function of separating the built-up areas of CSP and Tatling End, Gerrards Cross and Denham. Proposed industrial 
development would be against the tenets of National Planning Policy Framework, namely: to check the unrestricted 



Classification: OFFICIAL 
 

221 
 
Classification: OFFICIAL 

Name Summary of Representation 
Council Response (see also 

Volume 1 for generic response) 

sprawl of large built-up areas.  The A413 forms a natural barrier for development. To build to the east of this would 
erode this barrier and facilitate yet more development in the future on the open space to the east, and be in direct 
contrast to yet another tenet of the National Planning Policy Framework: to prevent neighbouring towns from 
merging into one another.  The area outlined in the Consultation Document is in a flood plain.  The area is much 
valued by residents and visitors as a green corridor and to destroy it would inevitably lead to further 
industrialisation and amalgamation of separate and distinct developed areas.  Providing industrial/commercial 
accommodation in the area is unnecessary for local employment reasons. For example, to the south of the proposed 
area for industrial development and adjacent to the A413 in CSP stands Chalfont Park which is currently occupied by 
three large office blocks. For several years now, a good proportion of these have remained unoccupied. One of the 
reasons often given for this being that the offices are located too far away from the centre of CSP and, more 
importantly, from the rail link at Gerrards Cross Station.   
Rylands Farm, the land opposite Bulstrode Park, between the A40 and the Chiltern Railway Lane review. 
I actually don’t have any major issues with the proposition of this site for development, other than they sprawling 
nature of the proposition if we had to take on some of the burden this this area would be the best of a bad bunch. 
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Rep0501 
Dr Stephen Mort 

I wish to comment on the proposal to develop Green Belt Parcel 69 which is the parcel of land between Fulmer 
Drive and the M40 that is not already used for housing.  I oppose this proposal for the following reasons: -  
1. It is likely that some existing housing will need to be demolished to provide access to this site given its shape. This 
is inappropriate given that the objective is to increase the housing stock.  2. Should this parcel be chosen, then it is 
likely that a significant amount of housing will need to be built if the project is going to be commercially viable. Such 
a project would require a significant increase in amenities such as schools and GP surgeries. Both are already in 
relatively short supply in the area. With respect to GP provision, it would seem appropriate for this to be made 
available within a reasonable distance and, given the cost of land and the ongoing shortage of GPs, it is unlikely that 
this demand could be satisfactorily met via the provision of section 106 monies. The St Andrew's development on 
the old RAF Uxbridge site is a living example of this.  For several years, great efforts have been made to provide a GP 
surgery on this site without success. Given the current situation, there seems to be little prospect of it being possible 
to provide the amenties necessary to support population expansion in this vicinity.  3. Building in this area will result 
in envirommental destruction. This area of land has a large amount of wild life, which largely looks after itself, and 
which adds to the living experience of residents in the area. It would be impossible to replace, and its destruction 
would adversely affect the quality of life for the existing residents.  4. There are a lot of underground streams in the 
area which may increase the risk of flooding for certain dwellings. In adddtion, much of the land slopes towards the 
M40. The trees and shrubs in the parcel of land absorb water that might otherwise possibly flood the motorway.  5. 
Some houses in the area are already exposed to a significant degree of pollution as witnessed by, for example,  the 
grime that collects on some of our window frames already. Currently, this is mitigated by the woodland.  Should this 
be destroyed, and houses built nearer the motorway, then there may be increased health risks to present residents 
and to future residents in new houses from the carbon-containing and other particulates emitted by the motorway 
traffic. It is well known that exposure to motor generated pollution is linked to lung and circualtory disease.  6. This 
parcel of land has a pylon and overhead power cables.  There is ongoing controversy relating to the health effects of 
these in terms of increased cancer risk and childhood leukaemia.  This matter has been debated for years and whilst 
some authorities feel that there is no increased risk, this matter has not been robustly settled and scientific research 
continues. This remains a "hot topic" in some of the scientific journals; it is an uncertain area and the stakes are 
potentially high. 
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Rep0502 
Mr Robert Parlett 

I wish to comment on the test site identified for Green Belt removal in Stoke Poges, as shown on page 43 of the 
Local Plan Initial Consultation document.  If this land were developed it would greatly increase the size of Stoke 
Poges (by at least 50%), and would therefore cause an "urban sprawl" of the village. It would also, in conjunction 
with the Farnham Common test site, bring the developed parts of Stoke Poges and Farnham Common closer 
together. It is easy to imagine the two villages eventually merging.  There are also several public footpaths which 
cross the test site. These provide some of the few footpaths which cross open fields in Stoke Poges, and are thus 
some of the most pleasant to walk on. They also provide a useful walking route from the village centre to the 
Church, the Memorial Gardens, and indeed further on towards Slough (via the footpath next to the Polish club, and 
then across the golf course). Were this footpath route to be broken up, or replaced by some unpleasant concreted 
substitute through a housing estate, then Stoke Poges would certainly lose something of its special character. 
The National Planning Policy Framework sets out five criteria for the function of the Green Belt (see page 19 of 
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/6077/2116950.pdf). 
For the reasons mentioned above, it seems to me that the test site meets at least three of the five criteria (the first, 
second and fourth), and perhaps the third criteria too. You should reject the test site as being suitable for Green Belt 
removal, and reconsider your plans. 

  

Rep0503 
Mr Nanda Raote 

I wish to comment on the potential change of Green Belt in Farnham Royal for housing development.   The area 
shown is currently for sports facilities for a number of groups, including recently the baseball HQ. All of these are 
very active throughout the year and provide important facilities for young people in the District and other areas.  In 
addition the park is used every day by a large number of local residents to walk their dogs, and the recently built 
paly park is very popular with local families.  I suggest that any new development within the Green Belt should be 
planned for other areas that are not used for any family activities.  Another mahor concern would be the increase in 
traffic on the A355. This road is already very heavily used with frequent minor accidents and danger ot pedestrians, 
especially children walking to local schools. On the other side Parsonage Lane is not at all suited to any additional 
traffic, especially at the junction with Park Road. 
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Rep0504 
Dr Stephen Mort 
Member 
Gerrards Cross 
Golf Club 

With respect to the proposed development of land in the area of Gerrards Cross Golf Club, I oppose the proposal for 
the following reasons.  The proposal would cut across the lower part of the course at Gerrards Golf Club, including 
the Clubhouse, and so make the Club completely unviable.  It would further greatly reduce the sporting and 
recreational facilities in the local area and deny hundreds of members the enjoyment of playing golf in a beautiful 
part of the Misbourne valley.  Such development within the Green Belt would be considered harmful to the 
principles of such a designation while conversely, the existing use is an acceptable use within the Green Belt and 
wholly appropriate in maintaining the openness of the Green Belt. The area is in The Colne Valley Park and is 
identified as being a particularly important green space for biodiversity and environmental priorities.  The area is 
within the Green Belt and provides the important function of separating the built-up areas of CSP and Tatling End, 
Gerrards Cross and Denham.   The A413 is a natural barrier for development.  To build to the east of it would erode 
the barrier and facilitate yet more development in the future on the open space to the east.  The area is also in a 
flood plain unsuitable for sustainable development of any significance.  The area is valued by residents and visitors 
as a green corridor and to destroy it would inevitably lead to further industrialisation and amalgamation of separate 
and distinct developed areas. 

  

Rep0505 
Mrs Jennifer 
Edwards 

The area of Iver Heath in South Bucks does not have sufficient infrastructure in place to cope with an influx of 
housing in the areas proposed to be re-classified as housing from green belt.  Children from this area have to be 
bussed to Chalfont as there is no acceptable senior school nearby.  There can be a two week delay in seeing a GP in 
the area and the failure of the local hospital to cope with the numbers of residents is well documented. There are a 
number of very large initiatives proposed for the area which will result in large numbers of HGVs using the already 
well overcrowded roads.  At peak times the roads surrounding the Crooked Billet roundabout particularly Wood 
Lane and Church Road are at a stand still.  The area has had to suffer the additional traffic generated by the 
Pinewood development which will be ongoing.The air quality alongside main roads is currently the subject of 
national concern. Residents have suffered a deterioration in their standard of living and general enjoyment of the 
area in which they purchased a property at a price greatly above the national average.  To remove land from the 
green belt and re-classify it as housing is totally unacceptable. 
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Rep0506 
Mrs Mary 
MacKenzie Ross 

One site in the centre of CSP namely The Grange is already about to be built on, so removing one green open space 
in the village.  To remove another one at MILL MEADOW would take away not only a valuable green open space, but 
one which has always been open to the public, used by the public for recreation and sports, for allotments etc.  
Most importantly it provides the nearby CSP Academy with essential open space for sporting activities.  It is also an 
area unsuitable for housing as it is in a river valley subject to flooding.   It would be a serious blow to the local 
community especially in the Chalfont Common area to have the EPILEPSY SOCIETY site built over.  There is already a 
development to the south side of this site.  More housing along very narrow country roads would be dangerous for 
road users.  This site together with the ROWAN NURSERY, THE SHIRE HORSE CENTRE LAND AND BRAWLINGS FARM, 
if built over, will create a sprawl of housing in an area too far outside the village for residents to access public 
transport, not to mention the blight on the landscape of this essentially rural and farmed area so near to London 
and within the Green Belt.  The number of houses proposed for these two sites will change the heart and soul of the 
village, centred as it has always been near the parish church and the shops.  The size of the developments being 
envisaged will make CSP the largest village in Great Britain - not a record local people will be proud of - when they 
suffer the consequences of too few school places, too few doctors appointments, too much extra sewage, too much 
extra traffic on main roads and side roads and other disadvantages. South Bucks and the Chiltern areas are much 
liked and appreciated for having much land designated Green Belt.  Do not spoil it by allowing large numbers of new 
houses to be built on it. 
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Rep0507 
Mr Alan Miller 

I wish to object to the possible designation of land for employment as shown on the Chalfont St Peter and Gerrards 
Cross map in Appendix 5, Areas of Search for Strategic Employment Options within the Green Belt listed in the Local 
Plan Initial Consultation document.  The proposal would cut across the lower part of the course at Gerrards Golf 
Club, including the Clubhouse, and so make the Club completely unviable.  It would further greatly reduce the 
sporting and recreational facilities in the local area and deny hundreds of members the enjoyment of playing golf in 
a beautiful part of the Misbourne valley.  Such development within the Green Belt would be considered harmful to 
the principles of such a designation while conversely, the existing use is an acceptable use within the Green Belt and 
wholly appropriate in maintaining the openness of the Green Belt.  The area is in The Colne Valley Park and is 
identified as being a particularly important green space for biodiversity and environmental priorities.  The area is 
within the Green Belt and provides the important function of separating the built-up areas of CSP and Tatling End, 
Gerrards Cross and Denham.  The A413 is a natural barrier for development.  To build to the east of it would erode 
the barrier and facilitate yet more development in the future on the open space to the east.  The area is also in a 
flood plain unsuitable for sustainable development of any significance.  The area is valued by residents and visitors 
as a green corridor and to destroy it would inevitably lead to further industrialisation and amalgamation of separate 
and distinct developed areas 

  

Rep0508 
 Ben Sharp 

I am writing to comment on some items in the current Local Plan Consultation, regarding development in the Little 
Chalfont area. In particular:  1. I am extremely concerned at the proposal to remove land from the Green Belt for 
other uses. The Green Belt is designed to protect land, not to allow houses to be built on it when required.   2. Much 
of the area around Little Chalfont is designated AONB. This should remain undeveloped for the purposes not only of 
those who live in the area, but for the many people who travel to the area to enjoy it.  3. The infrastructure in Little 
Chalfont is absorbing increasing pressure, as more houses have recently been built in the area. In particular, the 
A404 carries a lot of non-local traffic through the village, and if the local population is set to increase this will add 
further to the pressure put on that road. The schools within Little Chalfont, both primary and secondary, are already 
under significant pressure. I trust you will consider these factors and take them into account when re-designing the 
Local Plan to remove the possibility of building on Green Belt and AONB land in the Little Chalfont area. 
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Rep0509 
 Niall Jones 

The current development plans for Chalfont St. Peter outlined by Chiltern District council are clearly unsuitable and 
pose a threat to the village and its surrounding areas. They are also historically unprecedented. Two of the proposed 
sites for development are also located on floodplains, meaning that there is a high possibility of flooding.  
Particularly unsuitable are the proposals to build at Mill Meadow, the National Centre for Epilepsy and the 
Misbourne Valley. It would also be untrue to say that Chalfont St. Peter is not taking its fair share of its house-
building responsibilities, with major residential developments at Holy Cross Convent and Newland Park forming part 
of Chiltern District Council’s Core Strategy. It is surprising that these proposed developments have not been taken 
into consideration in the New Local Plan. In addition to this, the plan is not sustainable as it does not take into 
account the fact that schools in Chalfont St. Peter are at, or close to, capacity and that the village’s transport 
infrastructure would be unable to cope with such a great increase in vehicle numbers.  While Chalfont St. Peter has 
experienced rapid development in the past, most notably in the 1960s, recent development has been small scale, 
essentially ‘filling in the gaps’ of the urban landscape. The current project would increase Chalfont St. Peter’s land 
area by 50% and is largely focused on the edges of the village, physically enlarging it. This risks destroying the semi-
rural character of the village, turning it into a suburban town.  In this respect, the development between the 
National Centre for Epilepsy and Newland Park is particularly concerning, as it would merge Chalfont St. Peter with 
Chalfont St. Giles, creating a conurbation. Given that one of the key objectives of the Green Belt is to ‘prevent 
neighbouring towns from merging into one another’, it seems absurd that this proposal is even being considered. In 
addition to this, a large proportion of the land allocated is located with the Colne Valley Park and should, therefore, 
be offered more protection against residential development. Furthermore, the area is at the periphery of the village 
and is not served by bus routes and is not within walking distance of either Chalfont and Latimer or Gerrards Cross 
railway stations, so any development would be exclusively car based. Given the fact that the area is only served by 
narrow country lanes, there is a high likelihood that greatly increased levels of vehicle traffic would be accompanied 
by congestion and a higher risk of road accidents. The area also serves a number of important agricultural, forestry 
and recreational roles and is home to Brawlings Farm Riding Centre. Mill Meadow is equally unsuited to 
development as it is located in a floodplain along the River Misbourne. The Misbourne has flooded on numerous 
occasions, most recently in 2014. This would cause significant damage to any property built in the area and 
undermine the quality of the proposed development. Moreover, Chalfont St. Peter has known drainage problems, 
with raw sewage backing up to the centre of the village, spilling out of drains in times of flood. This could be a 
problem for any residents as it would pose a risk to human health. In addition to this, Mill Meadow is a much loved 
recreation ground and is home to the Chalfont Saints Football Club and Chalfont St. Peter Scouts, as well as being 
used by Chalfont St. Peter C of E Academy for sports. As Chalfont St. Peter C of E Academy does not have playing 
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fields of its own, the existence of Mill Meadow as a green space is essential for them to be able to properly carry out 
the PE curriculum. Mill Meadow is also significant as it is an area of green space close to the bustling village centre, 
offering an important source of relaxation.  Like Mill Meadow, the area of Misbourne Valley stretching from the 
Gerrards Cross Roundabout to the rail crossing of the A413 is at risk of flooding. Additionally, this area is an 
incredibly beautiful natural environment, containing areas of woodland and river valley. It is also the location of 
Gerrards Cross Golf Club, an important sporting amenity, and Chalfont Park House, a Grade II listed building dating 
back to 1755. Chalfont Park House is also the home to Citrix Systems, providing employment. Moreover, this 
planned development would further conjoin Chalfont St. Peter and Gerrards Cross, contrary to the National Planning 
Policy Framework, which outlines the purposes of the Green Belt.  In conclusion, the planned developments are 
unsuitable and would have a detrimental impact on Chalfont St. Peter, risking merging the village with Chalfont St. 
Giles and Gerrards Cross and damaging the natural environment. 
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Rep0510 
Mr Douglas Robb 

I believe the Emerging Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan is fundamentally flawed, at least in its proposals for the 
area in which I live (Little Chalfont). My rationale is as follows:  
1) As every resident of Little Chalfont is abundantly aware, the local infrastructure is already at breaking point. For 
example:  a) The local schools are heavily over-subscribed.  b) Traffic within and through the village is already 
excessive. The A404 carries a very high and increasing flow through the village. This can best be seen every weekday 
from about 7.30am to 9.30am and again from about 4.00pm to 6.30pm when traffic is often backed up all the along 
the A404 to Amersham.   c) There is a chronic lack of parking within the village. The queue to enter Chenies Parade 
to access local shops frequently results in traffic backing up for a considerable distance in either direction. d) The 
trains and tubes during commuting hours are completely full. It is already standing room only on every Chiltern Line 
train and seats are certainly not guaranteed on tubes.  
2) Preserving the Green Belt. I do not believe there are "exceptional circumstances" which justify development on 
Green Belt around Little Chalfont. The purpose of Green Belt was to preserve areas from development entirely, not 
to keep those areas in reserve for later development. I also note that the way in which the "packages" of land 
around Little Chalfont have been sub-divided for the purpose of assessing their "strength" versus the Green Belt 
criteria appears to be entirely subjective. I would ask you to look again at this analysis. If the packages were not sub-
divided, what impact would that have on the analysis? Why was the sub-division undertaken in the first instance?  
3) Local residents and the many visitors to the area benefit hugely from it being an area of outstanding natural 
beauty. It is remarkable and entirely wrong that your proposals would remove much of this unique countryside. In 
doing so not only would the quality of life for local residents be significantly reduced, but also the number of visitors 
and the associated economic benefit.  
4) In percentage terms i.e. relative to its size, Little Chalfont has absorbed a far greater share of new housing over 
the last few years than other nearby villages and towns. Why is the village on the front line for a huge further 
increase in % terms? I would ask you to look again at alternatives. 

 The Local Plan will need to 
identify sustainable 
development options to meet 
needs taking into account the 
scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements.  
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Rep0511 
 Nigel and Peta 
Norman 

We wish to protest against the the plan to test proposed areas around Little Chalfont as options for release from the 
Green Belt    1. the Green Belt was created for good reason. We are stewards of this land. We should not now be 
trading it for more buildings. Thin edge of the wedge. What next? A Slough trading estate?   2. The area around Little 
Chalfont is very beautiful. Property values reflect this. People have invested accordingly expecting the Council to 
support and protect the reasons they why they chose to live here - not to be short changed by permitting this area 
to be turned into a housing estate   3. Little Chalfont has already seen new housing. It's time to stop and discontinue 
plans for further growth  4. Our infrastructure will not support additional development. Already Chenies Parade 
suffers endless queues of cars trying to park, creating traffic jams on the main road. This has caused us to look 
elsewhere - like Amersham - to park and buy. Not good for supporting the local shops. But what can we do if we 
can't park? Additional housing without corresponding infrastructure improvements will mean complete grid-lock in 
Little Chalfont and will change a balanced society into a stressed community of too many residents chasing a lack of 
facilities. 5. Lodge Lane is a little slip of a back road. How will the proposed re-development  have adequate road 
access? The lane would have to be widened - together with the railway bridge. Expensive madness. 
6. Death of a village community; currently a balanced economy. The proposal will give birth to a sprawling 
housing/industrial estate with the existing (inadequate) support facilities, with a corresponding drop in property 
values and quality of life for the residence.  7. Please don't cave in on this issue. Fight it. It isn't the right solution to 
additional housing demands by government.  Yes - we need affordable housing in the area - BUT the supporting 
infrastructure MUST grow at the same pace. More houses must match a corresponding increase in parking, shops, 
schools, medical facilities - or there will be an imbalance, which is just what the proposal will create. Houses - 
houses -  houses. Just tick the box . . . And move on. Don't worry how the new community will survive. Well, it won't 
. . . 
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Rep0512 
Mr Peter Palmer 

I wish to object to the possible designation of land for employment as shown on the Chalfont St Peter and Gerrards 
Cross map in Appendix 5, Areas of Search for Strategic Employment Options within the Green Belt listed in the Local 
Plan Initial Consultation document.  The proposal would cut across the lower part of the course at Gerrards Golf 
Club, including the Clubhouse, and so make the Club completely unviable.  It would further greatly reduce the 
sporting and recreational facilities in the local area and deny hundreds of members the enjoyment of playing golf in 
a beautiful part of the Misbourne valley.   Such development within the Green Belt would be considered harmful to 
the principles of such a designation while conversely, the existing use is an acceptable use within the Green Belt and 
wholly appropriate in maintaining the openness of the Green Belt.  The area is in The Colne Valley Park and is 
identified as being a particularly important green space for biodiversity and environmental priorities.  The area is 
within the Green Belt and provides the important function of separating the built-up areas of CSP and Tatling End, 
Gerrards Cross and Denham.  The A413 is a natural barrier for development.  To build to the east of it would erode 
the barrier and facilitate yet more development in the future on the open space to the east.  The area is also in a 
flood plain unsuitable for sustainable development of any significance.  The area is valued by residents and visitors 
as a green corridor and to destroy it would inevitably lead to further industrialisation and amalgamation of separate 
and distinct developed areas. 

  

Rep0513 
Dr Laura Brown 

I object to the development planned in Chalfont St Peter some reasons are given below.  The shaded area does not 
cover all of Mill Meadow (the area used by the Tennis Club is not included, nor is a wildlife area on the other side of 
the Misbourne); suggesting that whoever drew the map does not know the area and merely wants to make the 
Green Belt boundary look ‘neat’  •old for the “purpose of a Public Recreation Ground” •The playing fields are used 
extensively by youth football, both for training and for matches (as well as by the school for their educational sport) 
•Two sets of allotments are in the Mill Meadow area – Loves Delight and Hill House  •A young children's play area 
and a youth play area, both with play equipment, form an important part of Mill Meadow  •The Flood Risk Review, 
2008, JE Jacobs and CDC – shows that up to 40% of the area is the “functional flood plain”, “Level 3b”, and up to a 
further 40% is at “High probability of flooding”, “Level 3a” 

  

Rep0514 
Dr Shelagh Watts 

These points relate to Questions  4, 5 & 6, In particular the reference to the proposed change of Green Belt to 
become Employment land  North of Chesham  
Question 6 Specific sites -  This area  was the ONLY proposed area  in Chesham district for employment zone.  What 
about the space between Chesham ,  along waterside towards Chalfont, or Chesham Bois , or towards Amersham, 
Botley, or Bellingdon. Much nearer public transport  for the Underground and Links to the rest of South Bucks, M25. 
M40? There is a lack of balanced evaluation in looking for Specific sites 170 hectares in the employment zone are 
being examined as a proposal , however  only 2 are needed. The effect of doing this as a proposal already suggests 
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the possibility of change of use which will be brought up in the future  as ‘this has been already thought of in the 
past’  hence  a reason for continuing to put pressure on this site. Dacorum will leap on it as a possibility for Bucks as 
Duty to  Cooperate with them as they also need this sort of site. Evidence :Anchoring-Bias Psychological Studies 
show the effect of biased decision making in the first proposal.    Option A making more efficient use of land within 
Chesham should be given more priority even though this will be more expensive.  Traffic  congestion on the A416 
currently. Businesses opening on to the road will increase congestion and traffic hazard.  Evidence  • Currently there 
is backlog up Nasheigh Hill at most rush hours in the evening especially if due to bus or lorry traffic • There are 
frequent queues down Nashleigh Hill in the mornings • Both the above are also due  to Berkhamsted road in 
Chesham being a bottle neck. There are a high number of accidents involving people turning into the petrol garage 
despite this becoming a 40 mph zone.  Evidence I personally have been at home when there has also been a 
pedestrian killed on the road and on a separate occasion another pedestrian being badly injured with a vehicle 
mounting the verge. Last summer I attended a 3 vehicle accident with police and ambulance called outside the 
petrol station. Rear bumps are  frequent occurrences. I am aware that Ashley Green Village is already an accident 
black spot as the crossroads provides important local links in the area with no alternatives due to the physical 
geography of the land.  Purpose of Green Belt in this area - The need for Green belt to distinguish between  
Chesham and  Ashley Green as 2 separate communities is vital. Ashley Green has a strong historical and cultural 
heritage.  This area of green belt is very busy for walkers, many of whom come out of Chesham Railway station. In 
particular this is a known route for Duke of Edinburgh students from  inner London.  Evidence:They  travel by the 
underground because this is cheaper than hiring coaches thus allowing access to disadvantaged groups of urban 
children. They come  EVERY weekend from Spring to  Autumn walking through an employment zone will not count 
as their D of E Challenge.  Employment zones should be integrated into the town centre. 1.Employment zones in 
Chesham area should be small local business /offices and not industrial style warehouses or budget supermarkets. 
The large buildings should NEVER be placed on green belt and do not justify  a change of use. Again shops 
/warehouses just increase traffic whilst providing only minimal employment  Evidence the low employment 
numbers at ARLA  near Alesbury. Homebase is closing a quarter of its 323 branches over the next three years, ‘DIY 
retailers are also being battered by online rivals, a glut of big-shed DIY shops and consumers with less time’ ( The 
Guardian October 2014).  2.If attracting employees to offices the availability of public transport is crucial. Asheridge 
Estate has never been fully utilised possibly  due to this reason. Placing Offices outside Chesham will increase this 
problem.  Evidence: We have an important Underground link which in the past the town has had to fight to keep 
open hence we can increase usage of this by building further accessible business that will attract workers to the 
town centre. This will also contribute to making the town centre more vibrant.  Young people are more likely to use 
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public transport and it is this population that need most support for jobs. Having offices out of town will result in 
employees driving to the site and it being less likely to be local people employed, as potential employees drive in 
from Hertfordshire and beyond.  
Revitalising Chesham Town Centre -  There is no evidence that the proposed plan will  make the town centre more 
utilised. People come to Chesham from Berkhamsted to do their supermarket shop because it is easier to park here 
on a busy day. They do not want to park further away /walk to the park to the shops- they will drive elsewhere. 
 Question 5.   The options  are difficult to distinguish and poorly worded for a lay person to understand. However as 
options F,G,H,I,J,K, & L all propose exploring the use of the Green Belt , it it pretty clear that  this will occur. However 
for the record  would place this at the bottom of the priority. Again to reiterate given the driove to consider the 
Green Belt as the way forward WHY only one geographical area has been considered? 
OVERALL criticism of the Local Plan proposal.  There is bias towards the proposals made in association with Chesham 
Society thus meaning that this consultation will not  be a fair one.   1.Where and how was the previous consultation 
plans/meetings advertised last year ?   Evidence: None of the residents  of Ashley Green , the Ashley Green 
Community Association or Parish council were told about this. Apart from the Chesham Society there is no evidence  
about who else was asked to contribute to this.  By putting their view forward first and having a ready formed active 
society gives Chesham Society an  unfair advantage in  gaining the ear of the Town  and District council.  Evidence 
:Anchoring-Bias Psychological Studies show the effect of biased decision making  with order of proposals the first 
proposal being more agreed with.  2. In addition there may well be conflict of interest . Evidence: members of 
Chesham Society  are also closely linked as current or previous  Chesham Town councillors and hence are likely to 
have  more influence than new voices from other individuals or organisations contributiung to this debate. This was 
evidenced at the meeting in the Town Hall on 25th February when despite the ferocious  and very predominant 
opposition to the development of the Green belt, at the feed back session there was the same weight and time 
given to comments for and against the change of use.  All the above  is evidence that the opposition against the 
employment land in Green belt will not be heard.  
 

Rep0515 
 Anon 

No No No We do not need our small town ruined with additional housing.  Everybody is signing the partition. 
No No No 
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Rep0516 
Mr Ralph Baker,  
Rep0517 
Mr Ernest Jones, 
Rep0518 
 James Torr 

I wish to object to the possible designation of land for employment as shown on the Chalfont St Peter and Gerrards 
Cross map in Appendix 5, Areas of Search for Strategic Employment Options within the Green Belt listed in the Local 
Plan Initial Consultation document.   The proposal would cut across the lower part of the course at Gerrards Golf 
Club, including the Clubhouse, and so make the Club completely unviable.  It would further greatly reduce the 
sporting and recreational facilities in the local area and deny hundreds of members the enjoyment of playing golf in 
a beautiful part of the Misbourne valley.  Such development within the Green Belt would be considered harmful to 
the principles of such a designation while conversely, the existing use is an acceptable use within the Green Belt and 
wholly appropriate in maintaining the openness of the Green Belt. The area is in The Colne Valley Park and is 
identified as being a particularly important green space for biodiversity and environmental priorities.  The area is 
within the Green Belt and provides the important function of separating the built-up areas of CSP and Tatling End, 
Gerrards Cross and Denham.  The A413 is a natural barrier for development.  To build to the east of it would erode 
the barrier and facilitate yet more development in the future on the open space to the east.  The area is also in a 
flood plain unsuitable for sustainable development of any significance.  The area is valued by residents and visitors 
as a green corridor and to destroy it would inevitably lead to further industrialisation and amalgamation of separate 
and distinct developed areas. 

  

Rep0519 
 Anon 

Regarding any development anywhere : we never hear about how schools, surgeries, roads  , public and local 
facilities etc. will be adapted to accommodate the increase of inhabitants. Why build in the South of England and 
add to an already congested area in the UK ? Wouldn't the North (people and economy) benefit from more 
dwellings, providing of course more jobs were created/relocated there ? Why is the proposed development in 
Chalfont Saint Giles so large ? Why in an area of outstanding beauty ? Why in an area considered to be subjected to 
flooding ? And often waterlogged ? And as I understood, why change the boundaries of "Green Belt" to 
accommodate this proposed development ? 
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Rep0520 
Ms Grania 
Rodgers 

*You seriously need to consider the quality of life for people who live in the village of Chalfont St Peter now and in 
the long term future. You have a chance to save an area in the heart of the village called Mill Meadow for our school 
children to use for exercie and for the village to meet as a community.  Chalfont St Peter (CSP) has had its fair share 
of new development. CDC has already granted planning permission for over 600 dwellings within CSP, these include 
the Holy Cross site, Newland Park and the Audley Homes development at the Epilepsy site.  In the first three years of 
the previous Core Strategy (intended to run until 2026) CSP has already taken significantly more than its fair 
allocation and provides the largest single percentage of the development proposed for Chiltern District as a whole. 
* There is a known drainage issue in CSP, particularly with open raw sewerage backing up in the centre of the 
village.  Additional developments of the scale proposed are simply not possible.   * Development should be 
concentrated towards the centre rather than the fringes of towns and villages to be in line with green belt principles 
that brownfield sites should be developed first, along with sites closest to train, tube and bus services.  * All schools 
within Chalfont St Peter are at, or very nearly at, capacity. They will be unable to accommodate children from the 
developments already scheduled within the Parish.   * Many other parts of the District are significantly more 
sustainable and appropriate for development.   
GREEN BELT  - The local plan is considering change of land use, particularly for Green Belt Area. The Local Plan is 
considering change of land use, particularly for Green Belt areas.  According to the National Planning Policy 
Framework there are five stated purposes of including land within the green belt:   1 To check the unrestricted 
sprawl of large built up areas  2 To prevent neighbouring towns from merging into one another  3 To assist in 
safeguarding the countryside from encroachment.  4 To preserve the setting and special character of historic towns 
5 To assist in urban regeneration by encouraging the recycling of derelict and other urban land  
Mill Meadow  = * The area is a much used amenity facility which includes the Community Centre, a football club, 
recreation park, playing pitches (football and cricket), tennis courts, a scout headquarters and parish council offices.  
There are no areas within the centre of the village where any of these facilities could be relocated.  * The Chalfont St 
Peter C of E Academy, adjacent to Mill Meadow, does not have a playing field within the school grounds. The school 
currently uses Mill Meadow for physical education lessons on a daily basis and for team games, athletics and cross 
country activities. The school would be unable to deliver an effective curriculum if Mill Meadow is designated for 
development.  * The area is also a much used public facility with a Nature Reserve, Jubilee Garden and The Lady 
Gibb Millennium Wood and with the ability to walk alongside the Misbourne from the Village Centre, across Mill 
Meadow and through to Chalfont St Giles.  These amenities are simply irreplaceable due to the length of time taken 
for them to develop and their very position.   * Mill Meadow is on the flood plain. There is a serious risk of flooding. 

 The Local Plan will need to 
identify sustainable 
development options to meet 
needs taking into account the 
scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements.  
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Rep0521 
 Zena Sutcliffe 

I would like to have recorded my objections to the local plan as it currently stands in relation to Little Chalfont and 
the surrounding area. Destruction of Green Belt -  Green Belt was constructed to define urban areas and stop urban 
sprawl. This provides not only much needed green space if we are not to destroy the world for future generations 
but also helps support vital community identification. If we wish residents to take ownership of their area, support 
their neighbours, community and the vulnerable in that group, start to deliver more voluntary local services then 
they need a community to identify with. The green belt boundary helps to provide that. In addition, we are 
encouraged to plant trees and support wildlife to ensure that climate change and biodiversity are supported, 
destruction of green belt goes completely against that. There are still numerous brownfield sites and large gardens 
which could very easily accommodate housing development. It would possibly be less attractive to builders as it 
would take more work but perhaps the focus should be on supporting that.   AONB - The area around Little Chalfont 
is stunning, the beauty of walking through the Chilterns is a joy we are the beneficiaries of and we do not have the 
right to destroy that for future generations. We, and in particular, the council, are custodians of this land and not 
owners. The designation of AONB was given for clear reasons and they hold as strongly today as ever.   
Infrastructure - Whilst I understand the need for additional housing this has to be supported by the appropriate 
infrastructure and that has to be constructed before the development, not added at the end as services collapse. 
This relate to roads, community venues appropriate to size of population, schools, early years provision, medical 
services and local retail facilities for those who are not able to travel. There is already significant additional demand 
because of the development at Bell Lane and this will be added to by the 'Donkey Field' development. I am not 
aware of any additional provision around early years or primary schools places despite the Bell Lane development 
being a natural draw for young families. There have certainly not been any additional medical or retail facilities and 
the issue of parking around the Elizabeth Ave/ Bell Lane junction is soon likely to cause a serious accident. The 
strains on local services will become completely unacceptable if significant additional development is allowed. 
I fully support appropriate development of new housing at the affordable end of the market to support and 
encourage young people back into the area. Bucks has a poor record of retaining young people but this is not lack of 
employment but the extremely high costs of living in the area. However, the development must not be done at the 
expense of the natural beauty and amenities of the area. Little Chalfont has had very significant development in 
recent years, most of which has reclaimed unattractive sites. This potential must exist elsewhere within Chiltern 
District Council and I would urge the council to properly seek that out. 
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Rep0522 
 Ann & Roy 
Whithear 

We write to express our views on the above.  We believe it is fundamentally wrong to release Green Belt land for 
building purposes. Green Belt land was created to provide a buffer between towns/cities thus preventing urban 
sprawl and ensuring protection for rural areas. We live in an Area Of Outstanding Natural Beauty which we are keen 
to preserve. We do not want to see our AONB become an urban sprawl between Chesham/Amersham/Little 
Chalfont and eventually Chorleywood. We look to our local council representatives to protect the status quo and 
defend the principles behind designating AONB and Green Belt status. 

  

Rep0523 
Miss Kate Savage 

Q.17 I live in Latimer, overloooking the Chess Valley.  I consider that it is imperative that the Green Belt should 
remain protected, and not declassified to provide new housing/employment opportunities.  The original Green Belt 
was designed to prevent the spread of London, and the merging of diverse communities into each other.  It is crucial 
that the Green Belt remains safe from incursion for new housing stock.  My family and I walk along the Chess and up 
the footpaths between Stony Lane and Lodge Lane, and up to Beechwood Park.  We enjoy the view across the Chess 
which would be ruined if Phase 1 and then Phase 2 were allowed and the fields down to the Chess were developed. 
Regarding Little Chalfont and its infrastructure; the village itself has increased by over 10% in the last 10 years, and 
there has been no increased school/medical/emergency services provision. The roads, particularly the A404, have 
become increasingly congested and this would be exacerbated by extra housing/industrial units and businesses. 
I believe that there is other 'brownfield' sites that could be utilised.  The Green Belt MUST be saved for our future 
generations. 
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Rep0524 
 Geoff Marshall-
Taylor 

As a Little Chalfont resident, I have looked at the proposed areas that are being considered for development in and 
around Little Chalfont.  I am dismayed that such an expansion of housing should be considered appropriate when it 
would mean drastically encroaching on the Green Belt. Any encroachment should be resisted vigorously. In recent 
years over 300 new homes have been built (in the Bell Lane and Chenies Parade areas). Little Chalfont should not 
continue to be seen by the District Council as presenting a prime community for future development.    
The Green Belt - My wife and I have lived in Little Chalfont for over 45 years and, by and large, the building 
boundaries have remained the same, the Green Belt having been respected and safeguarded by our elected 
representatives. We expect the current representatives to demonstrate the same guardianship of the Green Belt 
heritage. The suggestion that some of the land to the east of the village in the proposal should be considered for 
employment use (presumambly by erecting industrial units) is simply shocking and would drastically alter the semi-
rural charachter of Little Chalfont. I am appalled that anyone would even suggest this.   Local amenities - Some 
noticeable pressures have developed on local amenities as a result of the new building there has been in Little 
Chalfont in recent year. Principally this has been seen in...  1. An increased demand for places in the two primary 
schools. I am not aware of any major funding being available for making either school expand to take two-form 
entry. The adjacent roads already have congestion problems at school drop-off and collection times. Additional 
homes would inevitably increase these problems.   2. Increased parking problems in Chenies Parade. Queues are 
now much more frequent to get access into Chenies Parade, with cars often dangerously stacked back onto the 
A404, waiting to enter the road. So difficult has this become that there is evidence that many motorists are avoiding 
it and taking their business elsewhere, prefering to go somewhere less stressful where parking is easier.  These 
proposals must be rejected as unsound and totally inappropriate. 

 The Local Plan will need to 
identify sustainable 
development options to meet 
needs taking into account the 
scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements.   
 

Rep0525 
 Guy Newman 

I wish to protest against the plan to consider releasing areas of Green Belt Land around Little Chalfont for 
development.  Others will no doubt have raised the undesirability in principle of building on Green Belt land.  
My focus is that this village has already taken its fair share of central government's quite  legitimate drive for more 
housing.  I refer to the development in Bell Lane,the Donkey Field development and the latest ill-advised 
development behind Chenies Parade.  There is also the continuing redevelopment of existing single occupancy 
properties along the White Lion Road and elsewhere into multi occupancy flats.  This all continues to place unfair 
and unsustainable pressure on the local infrastructure. Surely there must be derelict brown field sites in the CDC 
area which could be looked at? Enough is enough! 

 The Local Plan will need to 
identify sustainable 
development options to meet 
needs taking into account the 
scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements.  

Rep0526 
Mr Derek Light 

I would like to object in the strongest possible terms to the designation of the proposed sites on Green Belt land in 
your latest Local Plan for Chalfont St Peter. Apart from the arguments set out below concerning the character of the 

 The Local Plan process is 
subject to a Sustainability 
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village and the nature of the developments proposed, my main objection is on the basis of environmental concerns.  
I am sure you will be aware that the issue of climate change is particularly relevant at this time. It is imperative that 
we protect our areas of green space to prevent further global warming. Any development should therefore be on 
existing brownfield sites. On the basis of this argument alone, none of the proposed sites should be considered for 
development.  Apart from the consideration of climate change, you also have to bear in mind the five principles on 
which green belt areas are based. Using them for housing development will take away their status as areas 
safeguarding the countryside from encroachment.  There are also many other valid arguments against the 
development of these particular sites. Chalfont St Peter has expanded hugely in the last half century or so and has 
also had its fair share of new development in recent years. Chiltern District Council has already granted planning 
permission for over 600 dwellings within Chalfont St Peter, including the Holy Cross site. With respect to the Holy 
Cross site in particular, we are extremely disappointed at the way in which local objections have been completely 
ignored, particularly with regard to the proposed land swap with the local school, Chalfont St Peter Academy. I am 
also extremely concerned about the matter of infrastructure. Building new homes to meet the demand in our area is 
understandable, but it has to be in concert with the development of appropriate infrastructure and transportation 
services.  Firstly, creating new dwellings will necessarily bring into the village many more children requiring school 
places. The local schools are already oversubscribed and urgently in need of expansion. The building of new schools 
and/or the provision of extra spaces at the existing schools in Chalfont St Peter has not been addressed sufficiently. 
The problem with the drainage and sewer systems is locally well known. Some of the sites proposed are on the flood 
plain in the Misbourne Valley.  With respect specifically to two of the sites, I would like to make the following 
objections: 
Mill Meadow -  This is a very precious site in the centre of the village alongside the Misbourne stream. Apart from 
providing allotments and sports facilities including tennis and football, it serves as a playing field for the 
aforementioned Chalfont St Peter Academy. The school currently uses this area on a daily basis for physical 
education lessons and team games, athletics and cross country. It is also the start of a beautiful unspoiled area of 
countryside stretching to Chalfont St Giles. 
Area identified for industrial development to the east of the A413 - The long stretch of land on either side of the 
Misbourne is in the Colne Valley Park and as such is important as a green space for biodiversity and nature.  As a 
Green Belt area, it provides an important function in separating the built-up areas of Chalfont St Peter, Gerrards 
Cross and Denham.  Again it runs alongside the Misbourne stream and as such is a precious natural area within the 
village.    

Appraisal. 
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Rep0527 
Mrs Sheila 
Marshall-Taylor 

As a Little Chalfont resident, I have looked at the proposed areas that are being considered for development in and 
around Little Chalfont. My husband, Geoff Marshall-Taylor, has written to you already about this. This letter is to 
express my concern at the proposals and to endorse the views that he expressed and discussed with me.  I am 
dismayed that such an expansion of housing should be considered appropriate when it would mean drastically 
encroaching on the Green Belt. Any encroachment should be resisted vigorously. In recent years over 300 new 
homes have been built (in the Bell Lane and Chenies Parade areas). Little Chalfont should not continue to be seen by 
the District Council as presenting a prime community for future development.  My husband and I have lived in Little 
Chalfont for over 45 years and, by and large, the building boundaries have remained the same, the Green Belt 
having been respected and safeguarded by our elected representatives. We expect the current representatives to 
demonstrate the same guardianship of the Green Belt heritage.  The suggestion that some of the land to the east of 
the village in the proposal should be considered for employment use (presumably by erecting industrial units) is 
simply shocking and would drastically alter the semi-rural character of Little Chalfont. We are appalled that anyone 
would even suggest this.  Some noticeable pressures have developed on local amenities as a result of the new 
building there has been in Little Chalfont in recent year. Principally this has been seen in...   1. An increased demand 
for places in the two primary schools. I am not aware of any major funding being available for making either school 
expand to take two-form entry. The adjacent roads already have congestion problems at school drop-off and 
collection times. Additional homes would inevitably increase these problems.   2. Increased parking problems in 
Chenies Parade. Queues are now much more frequent to get access into Chenies Parade, with cars often 
dangerously stacked back onto the A404, waiting to enter the road. So difficult has this become that there is 
evidence that many motorists are avoiding it and taking their business elsewhere, prefering to go somewhere less 
stressful where parking is easier.  These proposals must be rejected as unsound and totally inappropriate. 
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Rep0528 
 Paul & Carol 
Marshall 

We understand the need for more houses in the area, but we wish for the following points to be taken into account 
when the Council is reviewing the above plan.  72 % of The Chiltern district is designated as an Area of Outstanding 
Natural Beauty, this MUST be taken into account when reviewing the plan, what is the point of of declaring an area 
AONB, then allowing it to be built on. Infact The National Parks and Access to the Countryside Act 1949 which says 
the Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty's purpose is to conserve and enhance the natural beauty. In our view those 
words do not permit large scale housing or industrial development.  Is the Council sure that the Chiltern district 
meets the criteria for undertaking an Objectively Assessed Housing Need, and has the fact that many people move 
to the Chilterns because of it rich country side and open spaces been taken into account. The Metropolitan Green 
Belt is an asset to a community, and the Council should take this in to account when review the plan, why declared 
and area as Green Belt and then allowing planning permission on the land. The council assessment of the Green Belt 
maybe flawed, as the council has fragmented the parcels of land into smaller parcels which do not have durable 
boundaries, the Councils handling of this matter is illogical and contradicts the National Planning Policy Framework 
and therefore building should not be permitted on Green Belt.  The local plan intended to permit local residents the 
have a say in the future, we wish to conserve the current Green Belt and Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty. We 
ask that these views are heard and that Little Chalfont is no longer classified as a main settlement for growth in the 
Core Strategy.  We are concerned that, any large scale development in or near to Little Chalfont is likely to 
significantly increase traffic congestion on the A404 which runs through the centre of the village. That local ancient 
woodland will be lost, that schools and local amenities will be unable to cope with a large influx of new residents. 
It is our opinion that the Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan Initial Consultation (Regulation 18) Incorporating Issues 
and Options document and the supporting evidence is NOT joined up and does NOT provide any evidence-based 
justification for the ‘Areas for Further Consideration at Stage 2 for Chiltern and South Bucks’.  It is our opinion that 
the inability to meet the Objectively Assessed Housing Need does not constitute ‘exceptional circumstances’ for the 
release of Green Belt. Therefore, we reject any proposal to undertake any significant housing or economic 
development in or immediately adjacent to Little Chalfont. We urge Chiltern District Council to fulfill its obligations 
to protect and enhance the Green Belt and Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty. 

 The Councils have jointly 
commissioned the Housing and 
Economic Development Needs 
Assessment (which includes the 
objectively assessed housing 
need) with the other 
Buckinghamshire districts and 
this has been prepared as a 
draft taking into account 
national planning policy 
requirements and guidance. 
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Rep0529 
 Duncan Bell 

I am writing to strongly object to the ridiculous plans to 'develop' Little Chalfont.  The majority of people living in the 
village and surrounding area moved here to be able to enjoy the countryside and to avoid the congestion of living in 
a town or city.  You are proposing to totally change the character of the area, overload limited local services and add 
to gradual urbanisation of the South East of England.  It is a lazy response to the housing issue.   More time should 
be spent on finding the answer in areas that do not impact on the green belt, ancient woodland and AONBs.  In the 
same way that more effort should have been made to find a route for HS2 that did not decimate one of the most 
beautiful areas of the country.  It is not acceptable to provide new housing by destroying the environment for local 
wildlife, the people who already live in that area and future generations.  The green belt was created for very good 
reason.  Little Chalfont has already had more new houses built than other surrounding towns.  Any further 
development would require the destruction of existing green belt and this is totally unjustifiable.  I travel a lot in 
Europe and the green belt policy in the UK is regarded as a triumph in post war planning.  People I talk to are 
astonished that we are considering tearing it up.  What is the point of designating an Area of Outstanding Natural 
Beauty and then destroying it? We should be doing everything in our power to protect the character of our local 
area and preserving the unique nature of the South of England.  It already takes weeks to get a Drs appointment and 
the local Dentists are all full.  The schools are oversubscribed and it is already impossible to park at the shops in 
Little Chalfont.  The infrastructure cannot sustain large-scale development.  The narrow roads, Lodge Lane and Stony 
Lane in particular, are totally unsuitable to an increase in traffic.  Other roads, eg Church Grove, Oakington Ave & 
Loudham Woods Lane, would become cut-throughs or access roads with a devastating impact on family residential 
areas.  The majority of people in Little Chalfont oppose this development and will fight it all the way.  I repeat, it is 
not acceptable to ruin the quality of life of existing residents to build new houses on green belt and AONBs. 
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Rep0530 
Mr David Firth 

The division of the district into parcels seems somewhat arbitrary.  The parcels vary considerably in size and many 
are of mixed use, for example they could be a mix of woodland and arable use which means that the assessments 
cannot be consistently applied to the entire parcel.  Areas of established woodland present a more resilient barrier 
to sprawl.  The parcels should be of similar areas for comparison purposes.  The evaluation system gives significant 
weight to the prevention of neighbouring towns merging.  The effect of this policy is to encourage encroachment 
into the wider green belt, which in my view is a far less satisfactory option.  This criteria should be removed or given 
less weight.  With specific reference to parcel 22b, which is obviously part of the green belt, would argue that it does 
form a natural barrier since much of it is an area of steep (durable)  hillside that is not suitable for development and 
therefore prevents further outward sprawl.  This is no doubt why development north of Stubbs Wood has not taken 
place before.  Blackwell Stubbs, in parcel 22b, is an area of ancient woodland which  is criss-crossed by a number of 
public footpaths which provide a significant local amenity. It is also rich in local flora and fauna. The area is used 
extensively by residents and visitors alike for exercise and relaxation.  Its development would be a considerable loss 
of amenity to the neighbourhood. 

  

Rep0531 
Mr Valerie Boakes 

Chalfont St Giles is a family area - the size of the potential site at Blizzards Yard Car Park is such that to make an 
economic proposition, development would be for flats. These are not what the village needs. Also, such building 
would detract from the street scene and the area.  Additionally, this area is subject to flooding, is likely to be in the 
safeguarded area for HS2  and therefore subject to vibration from the force of  air arising from trains moving 
through the tunnel at high speed.  The proposed development at Upper Stone Meadow takes no account of access 
onto the A413, which is a very busy road. Exiting right across the oncoming traffic, especially during the morning and 
evening periods, would be extremely difficult.  This area is also expected to be affected by the lorries taking spoil 
from the proposed HS2 development, adding to potential problems, noise, dirt and greater use of a major A road. 
There may be some large houses which could be re-developed to accommodate, say 2 smaller houses, but this 
should not over-develop the site(s). Such sites could be targeted at starter or elderly currently within the 
Community.  Careful consideration needs to also be given to the shops in the village  - can they sustain the existing 
populations requirements and what would be the position if the village is expanded. Especially for young families 
and the elderly.  To ensure that there is retention of open spaces for all, especially the young it is essential that all 
existing open spaces are not built upon. This includes all Green Belt which are also used by others from outside the 
local area.  Parking also should be taken into consideration - both when new developments are considered as well as 
the requirement to ensure there is sufficient parking for existing residents. This is necessary as the public transport 
is virtually non-existent .   Chalfont St Giles has a number of unprotected 'heritage' assets which would benefit from 
some form of protection, i.e. being made Conservation Areas. 
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Rep0532 
 Sanjoy Das 

I am utterly disappointed learning that the Council is planning to test certain areas in and around Little Chalfont 
village to be released from the Green Belt. I would like to voice my protest and would like it to be noted in your 
consultation process.   I am certain that the significant adverse impact it will have on the local community is well 
known to you. Newer housing estates will bring unbearable pressure on school places, traffic and parking places. 
The traffic situation is already grave on A404 and surrounding areas. A visit to the high street and village centre any 
day will make it amply clear to you how bad the parking is. On top of it, the length of the waiting list for the local 
schools and the struggle to find a place is well known. Any objective research or study will make the above points 
amply unambiguous.  I appreciate the need to build more houses - but Little Chalfont has already taken more than 
its share of new houses by Bell Lane and behind Chenies Parade - altogether around 300 homes. Sanctioning more 
will be clearly unjustified  and ill thought through.  But to me, the most important issue for which we should think 
many times over before releasing more land for further development is its negative impact on the Area of 
Outstanding Natural Beauty. In our hectic and highly stressful lives, the prospect of losing that precious calming 
effect of living near a piece of unspoilt nature and breathing pollution-free air profoundly disturbs me. In this era of 
climate change which is destroying our planet and putting the future of our children in great jeopardy, we should be 
planning for increasing green belt cover - and not inflict more self harm by doing the opposite.  As you are the 
custodians of the health and well being of the local community, which is a great responsibility, I request you in all 
earnest to decide against release of any green belt land. 

 The Local Plan will need to 
identify sustainable 
development options to meet 
needs taking into account the 
scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements.   
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Rep0533 
 Tanya Russell 

OPPOSITION TO MAJOR DEVELOPMENT PLAN FOR LITTLE CHALFONT  I am writing to set out my opposition in the 
strongest terms to the Major Development Plan for Little Chalfont under which it is proposed to overturn AONB and 
Green Belt policy on land surrounding the village of Little Chalfont and to build it up to an unacceptable level. 
As a long-standing resident of the village I and my family are very concerned about, and oppose in the strongest 
terms to, the attempt being made to overturn the status of our beautiful countryside to pave the way for hundreds 
of new homes and employment hubs to be built in the area.  The Development Plan, in my opinion, contravenes the 
local and national Planning Policy Guidelines governing the protection of green belt.  The AONB and Green Belt 
statuses have been in force for very good reasons.   The loss of open countryside would substantially diminish the 
character and perception of the open countryside that strategically defines the setting of Little Chalfont.  The Parish 
and Community Association are also opposed to the Plan.  Both Associations consider that, if adopted, the new Plan 
would change the character of Little Chalfont forever and overload our schools, roads, parking and healthcare. 
The ecological impact of development would be enormous and irrevocable and would change the face of the village 
forever, which I do not think can be justified when options in other built-up towns present more viable options. 
Unacceptable impact on Community Services/Infrastructure.   I understand that Little Chalfont has had over 12% of 
new properties either approved or built over the past 10 years, compared to 5.3% in Amersham,  4% in Chesham 
and 7.7% in Chalfont St Peter.  These three latter towns are vastly bigger than Little Chalfont, and probably have 
brownfield sites which could be used for development.  They also have a larger number of community services to 
support their residents, yet Little Chalfont has already been impacted by a larger proportion of development with 
little or no investment in existing infrastructure or services.   Existing residents have already felt the negative impact 
of these developments, which has put a huge strain on the small selection of community services available.   This 
infrastructure, and the existing  community services would not be able to cope with the addition of 1000s more 
residents and would have a huge negative impact on the quality of life of Little Chalfont residents.   
Every day we feel the negative impact of the new developments which have already been built in the locale: 
• Over-subscribed schools – more difficulty in getting a place at a local school, more cars on the road as parents 
have to travel daily to and from out-of-catchment schools etc.  • Difficulty getting doctors appointments and lack of 
healthcare/social care facilities to meet the needs of residents.  • Busier roads – traffic through the village has 
become immeasurably heavier year-on-year.  o Quite often the main road is blocked as cars are queuing to park by 
the parade of shops.  Some local residents are not able to shop locally as they can’t park.  o Traffic generally is much 
heavier and it takes a lot longer to join traffic through the village from the side roads  • Busier trains – commuters 
have to stand on trains as Little Chalfont has already experienced  a huge increase in the number of people using the 
trains from Chalfont & Latimer to get to work. 

 The Local Plan will need to 
identify sustainable 
development options to meet 
needs taking into account the 
scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements.   
 The councils consider that 
options in the Green Belt need 
to be considered in addition to 
the opportunities that are 
available on brownfield sites. 
 



Classification: OFFICIAL 
 

246 
 
Classification: OFFICIAL 

Name Summary of Representation 
Council Response (see also 

Volume 1 for generic response) 

Rep0534 
Mrs Victoria 
Covey  and 
Rep0535 
Mr Simon Covey 

I strongly oppose  the relsease of many acres of Green Belt land around the village of Little Chalfont for new housing 
land or new employment buildings.  I am a villager and love where I live. Part of the appeal is that we are 
surrounding by so many beautiful green spaces. That's why we chose our home where it is. We back onto the park 
and regularly walk around the lcoal fields and woods. These areas are AONB and to take them away from the many 
families, children, elderly persons who live around here - just to build new homes and work spaces would be 
devastating.  We have already taken our fair share of new housing in Bell Lane and on Chenies Parade by the shops. 
Its time for another area to take the strain.  The parking in the village is a nighmare and it will only get worse if more 
buildings are built for people to work in. I already have problems with commuters using Westwood Drive to park for 
the station - I do not want people  leaving their cars in my road all day because their work/employments are within 
a few minutes walk away as well. We don’t have enough spaces in our schools for more homes to be built and 
families to move in to.  The Green Belt was created for people to enjoy . It was not intended to be an area that 
would be used as a "bank" for when our village gets "full".  My children love cycling in the areas of parkland and 
green space around our home. We paid a lot of money to move here and want that to continue. We don't want to 
load our childrens bikes into the car to go and cycle in another area.  Building on the areas that are highlighted 
would be a contravention of local planning policy guidance governing the protection of the green belt.  The village of 
Little Chalfont would be altered significantly. It won't be a little village anymore! It'll be a sprawl!  The roads would 
be clogged up even more than they are. It's a nightmare doing the school run and getting to work as it is. 
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Rep0536 
 Suzanne Prime 

I have been a resident of Long Walk for almost 16 years and prior to that lived in Birkett Way for 14 years. Having 
lived in the Chiltern district for nearly 30 years I feel very strongly that the unique character of the area should be 
preserved.  I appreciate that there is a need for more housing in the country as a whole, but it is imperative that any 
development needs to be in keeping with the area where it is undertaken. The introduction to the Joint Local Plan 
Consultation Document says ‘We need a plan to deliver sustainable, high quality, designed development that 
respects our valued and quality environments, not just our countryside but equally the character and setting for our 
towns and villages and our wealth of natural and heritage assets. We also need a plan that maximises development 
opportunities locally whilst maintaining the important function and purpose of the Green Belt.’ I am, however, very 
concerned that if there is further development in Little Chalfont especially on Green Belt sites then the character of 
the village will be totally changed. Little Chalfont has already had 307 new properties approved or built in the last 8 
years, an increase of 12.4% of its dwellings.  This has included two substantial developments namely on the Old 
Sawmill site adjoining Bell Lane (which is now complete) and the Donkey field in Burtons Lane which has still to be 
completed and occupied. The completed developments have had a significant impact on the infrastructure and 
services in Little Chalfont and no doubt when the Donkey Field is occupied there will be an even greater impact. I 
feel that it is totally inappropriate to develop the village further. The neighbouring communities of Amersham, 
Chesham and Chalfont St Peter, all of which are considerably larger have not suffered such high percentage growth, 
Amersham growth being 5.3%, Chesham 4% and Chalfont St Peter 7.7%. Furthermore, for the reasons I have 
outlined above, I strongly believe that Little Chalfont should no longer be classified as a main settlement for growth 
in the core strategy.  The possibility of large areas of the Green Belt being released is very worrying. I quote from the 
Planning Practice Guidance on the Government’s Communities website ‘the fundamental aim of Green Belt is to 
prevent urban sprawl by keeping land permanently open; the essential characteristics of Green Belts are their 
openness and their permanence.’ The areas of Green Belt within and surrounding Little Chalfont have done just this 
over the last 60 years and they should remain intact.   I note that substantial areas of the Green Belt that have been 
viewed for possible release are also designated as areas of outstanding natural beauty (AONB). Indeed 72% of 
Chiltern district are classified as AONBs and these areas should be preserved to be enjoyed not only by the district’s 
residents but also by the very large number of visitors that come each year. (The Chilterns Area of Outstanding 
Natural Beauty Management Plan 2014-2019 acknowledges that the Chilterns is possibly the most heavily visited 
landscape in the UK with 55 million leisure visits a year. This, of course, has a positive economic effect on the area). 
The National Parks and Access to the Countryside Act 1949 specifies that the purpose of creating an AONB is to 
conserve and enhance its beauty and it is very hard to comprehend that any substantial development in such an 
area could possibly meet these criteria.   As I have already mentioned I am very concerned as to the existing 
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pressure put on local infrastructure and facilities in Little Chalfont. If Green Belt land is released in or adjoining the 
village for residential development the pressure on the facilities will be immense. We already encounter the 
following problems:   1. Traffic passing through Little Chalfont particularly on the A404 already results in significant 
congestion in the village particularly at peak times. Any substantial development will obviously make the situation 
worse. In addition Little Chalfont has many narrow country lanes that were never designed to cope with the volume 
of traffic that exists today, let alone traffic that would be generated by any such further development. In particular, I 
would draw your attention to the area of Green Belt adjoining Long Walk’s northern boundary which has been 
included in the same parcel as Little Chalfont golf course. This land has no right of access onto Long Walk which is a 
private road resulting in any traffic having to exit onto Burtons Lane which would be inappropriate (it is a minor 
road) or onto Lodge Lane which is a narrow country lane.  2. Parking is another major problem in Little Chalfont. It is 
very difficult to park in the service road on the main parade of shops and at almost any time of the day there is a 
queue of cars waiting to park. This, in itself, can add to the congestion on the A404. In addition, there is limited 
parking at the station and if there is any substantial development in the village or on its borders then the station car 
parks will not be adequate and no doubt will cause parking problems in surrounding residential roads.  3. Train 
travel into and out of London during peak times is often overcrowded and this would only be exacerbated by 
increased development.  4. The local schools (Little Chalfont Combined School a primary school) and Dr Challoner’s 
High School, as well as Dr Challoner’s Grammar School, are oversubscribed and again the situation would only be 
made worse by further development.  5. Both medical and dental services are already overstretched. 
I do not understand the methodology that has been used to consider areas of the Green Belt that could be released. 
Map 4.3.a and 4.3.b details various parcels which make up the Green Belt in Chiltern District and South Bucks 
District. An assessment has been made for each parcel as to whether it strongly or otherwise upholds each of the 
five purposes for the Green Belt set out in National Planning Policy.  A score has been applied to each purpose and 
my understanding is that if a parcel of Green Belt scored highly on just one purpose then it would not be considered 
for release. Having undertaken this exercise some parcels have then been sub-divided and then reassessed to 
conveniently fall into a different category; this is tantamount to devising a methodology for systematically breaking 
up the Green Belt.  To conclude, I feel very strongly that the character of Little Chalfont should be preserved and 
that further substantial residential or commercial developments should not occur. Any development that does take 
place needs to be on a small scale so as not to have a detrimental effect on Little Chalfont’s character and be an 
excessive burden on the village’s overstretched services and facilities. I also think it is imperative that the Green Belt 
remains intact, as well as ensuring that our Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty are preserved. 
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Rep0537 
Mr & Mrs  Gunter 

I am writing again in concern over new housing proposals for Little Chalfont. In 2010 I raised my concerns over the 
proposal for additional housing then, which however still progressed and now there is a large number of homes 
(253) in Bell Lane and a new estate behind Chenies Parade.  Surely then Little Chalfont has already taken more than 
its fair share of new housing, so I am amazed that it is being considered for further potential development. 
Therefore the question is when will it stop?  This time it is associated with the proposal to use Green Belt land. What 
justifies the release of Green Belt land, housing? If not housing, then what will be next?  The Green belt was created 
for good reasons and provides areas of outstanding natural beauty and if this is ever overturned to accommodate 
housing development then every piece of Green belt will be a potential target.  It is always being publicised that we 
should look after the environment. Therefore replacing Green belt with houses must surely have a negative impact 
and will also contribute to additional air pollution. We moved to Little Chalfont 8 years ago for several reasons 
including the tranquillity & beauty of the close surrounding countryside. For where we previously lived before it was 
becoming overcrowded due to constant building. Slowly but surely our village will be turned, like so many places 
now, into a concrete jungle.  With the already increase in housing in the area there has been no changes in the local 
infrastructure. This is putting pressure on areas including parking, school places, doctor, dentists and traffic is 
already excessive. Where do I stop? Or more importantly when will new housing for Little Chalfont be stopped? For 
before long we won’t have any village’s left and healthy environments for our children to live in. 

 The Local Plan will need to 
identify sustainable 
development options to meet 
needs taking into account the 
scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements.   
 

Rep0538 
 Amanda Arnold 

We are very concerned about the planned expansion of Little Chalfont and the surrounding areas. We have lived 
here for 17 years and in that time the village has expanded with new houses in Turners Field, the donkey field and 
the parade flats which are supposed to be going up soon.  I would say I do understand the need for houses, but has 
not Chalfont done it's bit.  Have we not expanded enough already, I hear much anecdotal evidence of parents not 
being able to get appointments at the doctors - what will happen when we have another couple of 1000's people 
here.  My reasons for objecting to this proposed schemes are: Schools - As a local parent of a primary school, our 
school is always oversubscribed and the catchment area this year was so small that people in Chessfield Park 
couldn't get it.  If you build lots of new houses behind Chessfield park - where will these children go to school?  Will 
you build another school? After Turners Field was built you may be aware that this led to a school that was going to 
be closed having to remain open as they realised that there were not enough places for the children in the new 
houses to go to one of the existing schools as there was no room for expansion at the current schools as they were 
built when the village was smaller and it was deemed impossible to enlarge them. Conservation of Green Field Sites 
- If we continue to build on green belt land in Bucks this will be the 'thin end of the wedge' and will form a basis for 
other areas in England to build on any green belt.  I though green belt was built to safeguard our open spaces and 
areas of natural beauty not  a site just waiting to be built on. I would like to put a special plea in for those of us, and I 
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think it is most people who live in Little Chalfont, who enjoy the countryside, we love to walk our dogs and play 
football and use the various outdoor spaces we have.  Westwood park and the area behind Chessfield on a Saturday 
morning is teeming with kids playing sport.  This and the beautiful views is what makes living in Little Chalfont so 
pleasant and worth the cost.  We sound like NIMBY's and maybe we are, but I think Little Chalfont has built new 
houses - we have done our bit. Employment Development - The idea that there is a great need for local businesses 
to settle here seems ridiculous, this is an extremely expensive place to live and rents would be high as the land is 
worth so much, so why would anyone set up a start up business, in an area where there is low unemployment in a 
really expensive area, when with the digital age a business can be situated anywhere.  I can just see loads of empty 
units with signs out saying For Rent. In addition with London on our door step employment hardly seems a problem. 

Rep0539 
Mr & Mrs Paul 
Shurer 

Question 2 - The suggestion to consider Blizzards Yard for the building of flats over the car park is not a viable option 
because:  1. Blizzards Yard is the only car park in the village and surrounding roads are already congested with 
parked cars.  2. Blizzards Yards has been flooded on several occasions so would not be appropriate for access by 
residents.  3. The building of flats would cause considerable disruption to many residents who use the car park on a 
regular basis as clearly such construction would take many months. Also such a building would not be in keeping 
with the current village sites. Question 6 - We would support the view that very large houses have already been built 
in the village and thus further such construction should not be recommended.  The focus should be on smaller 
family homes on reduced sized plots at affordable prices.  The continued building of luxury homes will eventually 
cause an over supply due to the high purchase price and the inability of local people to afford such costs even when 
they have a family home to sell. Question 7 - There is no real provision for care homes or smaller flats for the elderly 
in the plan.  As the need for such dwellings is ever increasing this is a significant area that requires serious 
consideration.  New build flats do not cater for elderly couples who are leaving three and four bedroom detached 
houses, thus they remain in larger properties unnecessarily when they would prefer to move to a smaller home.  
This also prevents families who need the homes from being able to purchase homes commensurate with their 
needs. Question 8 - We refer to our comments under question 7 but also would state that planning permission is 
being granted for too many luxury flats at exorbitant prices with superior facilities, whereas what is needed, are 
more affordable flats within smaller areas rather than sprawling sites that are currently being built. 
Question 13 - We would want to protect current areas of playing fields, parks and sports facilities for all generations 
as these are vital facilities. Question 14 - We would support the completion of the Neighbourhood Plans even if a 
significant cost is involved and despite the Government's view that completion is no longer necessary.  
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Rep0540 
 Phil Morton 

I am writing to object to the proposed search and testing of green belt land in the area of outstanding natural 
beauty in and around Little Chalfont and Amersham.  My objections centre around the following key elements: 
1. Green Belt - the green belt is a vital part of the English countryside. Protecting it from development is vital as once 
it is gone, we will never get it back. This protection is important for us to enjoy, but more importantly for our 
children and one day grandchildren. Green belts provide a buffer between towns and fresh air to millions of people. 
The influx of people to our area on weekends and in the summer time is due to the green belt we sit within. This 
land should be preserved and not be treated as a bank for building land, this fundamentally undermines the reason 
for its existence. Focus should be on developments using brownfield sites, and there are ongoing examples of this. 
Over 800 hectares of greenbelt land is disappearing each year under new developments. It is important that we 
don't allow this to continue or proliferate. 2. The Chiltern Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB) - much of the 
land around our village is located within the Chiltern AONB. This is  popular destination for visitors from across our 
County and beyond. The Chilterns AONB website (http://www.chilternsaonb.org/) proudly advertising it as a place 
for walks and cycle rides through the countryside. This is a tremendous local asset and one which we are able to 
enjoy all the time. Under no circumstances should we destroy this. As it is, much of the Chiltern AONB is under 
threat from the governments HS2 programme. Under no circumstances should we add to this. 3. New developments 
- since my time in the area (17 years) there has been much development. Most recently this includes Bell Lane (253 
houses) and Burtons Lane (still to be completed) and approval granted to build 45 homes behind Chenies Parade. In 
addition to these greenfield developments there have been and continue to be various brownfield developments 
include three along White Lion Road from Beel Close to and past St Nicholas Close. 4. Infrastructure - our 
infrastructure could not cope with nor support new housing estates. As it is local schools have insufficient spaces to 
support the local community, where would all the additional children go? In addition Little Chalfont already has 
insufficient parking and a recent application for additional parking was to my knowledge turned down in favour of 
one of the aforementioned developments. And finally our roads cannot cope with the existing traffic, anyone who 
travels along White Lion Road in the morning or at school ending time or after work knows that. The traffic is 
excessive and getting worse with heavy duty trucks using this as a key access to other areas and the M25.   I hope 
that these concerns and those of my neighbours from across Little Chalfont will be taken into consideration and 
these proposals will be scraped. 

  

Rep0541 
Mr Clive Everest 
and Rep0545 
 Ann Everest 

I am writing this response as a concerned resident, commenting on the possible impact on Little Chalfont. Whilst my 
postal address is Chalfont St Giles, my house is on Loudhams Wood Lane which sits on the edge of Little Chalfont 
village, and hence the plans for this village directly affect me. These comments relate to various elements of Q1-17 
of your consultation. The Green Belt is a national asset and should be preserved for future generations 

  
 The councils consider that 
options in the Green Belt need 
to be considered in addition to 
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The Green Belt was created in 1954 to prevent the outward sprawl of London, with five key purposes. The 
importance and purpose of Green Belt land was reiterated in the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) in 
March 2012. Much of the land around Little Chalfont and in Chiltern District Council is Green Belt land, which has 
been successful in achieving these five key objectives for over 60 years. The Green Belt is an essential characteristic 
of the area around Little Chalfont: it defines the character and the way of life of its residents, who chose to live 
there precisely because of that sense of green space. It is where we escape the built up environment all around us, 
where we and our children experience nature and walk our dogs, and preserves the unique nature of each separate 
settlement in the Chilterns. It serves its intended purposes well, and is an asset for the nation and for the local 
people, not something to be eroded or damaged because of short term pressures for additional housing. Once lost, 
it can never be regained. We therefore have a duty to protect it, and the Council should therefore resist any attempt 
to see it released. The case for further development and construction in the Chilterns is questionable, and should be 
challenged.  There is an ever increasing pressure for more housing to serve the growth of London, putting pressure 
on services and transport, which in my view is untenable. Creating more homes and businesses around London is 
not the answer. Nationally we should be encouraging the development of more brown-field sites within London, 
and investing in other cities to make them more attractive as places to live and work. In that sense I applaud the 
initiatives such as investment in “the Northern Powerhouse”, to create employment elsewhere in the UK and 
alleviate the demands on London and the South East. Whilst I appreciate the pressures placed on the Council 
because of Government targets to create new homes and businesses, I believe the Council should be doing all in its 
power to seek to reverse the present policy, which I believe will otherwise serve to erode continually the quality of 
life of all in the District.  No area of Green Belt land should be released or built on until every other unprotected area 
in the South East and beyond is developed.  Green Belt land has been recognised by legislation as precious, and to 
be protected. Even more so Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB), of which there are many around Little 
Chalfont and more widely in the Chilterns. If land is needed to provide more homes to serve the growth of London 
and hence the Home Counties, policy should be to seek first to exhaust every option which utilises brown-field sites, 
then unprotected land and only then should any consideration be given to release Green Belt land.  Given the 
significant quantity of land in Chiltern DC which is protected, this should mean that development is focused 
elsewhere – not as a NIMBY measure, but simply recognising that as a country we should use the least precious first.  
The Council should therefore seek other options within its boundaries, and then, through its duties to cooperate, 
work with other councils and the government to ensure that any construction that is essential is undertaken where 
there is least damage.  The methodology for the Green Belt assessment, dividing areas into parcels, is flawed, and 
will encourage the continued erosion and ultimate loss of the Green Belt.  This argument is put far more eloquently 

the opportunities that are 
available on brownfield sites. 
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than I can in the response from the Little Chalfont Parish Council. I appreciate that there is no standard 
methodology for a Green Belt Assessment, and that some approach to determine separate areas is required to 
make any judgement. My understanding though is that the legislation requires the proposed boundaries of the 
Green Belt to be “permanently defensible barriers”. Typically these are major features such as railway lines, A roads 
etc. Using these would reasonably allow the determination of potential “parcels” for consideration. The Assessment 
used however has sought to go much further than this and has further subdivided these natural parcels, using very 
minor roads as suggested boundaries – for example in Site 35 using Lodge Lane, Burtons Lane and Long Walk as 
boundaries.  This approach has two critical flaws: Firstly, sub-dividing land in this way inevitably serves to 
undervalue each part – for example if land such as that in areas 29 and 35 are treated separately it allows each to be 
presented as less important, as surely either one can be lost and still retain an element of Green Belt between 
settlements? Such an approach would however lead inevitably to the denigration and loss of all the Green Belt as 
successive salami slices erode it.   Secondly, as the proposed boundaries are all minor roads, they will never serve as 
“permanently defensible barriers”. If one side of the road is no longer Green Belt, it is impossible to see how the 
land on the other could be argued to be essential as Green Belt in future. Consequently this would be the first step 
towards total loss of the Green Belt. I therefore believe that the present Assessment should be revisited as 
fundamentally flawed. Boundaries in the new Assessment should only be those which clearly meet the definition of 
being permanently defensible, so if there is any change, it is a once and once only amendment, not the thin end of 
the wedge.  Little Chalfont has already taken more than its share of recent development, and further pressure on 
the village would be disproportionate and unfair, destroying the character of the village.  Little Chalfont is a small 
settlement, which defines its character and way of life of its residents. That also defines its infrastructure and 
services, which are stretched already, but are fundamentally unsuited and inadequate to accept further large scale 
development, either residential of employment. Since 2006 Little Chalfont has taken more than its share of new 
development compared to other settlements in the Chiltern area. The Parish Council has calculated that the 
dwellings’ percentage growth in that period is over 12%, significantly more than Amersham, Chesham or Chalfont St 
Peter. As a smaller community we may seem an easy target for more development, but our less developed 
infrastructure means that in fact this affects us more adversely.  As above, my strong preference is for no further 
expansion in the District, but if it must happen then equity and fairness should mean that any removal of Green Belt 
status and subsequent development falls elsewhere.  The impact of HS2 on the Chilterns is yet to be felt, and further 
development or change in Green Belt designation should be avoided until this is better understood The settlements 
around Little Chalfont such as Chalfont St Giles and Amersham will be significantly impacted by the building of HS2. 
This will have massive consequences whilst the line is being built, and afterwards when the trains are running. The 
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construction traffic alone will generate massive demands on local infrastructure such as roads, and further actions 
that may worsen this should be avoided until this is complete and it is possible to judge the effect this has on local 
communities.  With this project the area has already taken more than its fair share of change to meet government 
objectives, and should not be asked to do more. The village’s infrastructure is unable to cope with further large scale 
development, either residential or commercial. Little Chalfont is characterised by minor roads, railway bridges that 
curtail traffic and road widening, and limited local services. This infrastructure is already under severe pressure and 
is not capable of the additional burden of large new developments:  • Transport - Local roads are narrow, often 
country lanes, and already face severe congestion. The A404 in and out of the village is frequently a bottleneck in 
both directions (toward Amersham and in Chorleywood toward the M25), and the road to Beaconsfield from 
Amersham is heavily overused. This has been getting worse over time, and long queues and delays are already 
common. Turning out onto the A404 can already be a difficult task around rush hour. Access roads to possible new 
developments such as Burtons lane and Lodge Lane are totally unsuitable to carry significant additional traffic.  It 
would also be misleading if the Council were to assume that new residential homes would provide the workforce for 
new employment areas: in practice the workforce for the new employment area would largely travel in from outside 
Little Chalfont, and the new residents travel out – a doubly negative impact on traffic congestion.  Parking in the 
village is already a nightmare, with cars frequently parked illegally and congestion on the A404 from cars waiting for 
parking in the village shops – this situation would only get worse. Over-busy roads are also not at all desirable in an 
area where there are numerous school children. Whilst we are fortunate to have a tube/ rail station, this too is 
getting increasingly busy. In the rush hour it is already the case that you can have to stand all the way to London 
from 7.30am. That is unacceptable, and cannot be addressed through more frequent or longer trains, due to 
platform constraints. The local transport infrastructure cannot cope with significant additional population.  
• Schools - Whilst developers of new residential areas may be encouraged to pay for new junior schools, they 
will be deeply reluctant to pay for new secondary school provision. The cost of this may therefore fall unfairly on 
existing residents. School places at all levels are already in extremely short supply in the local area, which begs the 
question of how new places would be financed, and the negative impact on local people whose children may well 
have to travel further, to less suitable schools. • Utilities - Local utilities are already under pressure. Water, waste 
and other utilities were simply not built to cope with anything like current levels of usage. Large scale development 
will therefore carry a high risk of increased failure and poorer service. Very substantial investment will be needed to 
prevent this if new homes and businesses are built, but that in turn will bring a period of significant disruption (not 
least to roads) whilst that work is undertaken. Specific comments on the proposals in respect of Green Belt 
assessment area 35 (land West of Lodge Lane, South of the railway [CD0082]) .   This area is the one adjacent to my 
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home, and therefore I believe it is appropriate to make some specific comments above and beyond those on the 
Council’s general consultation proposals. I fully endorse the Comments made in respect of this area in the Little 
Chalfont Parish Council’s submission to the consultation. As noted above, I believe that the Green Belt Assessment 
methodology that has been used to create this area, as separate from area 29, is fundamentally flawed. Proposed 
boundaries for the Assessment should be permanently defensible boundaries, and those proposed for this area 
simply are not – if this area is released from Green Belt designation it will simply be the first step to losing the Green 
Belt further to the South. 29 and 35 as a minimum should be considered together as one area.  In my view this land 
is particularly essential for the Green Belt purposes of:   • Checking the unrestricted sprawl of Little Chalfont, 
especially toward Chorleywood;   • Preventing these two settlements, and that of Chalfont St Giles, from 
merging;  •  Preserving the special character of Little Chalfont as a place surrounded by countryside and space, 
not housing estates and business parks; and  • Safeguarding the surrounding countryside from further 
encroachment through successive attacks on the Green Belt.  If this area were no longer Green Belt, and therefore 
faced the inevitable barrage of new development, this would also have a major detrimental impact on the adjacent 
AONB and Green Belt areas, as well as parts of ancient woodland. Damage to these would in turn be irreversible, to 
all our loss. The loss of this open land, trees and paddocks would cause great damage in turn to the village, 
transforming a small settlement to one with utterly different character. It would also result in a great loss of amenity 
for houses such as mine and my neighbours in Loudhams Wood Lane – we moved there to enjoy the peace of the 
countryside, and large scale development there would shatter this. I strongly oppose any release of the Green Belt, 
both generally across the Chilterns and specifically around Little Chalfont and area 35 (and 29). I recognise that 
there is pressure on councils to find land for development, but believe this should be minimised, and focused on 
existing brown-field sites or found in areas not recognised as either Green Belt or Areas of Outstanding Natural 
Beauty, even if these means these are outside the District. I would resist, and vote against, any measures to release 
green belt land, or bodies/ parties that suggested that was appropriate.  Green Belt land is a national asset for our 
and future generations. For the sake of today’s residents and their children, it should be preserved and protected. 

Rep0542 
Mr K G Wilcock 

Having reviewed much of the information relating to the consultation, I am extremely concerned as to the possible 
outcome for Little Chalfont.  My concerns are summarised as follows:  I accept that all areas must take some 
responsibility for providing additional housing, but I believe that in recent years, Little Chalfont has taken more than 
its fair share. The Green Belt areas around Little Chalfont which are under threat are huge in relation to the present 
area of the village.  The need for housing should not put at risk Green Belt land. The Green Belt was created to 
protect land from development and to maintain our countryside.  Much of the land around Little Chalfont is in an 
Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty. This natural asset should not be destroyed.  Little Chalfont already has 
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infrastructure problems, such as parking and also heavy traffic. Any significant development would increase 
problems in these areas and in other infrastructure aspects.  For the above reasons, I consider that Little Chalfont 
should not be identified as a main settlement growth area and any approved development should be on land not 
currently designated Green Belt. 

 

Rep0543 
Miss Frances 
Norgrove 

After attending the Public Meeting at the Harvey Hall Memorial Hall on Wednesday 2nd March,2016, I am writing to 
express my concerns regarding the proposals.  1) I am absolutely opposed to loosing Green belt land in our area for 
housing and subsequent eroding of the area into Slough.  2) I have lived in George Green for 34 years and have 
enjoyed its rural setting, yet still being in within easy reach  of towns of Slough and Uxbridge. However, I should not 
like the area to become part of Slough with all the additional traffic, Factory units etc. the plan could bring to the 
area. 3) Lastly, there is the impact on the Environment, the wildlife we enjoy at present would disappear which 
would be tragic.  I would ask you respectively to look at more suitable areas mentioned at the meeting. 

 The Local Plan will need to 
identify sustainable 
development options to meet 
needs taking into account the 
scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements.   

Rep0544 
 Carol Wilcock 

My concerns are summarised as follows:  I accept that all areas must take some responsibility for providing 
additional housing, but I believe that in recent years, Little Chalfont has taken more than its fair share.  The need for 
housing should not put at risk Green Belt land. The Green Belt was created to protect land from development and to 
maintain our countryside. It also protects the identity of towns and villages and prevents them from merging into 
each other. Much of the land around Little Chalfont is in an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty. This natural asset 
should not be destroyed. It should be protected by Chiltern District Council.  Little Chalfont already has 
infrastructure problems, such as parking and also heavy traffic (local and A404 through traffic). Any significant 
development would increase problems in these areas and in other infrastructure aspects. For the above reasons, I 
strongly believe that Chiltern District Council should protect the Green Belt land around Little Chalfont and restrict 
development to within the current village boundaries. 

 The Local Plan will need to 
identify sustainable 
development options to meet 
needs taking into account the 
scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements.   
 

Rep0545 
Mr Andrew Le 
Marchand 

The option to build around the location of George Green and border of Slough/Berkshire must be rejected for the 
following reasons:  To check the unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas:  * George Green would be engulfed by 
the sprawl from Slough  * Slough would undoubtedly expect to control George Green and expect the transfer of land 
to Slough/Berkshire (if not in the short term this must be a longer term consideration within the time span of this 
development plan .  To prevent neighbouring towns merging into one another:  * If George Green were to be 
absorbed then the next steps would be Iver and Iver Heath with consequential merging towards or with Uxbridge 
* No doubt similar pressures would be experienced from Uxbridge/Hillingdon borough.  To assist in safeguarding the 
countryside from encroachment:  * The option shown encroaches on valuable leisure/reserved parkland of Black 
Park and Langley Park, both historic and beautiful areas, which would come under immense pressure if a large scale 
housing development was to be built adjacent to the park areas.  The general extent of Green Belts across the 
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country is already established. New Green Belts should only be established in exceptional circumstances, for 
example when planning for larger scale development such as new settlements or major urban extensions. If 
proposing a new Green Belt, local planning authorities should:  demonstrate why normal planning and development 
management policies would not be adequate:  * The option shown and corresponding desire from Slough to create 
a garden suburb of Slough do not adequately show why empty office space in Slough cannot be adequately 
converted to housing use.  If it is necessary to prevent development in a village primarily because of the important 
contribution which the open character of the village makes to the openness of the Green Belt, the village should be 
included in the Green Belt. If, however, the character of the village needs to be protected for other reasons, other 
means should be used, such as conservation area or normal development management policies, and the village 
should be excluded from the Green Belt. When considering any planning application, local planning authorities 
should ensure that substantial weight is given to any harm to the Green Belt. ‘Very special circumstances’ will not 
exist unless the potential harm to the Green Belt by reason of inappropriateness, and any other harm, is clearly 
outweighed by other considerations. The other major considerations are:  * The land shown in the option suffers 
from a high water table and can be prone to flooding. A substantial development would increase water run off 
affecting the park areas (Langley and Black Park) and the existing housing.  * Gravel extraction is or has taken place 
within the option area around George Green and neighbouring area between George Green and Rochford Gardens 
Slough.  * Landfill of areas previously used for gravel extraction and those being used currently would be unsuitable 
for development due to:   * Potential toxic waste/methane production    * Unstable footing requiring extensive 
foundation work or piling  * Impact of the water table * Local infrastructure pressure    * Proposal to close the 
Hollow Hill lane tunnel under the railway will direct a great volume of traffic through the Ivers and Langley impacting 
the A412. This is  exacerbated when there are traffic issues affecting any one of the M4/M25/M40/A40 from 
Heathrow, Slough, Rickmansworth, Hillingdon and Beaconsfield, effectively gridlocking the area. Drivers use the 
A412 as a cut through to avoid the motorways at this time. An additional large scale development in the option area 
around George Green would increase this pressure. Would this require a further relief road in the vicinity of 
Iver/Langley or Slough to relieve the A412? * New build housing would typically be purchased by first time buyers or 
young families and whilst not desirable it is typ 
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Rep0546 
Mr Michael 
Williams 

Proposed Plans For Little Chalfont - I say that we should keep our green belt because, firstly the green belt was to 
prevent building on it so it would be wrong to build on it. Secondly lots of the area around and in Little Chalfont is in 
the Area of Outstanding Beauty so we shouldn’t get rid of the beauty and replace it with more housing. Thirdly the 
infrastructure of Little Chalfont could not support new estates for housing because it would put lots of pressure 
onto schools parking and other essential services. Also as the A404 goes through Little Chalfont there is already lots 
of traffic and adding more houses which leads to more people the streets would be packed and hardly anyone could 
go anywhere with all the traffic. Another reason is that I live right next to one of the orange areas on the map and I 
would not be able to put up with constant building behind my house for a few years with the horrific noise and dirt 
everywhere. Finally Little Chalfont would not be “Little” anymore with all the new houses and I think that our 
economy is just right for the Little Chalfont we know and love. 

  

Rep0547 
Mrs Dorothie 
Jones 

Q2  Having read the draft HELAA it seems to me that the long-term future of Chiltern/South Bucks looks pretty bleak 
with almost every available land space earmarked for consideration for some kind of development, including such 
places as village centre car parks and sports and social amenities. To build on the first would be ridiculous as parking 
in these areas is already a nightmare for the population we already have. To build on any of the second would 
involve removing the amenities away from population centres on to green belt and involving more travel by car. 
Certainly no more sites of this nature should be added. I don't think there are any left anyway.  The potential density 
of housing suggested is too much for areas such as the Chalfonts and smaller villages Q4  Whilst I appreciate and 
support the idea that affordable housing needs to be created within the Chiltern/south Bucks Area, the level of 
development projected in the timescale is far too large to be sustainable without completely altering the character 
of the neighbourhoods and putting enormous strain on fragile infrastructure Q5/Q6  I would support Option L, but 
with strict limitations on density as the numbers of proposed dwellings could dwarf current settlements. I am 
directly opposed however to Option F, the wholesale removal of entire settlements from within the greenbelt. The 
Epilepsy Society site (“ES  Site”) -  • This is currently a Major Developed Site (“MDS”) within the green belt, is the 
home of the Epilepsy Society, and provides two new care home developments as well as important recreational 
facilities with nine football pitches plus a pavilion with toilets, showers and changing facilities which are used by 
more than 24 teams. • The ES Site could notionally be divided into two parts.  The area to the south of Tate Road 
and Micholls road  (extended towards the long established and well used track from Tate Road to Skippings Farm)  
lies the current built up area (“ES South”) and the  area to the north of that line including (for this purpose) 
comprises the Model Farm, Rowan’s nursery  and Brawlings Farm.  (“ES North”) • ES North is within the Colne Valley 
Park and therefore deserves special protection in any event as part of that park.  ES South is currently used for care 
home and medical facilities and should be retained as such. It is an ideal site to provide further care home and/or 
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medical facilities for CSP. • The ES Site fulfils, as a whole, all five of the stated purposes of the green belt and in 
particular provides an important buffer between the settlements of Chalfont St Giles, Chalfont St Peter and Horn 
Hill.  The ES Site contains important open views from Chesham Lane towards the Colne Valley Park.  It provides 
important agricultural, forestry and related employment uses and opportunities for outdoor sport and recreation, 
including the Model Farm, Rowan’s Nursery and Brawlings Farm Riding Centre.  • It is inherently unsustainable; it is 
not served by any appropriate bus service and is too far to walk to either Little Chalfont or Gerrards Cross which are 
the nearest rail stations.  Any development is car dependent.   • The ES Site is bounded on three sides by narrow 
and dangerous country lanes which make it even more unsuitable for development.  • A natural boundary between 
ES South and ES North is easily defensible (excluding the playing fields which is identified as green open space in the 
Neighbourhood Plan). The ES North site should be retained in the green belt and Colne Valley Park with no 
development.   ES South should be retained as an MDS in the green belt for medical/care home use.  • The sheer 
size of this proposed development site is clearly excessive and could potentially double the number of dwellings in 
CSP.  • Several local businesses use the ES site apart from the agricultural use.  The ES Society is one of CSP’s largest 
employers. The area identified for industrial development to the east of the A413 - This is an unnecessary ribbon 
development. The offices and other buildings already present in Chalfont Park are still underoccupied at present. 
Why would you build more?   • The area is in The Colne Valley Park and is identified as being a particularly 
important green space for biodiversity and environmental priorities.  • The area is within the Green Belt and 
provides the important function of separating the built-up areas of CSP and Tatling End, Gerrards Cross and 
Denham.   • The A413 is a natural barrier for development. To build to the east of it would erode the barrier and 
facilitate yet more development in the future on the open space to the east.     • The area is in a flood plain.    • The 
River Misbourne would be extremely adversely affected by any development along this route.   The area is valued by 
residents and visitors as a green corridor and to destroy it would inevitably lead to further industrialisation and 
amalgamation of separate and distinct developed areas. Narcot Lane (Chalfont Grove) - This facility is surrounded by 
green space and should remain so. Together with potential development of Woodlands Farm (as per HELAA) this 
wood extend the outer reaches of the village into green belt and towards Chalfont St Giles. The presence of Chalfont 
Community College means that traffic and parking are already a serious problem along Narcot Lane. To add to this 
would be extremely detrimental to all concerned. Q9  I see no reason to increase traveller sites in the area. There 
seems to me to be plenty of room already and many own land of their own locally Q13/14  Green spaces and local 
measures.  Please note the following:- GREEN BELT -  The Local Plan is considering change of land use, particularly 
for Green Belt areas.  According to the National Planning Policy Framework there are five stated purposes of 
including land within the green belt.   Once an area of land has been defined as green belt the stated opportunities 
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and benefits include:     1 Providing opportunities for access to the open countryside for the urban 
population.    2 Providing opportunities for outdoor sport and outdoor recreation in the urban areas.     3 Retention 
of attractive landscapes and enhanced landscapes common to near where people live.     4 Improvement of 
damaged and derelict land around towns.  5 The securing of nature conservation interests.       6 The 
retention of land in agricultural, forestry and related uses.   Many of the local plan proposed developments would 
be in breach of these guidelines. I am not against some removal of green belt per se, but many of the sites selected 
are totally unsuitable. For instance:- Mill Meadow  • The area is a much used amenity facility which includes the 
Community Centre, a football club, recreation park, playing pitches (football and cricket), tennis courts, a scout 
headquarters and parish council offices.  There are no areas within the centre of the village where any of these 
facilities could be relocated.     • The Chalfont St Peter C of E Academy, adjacent to Mill Meadow, does not have a 
playing field within the school grounds. The school currently uses Mill Meadow for physical education lessons on a 
daily basis and for team games, athletics and cross country activities. The school would be unable to deliver an 
effective curriculum if Mill Meadow is designated for development.    The area is also a much used public facility 
with a Nature Reserve, Jubilee Garden and The Lady Gibb Millennium Wood and with the ability to walk alongside 
the Misbourne from the Village Centre, across Mill Meadow and through to Chalfont St Giles.  These amenities are 
simply irreplaceable due to the length of time taken for them to develop and their very position.      • Mill 
Meadow is on the flood plain. There is a serious risk of flooding.     • The river Misbourne is already a river under 
threat. Any development here would be a disaster.   I should point out at this juncture that had CSPO Academy been 
allowed to move onto the Holy Cross site, this would have alleviated one of the problems with development here!!    
Q16  I have very serious reservations about the infrastructure implications of all this planned extensive 
development. Dwellings are already to be built up at Newlands Park and at Holy Cross and no provision has been 
made for even these developments with regard to impact on Chalfont St Peter services.  The sewage problems in 
the village are well-known and remain unresolved.    The roads are in a shocking state. Houses at the Epilepsy Centre 
and Newlands Park are accessed down rural roads and currently have practically no public transport facilities, thus 
cutting them off from the village centre and entailing a great deal of additional traffic movement in an already 
congested village. The bus service in the area leaves much to be desired. The primary and secondary schools in 
Chiltern district are all full.   The Doctors' surgeries are all full.   These responsibilities lie outside the remit of the 
District Councils and are the concern of Bucks County Council, the NHS and Thames Water. The latter has shown no 
interest in solving the decades old sewage problem and thwe formewr two as we well know have no money to 
spend.  Unless all these and associated bodies are all fully on board with money 100% committed then any local 
plan, however detailed and well considered is on a hiding to nothing. Other General Points        • Chalfont St Peter 
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(CSP) has had its fair share of new development. CDC has already granted planning permission for over 600 
dwellings within CSP, these include the Holy Cross site, Newland Park and the Audley Homes development at the 
Epilepsy site.  In the first three years of the previous Core Strategy (intended to run until 2026) CSP has already 
taken significantly more than its fair allocation and provides the largest single percentage of the development 
proposed for Chiltern District as a whole.    • There is a known drainage issue in CSP, particularly with open raw 
sewerage backing up in the centre of the village.  Additional developments of the scale proposed are simply not 
possible.    • Development should be concentrated towards the centre rather than the fringes of towns and 
villages to be in line with green belt principles that brownfield sites should be developed first, along with sites 
closest to train, tube and bus services.  • All schools within Chalfont St Peter are at, or very nearly at, 
capacity. They will be unable to accommodate children from the developments already scheduled within the Parish.   
• Many other parts of the District are significantly more sustainable and appropriate for development.    

Rep0548 
Mr Ian Beushaw 

We love where we live because it is within an area of outstanding natural beauty and the village of Little Chalfont is 
a small and friendly place to live. We live on the South Eastern side of Little Chalfont in Lodge Lane and specifically 
bought our home in Lodge Lane because we felt it was a wonderful area in which to start a family and for our 
children to grow up appreciating how special country village life can be.  Being on the fringe of Little Chalfont village 
has the added advantage of huge areas of undeveloped countryside all around us, criss-crossed with footpaths and 
with an abundance of wildlife such as Muntjac, Deer, Foxes, Badgers and we even have a colony of Kite in the woods 
behind our house, a species on the endangered list only 15 years ago. Additionally our home in Lodge Lane is an 
official Hedgehog release site for Tiggywinkles, the wildlife rescue centre. This was granted following a site 
inspection and the low volume of traffic along Lodge Lane was of particular interest to the charity. An increase in 
traffic as a result of development would require a reassessment and potential loss of the release site status. Over 
the years we have lived in the area we have seen significant development of housing. The large amount of new 
homes in Bell Lane, those built behind the shops in Chenies Parade and most recently the loss of the Donkey Field in 
Burton's Lane to further development have accounted for well over 300 additional homes alone.  Lodge Lane and 
Roughwood Lane are used as common route between the village and the A413 towards the A40 and London. Over 
the last ten years we have seen a substantial increase in traffic past our home. It has got to the point where we all 
now avoid Roughwood Lane entirely between 7:30 and 9am and 5pm to 7pm as being a single-track road it regularly 
is blocked by excess traffic and it is not uncommon to be stuck in the lane for 15+ minutes.  When we moved into 
Lodge Lane, only 0.9 miles from Little Chalfont Primary School we were in catchment, now due to the increase in 
demand we are no longer in catchment. In the mornings I used to be sure to get a seat on my train into London, 
often being one of only 10 passengers on the platform. Now I rarely get a seat and there are between 30 and 50 
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people on the platform when the train arrives. Traffic through the village at peak times is very slow and it is regularly 
a significant challenge to find parking in the village to pop into the shops.  The small and friendly village nature of 
Little Chalfont has already been seriously eroded over the time we have lived here. Aside from the impact upon 
already stretched local infrastructure, sacrificing the Green Belt and Area of Natural Beauty around the village flanks 
to build yet more homes and create industrial areas will further destroy the nature of the village and the 
fundamental reason many of us chose to make it our home.  Chiltern District Planning has always been regarded as 
a formidable protector of this area and its natural beauty and we all felt secure in that knowledge. Now is the time 
Little Chalfont needs that protection most and we are trusting that Chiltern District Council do not let the village and 
its residents down. 

Rep0549 
 Stephanie 
Beushaw 

I am writing to express my concern over the plans for additional housing in the village of Little Chalfont. We first 
moved here in 2005 when we found out we were going to have our first child. Little Chalfont appealed to us as a 
great place to raise our family, living as we do in an AONB, and being so close to the Chilterns, with lots of open 
green space. We really wanted our children to grow up with a love of the countryside and nature.  We are lucky to 
be surrounded by beautiful places to walk our dog and to see wildlife flourish. When we first moved here it was rare 
to see a red kite circling overhead, but now we see them every day. It is such a beautiful sight and a great feeling to 
know that this area is supporting the comeback of this endangered bird of prey after so many years of persecution.  
 I have noticed significant changes in the time we have lived here, and these have had a negative impact on the lives 
of Little Chalfont villagers. We have already had numerous housing developments being built, and the increased 
population has put additional strain on the finite services of this area. We never use Roughwood Lane now during 
rush hour, having been stuck there too many times because of the increased volume of traffic created by Little 
Chalfont's expanding population. Not only will the roads not cope with the additional volume of traffic created by 
more housing, neither will other services. It is increasingly difficult to park in our local parade of shops and often the 
main road it blocked by cars waiting to turn in when there is nowhere for them to go. The local village school is over-
subscribed, so much so that the last year's intake was from only 0.49 miles away, whereas we live more than a mile 
from the school and yet when we first moved here our daughter did get in.  Commuting to London now means 
standing up all the way due to the increased volume of people on the trains, both going into and coming out of 
London. Other services are increasingly under pressure too, including the doctors surgery and dentist, as it becomes 
more and more difficult to get an appointment in a timely manner.  The sites identified for development around 
Little Chalfont are much larger in size than those identified in other areas close to us, such as Amersham, and the 
burden on the infrastructure and services of Little Chalfont would be more severe because of this. It is vital that 
green belt land and AONB are protected at all costs, such an integral part to our society. We look to Chiltern District 
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Council to continue to protect these prized areas of countryside for the benefit of nature and for generations to 
come. 

Rep0550 
Mr David 
Edwards 

I am writing to express my strong concerns in relation to proposals currently under consultation for the 
development of the Local Plan.  Having read relevant documents published by the Council and the associated 
response form,I find the drafting and array of terminology most confusing indeed and unclear to the lay reader, with 
insufficient explanation as to the rationale for the core structure of the planning process.  As a matter of principle, 
the Green Belt is an asset that should be protected at all costs for the benefit of present and future generations. It 
was created first and foremost as a constraint to development, and should not be compromised ultimately to 
expedite the unrealistic planning aspirations of a national government that cares little for the countryside - the 
proposed routing of HS2 being testament to its attitude and approach.  I am disappointed indeed not to see any 
discussion about opportunities to develop brown field sites across the area.  In relation to my own locality, Little 
Chalfont, much of the land under consideration is in the Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty, and any proposal to 
destroy such a national asset beggars belief. Far from simply mirroring the government's misguided stance on the 
AONB for the development of national infrastucture projects, the Council should be thinking much more creatively 
and intelligently locally to deliver a sustainable development plan. Given the significant impact that any 
development of HS2 would have on the local area, both in its construction and operational phases, I am at a loss to 
understand how the local plan can be developed without HS2 being an integral consideration to the planning 
process.  In respect of Little Chalfont specifically, this location has already, and recently taken more than its fair 
share of new housing estate development, both at Bell Lane (253 homes) and behind Chenies Parade (45 homes), 
The local infrastructure has not been upgraded to cope with this level of new development - and further 
development would both radically change the character of the area and put unsustainable further pressure on local 
services. Traffic volumes on the main A404 route that bi-sects the village are already growing at an unsustainable 
rate, before the impact of further construction related vehicle movements.  Whilst the attraction of development 
close to existing rail infrastructure is compelling in theory at least, the burden on both peak Chiltern and 
Metropolitan Line services from Chalfont and Latimer station to London (a significant 'Market' for this locality if I 
read your documentation correctly) is painfully clear to those of us who have been daily users of these services for 
many years. Magnify this pressure by the impact of developments already being undertaken piecemeal in close 
proximity to stations the length of the line, let alone by the type of development being contemplated in this plan, 
and the position becomes untenable.  I would urge the Council to re-visit radically the entirety of its thinking, and to 
lead the way on more joined up policy making. 
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Rep0551 
Mrs Susan 
McCooke 

1. Supply of employment land specifically in Gerrards Cross.  I question the applicability of your projections for the 
whole area  to Gerrards Cross because of the type of economy we have here. Economic activity here consists of 
small businesses and is service based providing, for example, legal and investment advice. There are estate agents, 
small and medium retail outlets as well as several restaurants.  There has been no sign of industrial B2 class activity 
while we have lived here.  With regard to B1c stock,  over recent years there has been no lack of supply of office 
space in Gerrards Cross. Office space has been consistently empty on Station Rd and Marsham Way for at least 15 
years and much of it has been, or is in the process of being, converted to apartments to make more economic use of 
the space. Approximately 40 apartments have been built above, and next to Waitrose as well as behind it on Oak 
End Way. Marsham House the multi storey office block on Station Rd has 13,000 sq ft for rent and has been empty 
or half used for at least 10 years. Furthermore  the empty multi story office block opposite has been demolished 
recently for construction of 18 apartments. Most importantly the very large multi building Chalfont Park office 
complex next to Gerrards Cross Golf Club has never been much more than half full since it was built about 20 years 
ago despite excellent parking and access from the A413. Currently 12,800 sq ft plus an additional 55 to 1,980 sq ft of 
serviced office space is available there now. A recent search for offices to let/rent in Gerrards Cross has revealed 
that there are 12,800 sq feet of office space, plus an additional 55 to 1980 sq ft of serviced office space to rent in 
Chalfont Park, 5000 - 9816 sq ft of office space to rent at Phoenix House, Oxford Road, Denham, SL9 7AP, 4026 sq tf 
of office space to rent at 2-4 Packhorse Road, Gerrards Cross, SL9 7QE, 100 - 464 sq ft of office space at 34 
Packhorse Road, Hampton House, Gerrards Cross, SL9 7DG, 10,000 sq ft  of office space on Oak End Way. 
The grand total is 39,086 sq ft.  I think that it is clear that even if the area as a whole needs employment land, 
Gerrards Cross does not because of the structure of its economy and the  history of chronic empty office space. 
3. Plans for development of land parcel 57A - The plan is to use this land for employment space. This is 
unsatisfactory for four reasons    1. This is a long, heavily treed 20 acre wood that runs between Lower Rd and the 
A413 bypass.It provides a ‘green lung’ which absorbs pollution from traffic on the A413 and increasingly from traffic 
using Lower Road .  Trees are well known for absorbing from the air carbon dioxide (CO2), sulphur dioxide (SO2), 
nitrous oxides (NOX) and other pollutants such as airborne particles (PM10) as well as producing oxygen. The role of 
vegetation in mitigating the effects of air pollution has been highlighted as one major potential benefits of urban 
green space because it reduces the incidence of respiratory illness. This is a serious issue as recent evidence has 
shown that there are 30,000 deaths a year in the UK from pollution- related illnesses.  Air pollution has also been 
shown to cause low birth weight in infants. In view of the fact that the UK is currently failing to meet EU standards 
on clean air in the home counties and is being sued in the civil courts,it does not make sense to build on this green 
lung.  In addition, the trees absorb noise from the bypass and the M25 improving the ambient environment. 

 The Local Plan will need to plan 
to meet employment needs 
over the Plan period to 2036. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The Local Plan will need to plan 
to meet employment needs 
over the Plan period to 2036. 
 
 



Classification: OFFICIAL 
 

265 
 
Classification: OFFICIAL 

Name Summary of Representation 
Council Response (see also 

Volume 1 for generic response) 

2. There is an area tree preservation order on this land TPO12950. 3. This area is on a slope and absorbs what is 
already considerable water run off from the South Park and North Park areas of Gerrards Cross. If it is built on this 
run off will flow directly onto the A413 and what is already a flood plane in parcel 57B. Run off from a built up 
version of 20 acres of parcel 57A will make the situation much worse.  4. There is no need for additional 
employment space capacity in Gerrards Cross because of the type of economy we have here. Economic activity is 
small businesses and is service based providing for example legal and investment advice. There are estate agents 
and small and medium retail outlets as well as several restaurants.   There has been no sign of industrial B2 class 
activity while I have lived here.  With regard to B1c stock, during our 24 years there has been no lack of supply of 
office space in Gerrards Cross. Office space has been consistently empty on Station Rd and Marsham Way for at 
least 15 years and much of it has been, or is in the process of being, converted to a a apartments to make more 
economic use of the space. Approximately 40 apartments have been built above, and next to Waitrose as well as 
behind it on Oak End Way. Marsham House the multi storey office block on Station Rd has 13,000 sq ft for rent and 
has been empty or half used for at least 10 years. Furthermore  the empty multi story office block opposite has been 
demolished recently for construction of 18 apartments. Most importantly the very large multi building Chalfont Park 
office complex next to Gerrards Cross Golf Club has never been much more than half full since it was built about 20 
years ago despite excellent parking and access from the A413. Currently 12,800 sq ft plus an additional 55 to 1980 
sq ft of serviced office space is available there now.  A recent search for offices to let/rent in Gerrards Cross has 
revealed that there are 12800 sq ft of office space, plus an additional 55 to 1980 sq ft of serviced office space to rent 
in Chalfont Park, 5000 - 9816 Sq Ft of office space to rent at Phoenix House, Oxford Road, Denham, SL9 7AP, 4026 sq 
Ft of office space to rent at 2-4 Packhorse Road, Gerrards Cross, SL9 7QE, 100 - 464 sq ft of office space at 34 
Packhorse Road, Hampton House, Gerrards Cross, SL9 7DG, 10,000 sq ft  of office space on Oak End Way. The grand 
total is 39,086 sq ft.   I think that it is clear that even if the area as a whole needs employment land Gerrards Cross 
does not because of the structure of its economy and the history of chronically empty office space. 
Question 5 - In Gerrards Cross there is considerable opportunity to exploit option A (More efficient use of land by 
increasing building density and heights for private homes). This has been very successful in the past. Walking into 
the centre of Gerrards Cross from North Park  the evidence is:    1. South Park View has recently been developed for 
30 apartments and 4 town houses where there were previously about 8 houses.  2. In South Park Drive 6 apartments 
and 4 town houses are under construction where there was one house before. Four semi detached houses have just 
been finished where there was previously one dwelling.  3. North Park Extension has a new apartment block where 
there was one house before to add to the recent development . 4. There are two new infill high density construction 
projects on South Park Crescent, one for 8 apartments and one for 5 apartments.  5. There are a total of 24 
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apartments under construction on Station Rd.  6. Over the last 15 years many of the houses on Packhorse Rd., 
Station Rd and South Park has been converted to apartments and town houses and there are more opportunities 
left in all of these areas.  The economics driving this are very powerful and, handled properly in Gerrards Cross we 
can promote this kind of development to help avoid a lot of development on our local green belt. If the market is 
allowed to work as it has in the recent past and based on the numbers above (which are incomplete for Gerrards 
Cross as a whole) a back of the envelope estimate would be approximately 2-300 homes could be added in this way 
over the life of this plan.  In my view this should be a high priority and could be Phase One of the growth plan before 
implementing the Built area extensions in the plan. Question 6 - Renovation and conversion of unused shop fronts 
to apartments in the centre of Gerrards Cross could be considered Question 10 - Mix this in with apartment 
development so that elderly people still feel part of the community. Question 13 - I wish to nominate Map reference 
57A  for special protection because of its health benefits.  It should already have special protection because of the 
existence of an area tree preservation order, ref TPIO12950.  This is a long heavily treed 20 acre wood that runs 
between Lower Road and the A413 bypass and provides a ‘green lung’ which mops up pollution from vehicular 
traffic on the A413 and increasingly from traffic using Lower Road as a rat run.  Trees are well known for absorbing 
from the air carbon dioxide (CO2), sulphur dioxide (SO2), nitrous oxides (NOX) and other pollutants such as airborne 
particles (PM10) as well as producing oxygen. The role of vegetation in mitigating the effects of air pollution has 
been highlighted as one major potential benefit of urban green space because it reduces the incidence of 
respiratory illness. This is a serious issue as recent evidence has shown that there are 30,000 deaths a year in the UK 
from pollution- related illnesses.  Air pollution has also been shown to cause low birth weight in infants. In view of 
the fact that the UK is currently failing to meet EU standards on clean air in the Home Counties and is being sued in 
the civil courts, it makes sense to afford this green lung special protection.  In addition to this important health 
benefit, the trees absorb noise from the bypass and the M25 improving the ambient environment.  I would also like 
to nominate area 47b for prottection. I believe there would be serious access problems.   Bull Lane is already heavily 
used for traffic to schools, the tennis club and as an alternative route to avoid the town, as well as emergency 
services.  This site is an important space to stop sprawl of the urban area of Gerrards Cross.  It is also used 
recreationally by runners and walkers. Question 16 - Infrastructure is a key issue in addressing this plan. In my view 
it must be integrated with and lead and growth plan. It is not and should never be the poor relation.   Gerrards Cross 
is a classic dormitory town for people who work in London. Local business does not provide growth, London does. 
People choose to live here or in Surrey/Berkshire based on quality of life factors. Important among these are the rail 
service (good) and the availability of parking facilities at and near the railway station (poor) as well as the overall 
quality of infrastructure (patchy and in some cases deteriorating to poor/bad).  If we are going to meet our growth 
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aspirations it will only come if we address our deteriorating infrastructure as a first priority. Otherwise people will 
choose to live in elsewhere and revitalisation and growth will not come. Question 17 - People have chosen to live in 
Gerrards Cross because it offers  space and recreation and a good quality of life  For many of those people who work 
in London it is a vital escape from the city.  If it becomes more congested and the infrastructure is compromised 
further it will no longer be the place people have chosen. 

Rep0552 
Mrs Joanne 
Langfield 

I wish to use this opportunity to object to the development plans for the Little Chalfont, Chenies and Latimer Area.   
Whilst I accept there is  a need to build affordable housing as opposed to luxury developments I would like the 
council to take my comments into consideration in response to the following questions; 
Question 8 on Green Belt  - The Green Belt was created to provide open and undeveloped/built on space. It was not 
designed to be brought into consideration to meet a housing need.  By building on the area around Stony Lane 
towards Latimer a whole are of attractive countryside will be affected with the impact of destroying a well used 
local area for walking etc.  Much of this land including the site west of Stony Lane , and that straddling the A404 east 
of the Little Chalfont Village is an area of outstanding natural beauty . I do not support plans to destroy this 
attractive area, which has been identified for a good reason ie its local beauty. Given the rising tide of obesity 
amongst all ages of the population but especially younger children it would seem perverse to remove an area for 
walking, and taking of other forms of exercise such as running, to build more houses. The loss of this area would also 
clearly be to the detriment of local residents physical health and mental health given the impact of additional 
pressures on the local infrastructure that additional housing and industrial development would bring. 
Question 17 Objections because of Impact on Infrastructure - We have recently seen the development of  a new 
housing estate  in Bell Land, and note the work in progress to create more housing behind Chenies Parade. It seems 
that Lillte Chalfont has already taken its fair share of housing development and its unreasonable to expect the area 
to absorb further large scale development. The  Council should look again at other brown field site options to meet 
its housing commitment.  I am also particularly concerned at the implications on infrastructure. I am not aware of 
for example discussions with TFL about the consequences for travel on the underground. We know already that 
anyone trying to travel into London after 7.15 am -8.30 is unlikely to get a seat on the train. In addition any new 
developments will bring more pressures on local schools and in general lead to more problems with parking ec. The 
volume of traffic will also be increased particularly as we have, unlike other neighbouring areas the A404 running 
through our village centre which already brings a lot of heavy traffic.  Overall I consider that these plans are both 
detrimental to local people's mental and physical health, impact on  an area of outstanding natural beauty and could 
diminish the whole character and ethos of our local area.   I would urge local Councillors to look again and find other 
ways to meet  housing targets. 
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Rep0553 
 Claire Baker 

I am writing to register my objections to all planning proposals on Green Belt land in Little Chalfont. This land was 
established to preserve Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty for generations to come to enjoy and to prevent areas 
like Little Chalfont ending up as urban sprawl. It is morally wrong to build on any Green Belt land.  The proposals 
have parcelled up Green Belt land in a completely arbitrary way and then further to that have subdivided these 
parcels which makes the proposals meaningless and underhand.  Little Chalfont has taken on significant housing 
initiatives in recent years and the infrastructure is now unable to support current demands efficiently. To continue 
to add to this strain is dangerous to all who live here.  The percentage of proposed planning is disproportionately 
higher than any of our surrounding neighbours showing lack of any real thought to suitability. I urge you all to 
rethink such disastrous action. 

  

Rep0554 
 Sarah and Gary 
Empson 

I write to strongly object to the proposed change to planning permission/ development of the area around Blackwell 
Stubbs Wood for the following reasons:-   1.    This is a green belt area  and should be preserved as such. Destruction 
of green belt land is against government policy . Green belt land has been identified as land to be preserved for 
future generations – not to be used as a quick fix to housing shortages. This area has been designated as an area of 
outstanding natural beauty. It is a beautiful area with a vista across the Chilterns.  It is an area enjoyed by many 
runners and walkers in the local area. Building on the land would provide housing for a few at the expense of the 
majority.   2.    Damage to the local flora and fauna - Blackwell Stubbs and the adjacent grassland is home to a 
variety of wildlife which is part of the beauty of the Chilterns including badgers, foxes, deer and many species of bird 
. The grassland was designated as an area of Special Scientific Interest ( SSI ) for the variety and rarity of plants and 
animals . 3.    The access to the proposed development site is both difficult and destructive . Access would involve 
the felling of Blackwell Stubbs trees and the compulsory purchase of open green fields. Access would involve the 
creation of an urban road infrastructure in a very rural environment.  In short the proposal is  short sighted, 
opportunistic and lacking in vision and  we object in the strongest terms. Please keep us advised of any further steps 
taken in relation to this matter. 

  

Rep0555 
Dr Roger Macklin 

Question 5. It is clear that the change in use of buildings within Chesham from office to residential and particularly 
those close to the train station is having a detrimental effect on the town itself. This process should be reversed 
before any consideration is given to allowing areas for economic development north of Chesham to occur. As a 
consequence Option A is flawed. it should read ' making more efficient and effective use of land within existing built-
up areas such eas increasing building density or heights.'   Question 11. The heritage strategy should consider the 
importance of maintaining villages as separate entities rather than allowing them to simply become suburbs of 
larger towns. Infilling green belt areas between Ashley Green and Chesham would destroy the 'village community' of 
Ashley Green. Appendix 5 - Chesham Map. It is not clear what criteria has been used to identify such a large area 
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north of Chesham for Strategic employment options. It would be much better for the community of chesham to 
focus attention on the area around the train station which would encourage more people into the town and provide 
a much more suitable public transport link. This area would also promote additional traffic on the A416 which is 
already a dangerous road, with two fatalities and 10 serious injuries recorded in the last 9 years between the A41 
and the junction with Yale road. Furthermore, no such area is being considered around Amersham which also has an 
excellent rail link. 

Rep0556 
Mrs Julia Collins 

I am strongly against the plans to encroach on Green Belt land in and around Little Chalfont.  I moved to Little 
Chalfont over 24 years ago with my husband to enjoy the benefits of living a nice little village, in a house which 
backs onto Green Belt land, knowing that we would never be overlooked.  The Government's plans to remove the 
Green Belt on the outskirts of London is diabolical.   I know that more housing is needed but why must it be on 
Green Belt land?  Little Chalfont has had its fair share of new house building in the last year or so.  The infrastructure 
of the village is full to capacity.  You cannot  get a seat on the trains at peak times, often get stuck in traffic on A404 
towards M25, cannot get an appointment at the doctors at your convenience, cannot get your first choice of school, 
have to wait hours at A&E.  NO MORE houses should be built in and around Little Chalfont, on the Green Belt.    
The Government should concentrate on building on Brown Field sites, far away from London, in the centre of the 
country. It’s vital we keep the Green Belt land green.  Little Chalfont is in an area of Outstanding Natural Beauty - 
let's keep it that way. 

  The councils consider that 
options in the Green Belt need 
to be considered in addition to 
the opportunities that are 
available on brownfield sites. 
 

Rep0557 
 Steve Andrews 

I write to you to voice my concerns over housing development and the destruction of green belt land in little 
Chalfont.  The green belt was created for good reason in order to preserve areas of outstanding natural beauty and 
prevent further building. Little Chalfont has already played its part in the building of new housing estates for 
example around 253 homes in Bell Lane and another 45 homes in the Donkey field site of Burtons Lane, plus flats in 
White Lion Road and then I believe there are plans to build flats in Chenies Parade.  The infrastructure around Little 
Chalfont can no longer cope, you only have to look at the major traffic congestion now around Chenies Parade and 
parking in the Little Chalfont area has now become a nightmare. Oakington Avenue School is full to capacity and has 
a waiting list.  Little Chalfont cannot cope now with the additional housing it already has, further plans must be 
stopped, as said Little Chalfont has already played its part. 
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Rep0558 
 E Kerrisk 

1) Why is there a joint plan, Chiltern district has unique characteristics eg AONB. Please protect AONB in joint plan. 
2) You can not deal with part of the Green Belt is isolation, the overall Green Belt should be looked at as a whole. 
3) The words Green Belt mean a belt of green land for all to enjoy and you propose to build on the green belt. You 
should stick to village boundaries. 4) AONB The words Natural Beauty mean beautiful nature, once you take it away 
it is gone forever. 5) I understand we need housing development but Little Chalfont has had its fair share recently 
with no extra infrastructure and it has had a major impact to locals eg no parking at local shops and very busy roads 
etc. 6) There is a main road route running through our village already busy, if you build the village character will be 
lost completely. 7) Little Chalfont will not be able to cope with these developments as the impact will be to great. 
8) People do need housing, I suggest as an alternative to allow one or two houses be built every thirty acres 
throughout the whole of the green belt. The Green Belt, AONB and the health and wellbeing of people will survive. 
The impact will be far less and give land owners some economic benefits. The World Wide Web means you no 
longer need to concentrate housing and work development in one area, it can be now spread widely. 9) Housing 
developments these days are pushing people into ever smaller dwelling and closer together, causing undue stress to 
human beings. The vast majority of these developments seem to be for renting and a transient population 
developers. This is not good for any area. 

 Chiltern and South Bucks 
district councils are undertaking 
a number of shared services 
and have decided to undertake 
a joint local plan. 

Rep0559 
 Ina Hobden 

I am writing to register my objection to the proposed declassification by Chiltern District Council of the Green Belt 
and AONB areas around Little Chalfont for the primary purpose of making that land available for housing 
development.  No to declassification.  Whilst I appreciate that there is a current nation-wide housing shortage and 
an acute shortage being experienced by London, I do not feel that as a nation we are yet in a position where we 
need to resort to 'reclaiming' Green Belt and AONB land to meet this need.  It must be remembered that there were 
very real and significant reasons for establishing a Green Belt in the first place which essentially were to stem the 
urban sprawl of London and to safeguard significant areas of countryside.  The National Transport Strategy also 
suggests that this declassification is not supported by the national strategic plan. HS1 and HS2 will both enable 
commuters to work in London without the need to live within the city itself.  Proximity to London is not therefore a 
reason to erode this natural boundary.  I also firmly believe that the methodology adopted by the consultants 
supporting CDC, which identifies areas for possible declassification, to be fundamentally flawed. It is clear to me that 
when the consultants started the process of identifying parcels of land for declassification they found no viable 
reason to declassify the land surrounding Little Chalfont and in particular the area behind Chessfield Park.  This 
latter parcel of land seems to have been sub-divided further until it finally met the criteria allowing it to be further 
investigated by CDC for development.  It appears to me that CDC have adopted a market-led strategy as they must 
no doubt be aware, as all local residents are, that the owners of the land behind Chessfield Park and the nearby golf 
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course, in particular have bought this land in the hope that it will be declassified.  This is supported by the fact that 
both sites were offered up during a recent 'Call for sites'.  In addition, not all the parcels identified by the 'Options 
and Issues' paper published by the CDC have the natural boundaries around then that allow them to be identified as 
parcels in the first place.  For example, the land behind Chessfield Park does not have physical boundaries on either 
the north or the east side. I would very much like to remind the CDC that it is their duty to safeguard this land over 
and above their need to find an easy solution to the housing need.  No to a Main Settlement for Growth.  I also 
understand that the consultants have stated that land developers will be able to mitigate noise, air, light pollution 
etc by designing this out.  I find this to be a non-sensical argument as design cannot stop an increased number of 
people from travelling around, waste from being discharged and natural wildlife from having to find new homes.  
The increase in numbers of residents alone cannot be supported by Little Chalfont. There is often only standing 
room on the trains into London, the volume of traffic on the roads during rush hours often results in traffic jams on 
the one 'A' road running through Little Chalfont.  It is no longer possible to park at the small number of shops in 
Little Chalfont and you will have noticed that people have to park illegally in order to access vital goods such as food.  
Little Chalfont has an aging population who are not necessarily able to walk the required distances to the shops. It is 
becoming increasingly difficult to get a doctor's or dentist appointment and the catchment areas for the schools are 
ever-decreasing.  Little Chalfont cannot accommodate a significant increase in population.  I do not believe that CDC 
have adequately explained why they have identified Little Chalfont as a Main Settlement for Growth when the 
existing infrastructure is struggling to cater for the current number of residents.  It has already taken a 
disproportionate amounts of new housing 

implications for individual 
settlements.   
 
 

Rep0560 
 Lee & Jasmine 
Russell 

We are writing to raise our concerns, following the recent meetings on the proposed planning sites within the Little 
Chalfont area.  Having previously lived in the area and moved back a couple of years ago we have already noticed 
how congested this village is becoming, due to new housing estates already built in recent years. In fact Little 
Chalfont is already losing its village community feel and is starting to become a small soulless town.  We have 
noticed the impact on parking in the local shopping area and parking at the station for travelling to London for work. 
Often in the morning the car park has been full and with the surrounding local area having double yellow lines there 
is nowhere to park. This never used to be a problem a couple of years ago.  Selling houses on the premise of 
commuters having local access to fast trains into London is fast becoming a lie as you cannot even park anywhere 
near the station and the trains themselves are packed full that even this far out it is "standing room only".  We do 
understand the need for some additional housing, however the scale of the propositions seems ludicrous for the 
local, already fragile, infrastructure.  We now find it incredibly difficult to get a doctors appointment and the school 
problem has hit crisis level.  Last year we went through the primary schools selection process and although we live 
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under half a mile from Little Chalfont Primary School, we failed to be successful in securing a place for our eldest 
child. We have since found out that we were not the only ones with this problem. Countless residents who live in 
Little Chalfont have been forced to accept places in the surrounding villages and further afield towns. Obviously this 
results in more traffic travelling in and out of the village area creating unnecessary road congestion during the busy 
school drop off times and often the local lanes are gridlocked.  We know that this has also resulted in families having 
children split between different schools which causes more traffic issues, pollution and quite frankly is not what is 
expected in this county that prides itself on its high standard of education.  We believe the local councils and central 
government have been very narrow minded and greedy to put housing before looking at the educational needs of 
families in this village. The promise on the latest development in Burtons Lane of being in catchment area for Little 
Chalfont Primary School sells false hope as it is further away from the school than where we live and they have no 
guarantee that the families they sell to will get a place for their child. In fact it is extremely unlikely. They are 
implying that they will get a school place so therefore are promising a lifestyle that cannot be fulfilled.  Expansion of 
the local schools should be a priority before earning a "fast buck" from housing developments.  For example, Little 
Chalfont School has recently had a nursery added when in fact what is needed is additional classroom space for 
school age children. We believe that the council are aware of the problem as there have been waitlists and appeals 
for this school for many years but they choose to turn a blind eye to these issues and farm our children out to other 
areas.  Little Chalfont Primary needs to be expanded to become a two form per year school before we can accept 
any more families into this already buckling village.  Our other concerns are that we are losing our green and open 
spaces. We are privileged to have areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty to look at and enjoy so let's keep it that way 
and not create a polluted overpopulated town. We find it very sad that the council has yet again put greed for 
money over preserving our nature and precious wildlife.  

Rep0561 
Mrs Hazel Piggot 

I cannot concur with the vision that has informed these proposals to develop the green belt land in and around 
Chalfont St Peter. At a time when there is great awareness and concern for the well-being of the population we are 
presented with an apparently arbitrary development plan which would deprive our whole community of all its 
recreation facilities and the green space surrounding them which was the most compelling reason that people have 
had to live here.  The current village already faces developments of a 10% increase in its housing under the Core 
Strategy running until 2026, let alone the future forecast population which would possibly double under these new 
proposals. It appears that little evidence is available to support the impact that an increase of this proportion would 
have but common sense tells us that extra homes would stress schools, health services, transport, roads, drainage 
and the protective green belt space which distinguishes our village from other nearby settlements. It is an old village 
with ancient history which would be obliterated by such a devastatingly wide encroachment on its surrounding 
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space.   Mill Meadow is not an area which is suitable for building development. It is a flood plain, the flood risks are 
cited in the Flood Risk Reviews of 2008. It has frequently flooded in the last thirty years leaving the allotment , the 
scout hut, the parish council offices  and the centre of the village by the George and Greyhound pubs under water 
and  sewage. The area of the playing field used continually by the Football Club and the Chalfont St Peter Academy 
was water meadow and water cress beds which were filled in the mid 20th century with landfill materials, 
anecdotally gas cookers, resulting in a poorly drained land which has been the subject of several tests for methane. 
There have been several efforts to add earth to the site to maintain a semblance of a level playing field. On the 
edges of this ground are several natural springs which appear randomly.   Many residents use the area for walking. 
The local scout group use the land adjacent to their headquarters and the whole area is frequently traversed by 
Duke of Edinburgh award groups. The Community centre, which is sited on the village side of this parcel of land, is 
very heavily used by a wide variety of groups of people, not least the children using the playing areas which 
surround it. Love’s Delight and Hill House allotments occupying other boundaries of Mill Meadow have been used as 
allotment gardens since the beginning of the twentieth century. The sports field is used by the Academy almost daily 
and is the site for inter-school sports days in the summer thus serving all the local schools. It is fringed by areas of 
woodland, ponds and is an environmentally significant chalk stream.  The fields beside Paccar Scout site form part of 
the Colne Valley Park and should not be used for housing development or Traveller’s Site development because it is 
providing a well-used site for youth leisure. Some of it is privately owned by the Scout Site designated as land for the 
use of scouting activities only.  The Epilepsy Centre is an enormous area of land currently providing more football 
fields and farmland. If it were to be developed as housing linking it to the already agreed development at Newlands 
Park it would create a huge domestic development dwarfing the rest of Chalfont St Peter reached by wholly 
inadequate roads with no infrastructure of any sort. There have been several recent additions to buildings on the 
site, perhaps some of the other brown field areas could be utilised for small developments. It is worthy of note that 
the inmates of the Epilepsy Centre themselves are the least likely to be able to raise their voices in response to this 
prospective plan because of the complexity of the paperwork.  The proposed area of development east of Chalfont 
St Peter along the A413 would utterly destroy the character of the settlement as green belt which safeguards the 
countryside from encroachment. It would rob the village of more recreational facilities, namely the golf club and the 
cricket club, replacing the surrounding space of the village with industrial sprawl. There are already many office 
developments which have been empty for years. It may be that these sites could be better used as smaller, more 
affordable domestic dwellings which are in short supply in the area.   The transport links of the village with 
surrounding areas are wholly dependent on car travel since there are few buses and no station. A huge increase in 
the population of this area would result in serious disruption of communications.  It would be far better to restrict 
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development to brown field sites in the area or perhaps re-locate such plans to Bulstrode Park which is much nearer 
to the A40, M25 and the railway. 

Rep0562 
Mr Ceri Rees 

The areas of proposed development for both housing and employment involve destroying large areas of Green Belt 
land including Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty.  These areas are irreplaceable and will be lost forever if these 
developments go ahead. The clock cannot be turned back by subsequent generations.  The whole point of 
designating such areas is to protect our environment from commercial exploitation at the expense of our heritage 
and at the expense of the quality of the lives of those that live in the area, those that visit the area for recreation 
and those that work in the area.  It is also not just safeguarding the area for the present but for the future.  I 
understand that as the population expands it is important to secure the future of later generations by building 
housing and providing opportunities for employment. I understand that a Green Belt assessment was completed 
and that, for reasons I cannot fathom, certain areas of Green Belt and AONB land have been earmarked for 
development while others earmarked as worthy of saving.  Taking a position to utterly preserve without change is, 
of course, unrealistic but if this nibbling away at out Green Belt and AONB goes ahead, these developments will 
destroy our special places and will make a mockery of the designation of Green Belt and Area of Outstanding 
Natural Beauty.  I am concerned about the scale of the proposals and their effect upon the infrastructure of Little 
Chalfont in particular.  What looks like an increase of over 50% in the Little Chalfont building footprint, if all 
proposals were passed, could not be supported by the present provision of schools, health facilities and roads 
capacity for traffic.  Traffic congestion would be a particular concern, not just on the main roads but on the access 
roads to these developments.  I also wonder how the extra people will be catered for on the rush hour train and 
tube facilities.  Rush hour traffic is already a significant problem for the roads network but the anticipated  increase 
in Little Chalfont in particular I cannot see as being anything other than a disaster.  A particular example is the two 
areas of ‘employment development’ proposed for the area east of Little Chalfont being supported solely by the 
A404.  (In addition, the impact on the natural beauty of the area would also be catastrophic.) 
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Rep0563 
 Kay Davies 

I am writing with regard to the public consultation to test various options on land in and around Little Chalfont for 
release from Green Belt for both residential and employment development.   I do not believe the current 
infrastructure of Little Chalfont can support further housing and trading estates and the plans give no indication of 
taking this into account (school places at infant and junior level; parking facilities; healthcare facilities [doctors and 
dentists, for example]).  More houses will equal more cars on our already crowded roads (especially the main road 
through the village A404), further destroying the character and ambiance of our village.  Whilst I understand the 
need for more housing throughout the UK, Little Chalfont has recently provided 253 new homes on a new estate on 
the old Boughton site at Bell Lane and is currently building a further 45 properties behind Chenies Parade in the 
centre of the village.  Looking at the size of the possible sites under consideration for further development, although 
they maybe the logical options as they abut the village boundaries, they will inevitably change the village as Little 
Chalfont would be at least 50% bigger in size and if 253 properties can be built on the Boughton site the mind 
boggles as to how many would be built on the proposed residential sites (1000? 2000?).  Green Belt land is an 
essential buffer between the countryside and urbanisation.  Equally, the areas around the village are mainly in Areas 
of Outstanding Natural Beauty.  Please don't make our village become yet another suburb of NW greater London. 

  

Rep0564 
 Martin Dexter 

I refer to the wholly inappropriate proposal for residential development and the industrial estate (Search area for 
employment development) of Little Chalfont. In particular the proposal to develop the areas of Church Grove, Stony 
Lane and Lodge Lane are abhorrent as we should be protecting and treasuring Green Belt land and AONB as an 
asset.   Little Chalfont as had more then its fair share of development over recent years compared with neighbouring 
towns. Also it should be borne in mind that Little Chalfont is a village and I firmly believe this unique identity would 
be lost if this development were to go ahead in any form. The Schools are already at capacity and other 
infrastructure services such as medical provision will come under great strain.  The parking in the village does not 
support the unjustified expansion of Little Chalfont and the already busy A404 through the village will become even 
more congested.  I wish this letter to be considered along with my objection to the development proposal when the 
District Council meets to further discuss this matter. 

 The Local Plan will need to 
identify sustainable 
development options to meet 
needs taking into account the 
scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements.   
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Rep0565 
Mr Gerrit Jan 
Aberson 

Question 1:  These numbers seem to only go in one direction, up. I would like to have seen a range as they suggest a 
Crystal ball was used.  I would also like to see a better description what kind of housing is required for different 
groups identified. Being of a certain age, down-sizing is a consideration. We would have to move out of the area as 
bungalows are being snapped up and doubled with an extra floor.  Down-size options in the area are limited for 
those where a care home is not right. Question 2:  The documents for South Bucks have not been completed. 
Density numbers are missing. Question 3: No Question 4:  From what I have read on the Local Government 
Association web-site it seems that in order to undertake a Green Belt Assessment, at least the methodology should 
be agreed with neighbouring Districts. The districts are quite different but this decision has now been made. 
Question 5:  I suggest that clear, measurable criteria are attached to each option. Easy options for developers will 
otherwise be used exhaustedly . A clear hierarchy should be communicated and strictly adhered to. The Green belt 
is not an option. Question 6:  • Option A should be split, separating the change of use as a separate option • Option 
B should be incorporated in option A • Options C, D and E are quite the same but significantly different in size and 
character. Options should consider this rather than geography. • Option F should be removed as it will seriously 
affect the character and charm of those locations and the countryside around it. Strict rules against development of 
Green Belt land should be enforced. • Option G is essentially the Green Belt review the results of which we have 
expressed our views and should be removed. • Option I should be removed • Option J the emphasis should be on 
sustainability with due consideration for the environment, biodiversity and infrastructure, including water supply 
and waste water management. • Option K has too many legs. Employment space should be provided beyond the 
centre of settlements with exception of retail and other household centric business activities like restaurants, 
entertainment small scale design, etc.. Car show rooms and industrial units should be consolidated. • Option L is a 
catch-all which does not meet with the general point that the should be clear criteria before the next option is 
considered. Question 7:  As indicated in question 1 and 2, there are too many numbers floating about. The 
implications of development will be devastating and has sent shock and horror through the community, questioning 
whether our representatives are safeguarding the Green Belt and AONB. Question 8:  Through : • increasing density 
with good design; • creating desirable spaces of different sizes; • mixed housing rather than an estates approach, 
meeting the demographic needs; • pro-actively defining what type of housing is required where; • settlement 
centre’s re-generation • looking at modern concepts and give careful consideration to design with an eye on lessons 
learnt from within UK and outside; • closing the current infrastructure; • encouraging missing key workers into 
settlements with selected subsidies for housing. Nominating plots and letting developers do their worst does not 
make the best use of valuable land. Question 9: Green Belt is not an option for any kind of new residential use. 
Question 10: There is really not enough information to comment. 

 The Green Belt Assessment 
Methodology has been agreed 
with Bucks County Council, 
Aylesbury Vale District Council 
and Wycombe District Council 
and has been the subject of 
Duty to Co-operate 
discussions/consultation with 
all Bucks adjoining local 
authorities. 
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 uestion 11:  I support the Heritage Strategy, it should include footpaths and ancient roads and their heritage 
landscape setting. They are a key reason for tourists and visitors to the area, a critical part of the local economy. 
Question 12: List of ancient roads including (but not a complete list):  • Finch Lane • Footpath from Lodge Farm to 
Chenies Manor • Footpath though Westwood Woods • Little Chalfont Nature Park • and others Question 13:  Local 
Green Space designations can be made as part of the Local Plan and so local residents,  community groups and other 
local stakeholders are asked to identify areas that they would like to be considered. Importantly any nomination 
should include supporting evidence. I fully support the local green space designation in particular the Nature Park in 
the Little Chalfont Question 14:   Measure in terms of measurement: ‘ How satisfied are you that the District Council 
is meeting its responsibility to maintain and enhance the Green Belt? Scale 1 (not good) to 10 (fantastic) Density 
figures by defined settlements as a target maybe. Question 15:  I have only made comments on policies I think 
warrant comment: Settlement Hierarchy - It is unclear. Please clarify!! Local Sustainable Development principles - I 
think this needs adding to with a statement clarifying what is meant with ‘sustainability’. Infrastructure Delivery - I 
believe this is essential. CIL may strengthen the linkage between the development and infrastructure pressures but 
too often money is spent elsewhere. Amenity - should define, loss of amenity is unacceptable Basement 
Development - Basement living in the countryside is maybe a way to improve density but the harm of digging out 
these basements does not really make sense. Tree roots and soil disturbance at depth, could have un-intended 
detrimental consequences. Development in the Green Belt - I do not accept the the extraordinary circumstances 
have been proved to remove areas from the Green Belt. The NPPF itself states that “The fundamental aim of Green 
Belt policy is to prevent urban sprawl by keeping land permanently open; the essential characteristics of Green Belts 
are their openness and their permanence”. Unmet housing need (including for traveller sites) does not outweigh the 
harm to the Green Belt and other harm to constitute the “very special circumstances” justifying inappropriate 
development on a site within the Green Belt. Affordable Housing Exceptions Policy - It is too open to interpretation 
and needs to be tightened up. Infilling within Rows of Development within the Green Belt - I suggest that the 
character of the surroundings (build forms, village scape and landscape) act as limitations. I also think that re-
development of houses, doubling and tripling the overall floor space should be brought back in line with the NPPF. 
Decorum District Council sets a standard of up to 30% increase is acceptable. The Rural Economy - This should 
include measures to maintain and enhance the public footpaths including re-instating of historic ancient footpaths. 
Rural Workers Dwellings - If this is interpreted as compliant to all points in paragraph 55 of the NPPF, I support. Too 
often small houses are extended, putting then beyond the financial capability of local people. Extensions to 
Dwellings and Outbuildings in the Green Belt - The policy should stipulate tests of design and quality, including 
sensitively to the character of the area and impact on the amenity of others. Increased footprint should be limited 



Classification: OFFICIAL 
 

278 
 
Classification: OFFICIAL 

Name Summary of Representation 
Council Response (see also 

Volume 1 for generic response) 

to 30% of the original dwelling. Housing Proposal Sites - As land is at a premium, density requirements should be 
defined. Reference to settlement planning comments in the main letter, I believe that there should be a ‘town 
planning approach’ which ensures maintaining and enhancing the settlements character and social connectivity. 
Affordable Housing and Starter Homes - I suggest that downsize housing are missing in the area. Custom Build and 
Self Build Housing - Agree as long as no exceptions to the policies above are made. Specialist Elderly Person 
Accommodation - I agree to some extent but I believe that a diverse community is healthy and in keeping with 
maintaining/developing a connected community. Detached Residential Annexes - If this is a response to multi-
generational living, I would like to see much more details being included. Gypsy, Traveller and Traveling Show-
people Accommodation - This ethnic group should be subject to the same policies in the agreed policy document 
without exception. Opportunity Proposal Sites - This sounds a little like bringing Green Belt sites in through the back 
door which is not supported. Conserving and Enhancing the Historic Environment - Landscapes, ancient roads and 
foot paths should also be addressed. Biodiversity -The Chilterns have a key role to play in managing and enhancing 
biodiversity and in fact should be one of the purposes of the Green Belt. I would like to see wildlife corridors 
identified and positive measures put in place to prevent them from being broken up. Enhancing these corridors 
should also be included. Chilterns AONB - and in consultation with the Chiltern Conservations Board? Trees and 
Woodlands - This should include enhancing the woodlands as a measure to absorbing greenhouse gasses. 
Transport Proposals - I mis statements that ensure minimal impact on the environment and facilitating safe passage 
of wildlife. Question 16: The report is full of red space which indicate lack of data. It does however highlight the 
shortfall that is already evident. The Sustainability Policies on Infrastructure delivery would suggest that until the 
infrastructure is in place, no further development is possible in certain areas. These should be highlighted on a map 
to provide an overview.  Question 17:  It is evident that there is a housing shortfall from the imbalance between 
housing demand and supply. The figures quoted in the HEDNA only have an uplift, some of which is difficult to trace 
back to the reasons why. I believe that the lack of a sensitivity analysis suggests these may be inflated. This is in my 
view not acceptable and has resulted in shock and panic within the community. The 17 questions have been put 
forward to assist with responses, pointing respondents to specific questions raised. However relevant these 
questions are, they draw one away from some core issues: 1. Is the district abdicating town planning to developers 
by selecting sites for development? 2. Should the Green Belt and AONB landscape be sacrificed to reduce the 
housing shortfall? 3. Is the alternative of calling on the duty to cooperate a real option? 1. Town planning - I am left 
with the impression that the process of town planning is driven on an application by application basis. There is no 
overall plan against which they are tested resulting in a fragmented settlement. Little Chalfont is a very good 
example of this. A village that has grown around the station, sprawling in different directions, suburbia on a village 
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scale without a real centre. The opportunity to look at the village centre as a whole is being ignore. Sorting out: • 
the lack of the real village centre, e.g square, social space, shops and parking  • and enhancing the area around the 
station, • the main road congestion.  These issues have become more acute as Little Chalfont increased by 12% 
through recent developments (donkey field and the old saw mill). 2. Green Belt and ANOB - The unmet housing 
need (including for traveller sites) and unmet employment land need does not outweigh the harm to the Green Belt 
and other harm to constitute the “very special circumstances” justifying inappropriate development on a site within 
the Green Belt.  Harm to the Green Belt in economic, social and environment terms are: ! Economic harm to the 
Green Belt through: • loss of scope for rural businesses  • traffic queues and wasted time  • loss of tourism, day 
tripper and the direct effect on businesses in the Green Belt • loss of film production due to loss of landscape and 
scenery ! Social harm through  •! reduced close by outdoor recreational space •! loss of community amenity • loss 
of open landscape and tranquillity ! Environmental harm through • loss of biodiversity and habitat for wildlife • loss 
of environmental asset to counter Global Warming, pollution of the air and water (precious Globaly important Chalk 
streams drying up, etc.) • loss of green infrastructure and wildlife corridors directly affecting flora and fauna 
negatively . Other harm to the economy by increased pressure on the urban infrastructure which is already creaking 
at seams. Social other harm by overcrowding and further over-stretching local services, amenities and 
infrastructure. Other harm to the environment by eroding habitat for wildlife.  The Green Belt assessment, testing 
against the 5 'purposes of the Green Belt' defined in the NPPF, subsequently ever decreasing parcel sizes, 
demonstrates a lack of appreciation of the holistic functioning of it. It is the responsibility or local government to 
maintain and enhance the Green Belt, not to come up with ways to remove and abuse it. Developers do a good job 
at attempting that.  Unmet needs -  The unmet needs can be met by a mixture of increased density, use of existing 
brown field sites, stimulating the release of large houses by providing down-size accommodation (not only care 
homes and nursing homes) and by calling on the duty to cooperate.  The Green belt is a national treasure, an 
environmental asset, critical for a healthy of the community and the economy. Specific to the 5 sites identified 
around Little Chalfont, please see the site by site comments attached. Little Chalfont, West of Stoney Lane -  The site 
was introduced to the HELAA through the call for sites’ and given reference CD0135. It was excluded at Stage 1 with 
comment: Green Belt site – not PDL. The GBA described the parcel as: General Area 22a located to the north of Little 
Chalfont and to the east of Amersham and is bounded by those settlements and the railway line to the south, 
Hollow Way Lane to the north-west, Latimer Road to the north and Stony Lane to the east. The process that led to 
the including this site in the Issues and Options is unclear. No criteria have been documented which would give 
reasons for its inclusion There have been 7 application for this field in the last 15 years, most of which relate to 
fencing, gates and placing an agricultural building. 4 refusals (02/1292/CH; 02/2275/CH; 03/1767/CH; 03/2184/CH) 
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in recognition of the Green Belt and AONB status of the field, the foot path that runs through the middle of the field, 
the woodlands to the North and impact on the amenity of residents on the north of Chessfield Park. Little Chalfont, 
West of Stoney Lane - The site is in the AONB with ancient woodlands bordering to the North. It provides an open 
landscape perspective from East, in the direction of Chenies, to West into Westfield Park. There is a public footpath 
that runs through the middle of it. Also there are well used paths close to the in the woods which are heavily used 
all year round.  The site is surrounded on two sides by pristine countryside, and on one by Westwood Park, all of 
which are in the AONB. The view of the site from those areas enhances the enjoyment of the AONB within them, 
which would therefore be reduced by development of the site. The site is on the edge of Ancient Woodland. 
Building closer to Ancient Woodland would diminish the amenity value of that woodland. There is a public right of 
way through the northern part of the site, much used all year round. A few yards inside the Ancient Woodland and 
parallel with the northern boundary of the site there is a beautiful right of way which is one of the most used 
recreational routes in the area. The view from this path would be damaged by development of the site. The National 
Parks and Access to the Countryside Act of 1949 defined the purpose of the AONB as ‘to conserve and enhance the 
natural beauty’, which in our view is not consistent with large scale building. The Countryside and Rights of Way Act 
of 2000 placed a duty on public bodies to ‘have regard to the purpose of the AONB’. The area is identified as a 
habitat for the Grey Partridge and Lapwing, This area is important as a drainage are for the Chess. The river has 
dried up further up stream due to water extraction from the Chilterns. Also this area provides a buffer to the ancient 
woodlands to the north. Any changes in water table could result in damage to the woodlands itself, or to the habitat 
it provides. If this land was to be build on there would be an increase risk on run-off that could flood the roads in the 
area. In particular Stony Land suffers from severe erosion during heavy rain. Reducing natural drainage area would 
only increase these issue, extending them to the A404. The land would appear to have been in agricultural use for as 
far as can be identified.  Little Chalfont lacks the infrastructure (schools, healthcare, parking) to absorb any more 
large developments.  Stony Lane is narrow and winding. It already forms a traffic bottleneck for access to the A 404 
at busy times. Stony Lane forms part of the ‘rat run’ that runs from the A41 and M25 through Flaunden, past Little 
Chalfont to CHalfont St Peter and M40/M25 junction. At commuting times these roads are heavily used with traffic 
that is going faster than the newly established reduced speed limits. Housing on the site would add substantially to 
it and make this worse, resulting in further gridlock. There is a parking area to the North of this site which is used by 
dog walkers, walkers, cyclists and equestrians to gain access to the foot and bridal paths in the area. They cross the 
road at an angle where the paths connects from East to West. More traffic will necessitate safe cross installations in 
a sensitive nature area. Little Chalfont, Site South of the railway, West of Lodge Lane up to Burtons Lane - The site 
was identified with reference CD0082, included by the ‘call for sites’ process. It was one of 4 sites that were 
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excluded at stage one because of its Green Belt status, although not AONB. Green Belt Assessment (GBA) parcel 
reference 35 with the description: General Area 35 is located to the south-east of Little Chalfont and is bordered by 
this settlement to the north and west, Long Walk to the south and Lodge Lane to the east. Why this site was 
included in the Issues and Option is unclear. There have been no criteria published that would indicate why this site 
was selected as an option for further testing The parcel is owned by a variety of individuals. While some of it is 
unregistered we understand that the deeds do exist. There are dwellings within the site and some of the lans has 
sitting tenants. The green land north of Long Walk has been the subject of planning applications CH/1979/0103/FA - 
Refused: ‘inappropriate development in the green belt and would extend and intensify the existing ribbon 
development along Long Walk, which is an open and rural zone important in preventing the merging of the 
settlements of Little Chalfont and Chorleywood’; and CH/2011/0275/FA - refused on the usual Green Belt grounds. 
Other planning considerations have always highlighted the value of this buffer and its biodiversity value. The parcel, 
with its trees, open green land and paddocks, forms a charming scene on the margins of Little Chalfont, projecting 
tranquillity where it penetrates well into the village. Its loss would do great damage to the amenity of the houses in 
Village Way, Loudhams Wood Lane, Burtons Lane and Long Walk. Long Walk is a popular road for walkers, 
equestrians and is used as a route for local children walking to and from school. GBA scores for General Area 35 
serving Green Belt purposes are low except for Purpose 3 Assist in safeguarding the countryside from 
encroachment; score 3/5. The assessment describes the paddocks as ‘closed’ suggesting they can not be seem. This 
is incorrect. The horses and cows are in a wire fencedoff fields, maintaining the openness of the parcel, with views 
to the hedgerows, groups of trees and ancient woodland from the South and East. The assessment describes that 
parcel as having ‘limited views out to the wider countryside from public areas’ however ramblers, cyclists, dog 
walkers and equestrians use the area around the parcel heavily, enjoying its rural setting and open landscape. The 
assessment does not consider the wider value of the parcel to the community, wild life and general biodiversity. As 
the parcel is hardly disturbed by human activity, its natural value is high. In fact there are frequent sightings of bats, 
deer and foxes, with an increase in number and diversity of birds. Given its historic of being part of Burtons Farm 
and an un-used quarry, the parcel is highly likely to contain unidentified habitats. A full ecological survey will need to 
be undertaken before an further consideration of this parcel is undertaken in the emerging local plan consultation 
process. The parcel contains ancient woodlands as defined by Natural England. The unbroken well established 
woodland ad mature hedgerows from West to East, acts as a corridor for wildlife, including birds, deer, bats, field 
mice, butterflies, insects, etc. This needs protecting. The area is identified as a habitat for the Grey Partridge and 
Lapwing, with habitats for Tree Sparrow, Turtle dove, Twite and Curlew close by. Shriek - and Barn owls can be 
regularly heard also. The area should be considered as a key drainage area for the locality. Any roads and paths will 
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result in run-off into Lodge Lane with the potential to flood it. The rifle range across the road will be unusable as it 
will get more water logged, potentially ending up as a lake during heavy rain fall which seems to be more regularly 
occurring. This area is important as a drainage are for the Chess and possibly the Missbourne. These rivers have 
dried up further up stream due to water extraction from the Chilterns. Also this area provides a buffer to the ancient 
woodlands to the north. Any changes in water table could result in damage to the woodlands itself, or to 
the habitat it provides. The lay of the land slopes from West to East into a valley banked to the North and South. 
There is an old quarry and spring within the parcel. Various sink holes have appeared in the are ad odd intervals. 
Within the parcel there are areas that have industrial use. Boudens used to have a yard where they stored and 
maintained their machinery. After the second World war there was an operation that demolished airfield 
buildings. Some of this material (including asbestos which was widely used at the time) may have found its way onto 
the site. In fact the initial road surface of Lodge Lane was laid with some of the demolition materials, before being 
tarmac-ed.  Little Chalfont lacks the infrastructure (schools, healthcare, parking) to absorb any more large 
developments.  Lodge Lane, all along the site, is narrow and winding with limited passing space especially under the 
railway bridge. Traffic from new housing on the site would cause unacceptable congestion. The traffic congestion 
would also affect Church Grove, which is narrow and busy at peak times with no passing possible in the section from 
the junction with Amersham Way to the A404. This point must be registered with those making any transport 
judgments on the Lodge Lane site. Any access to the parcel will be limited by the Railway to the north with housing 
all along the South side of Oakington Avenue, the ancient woodland & Honors Yard along Lodge Lane and private 
roads to the West and South. Little Chalfont, Behind Maplefields - This site was not identified in the HELAA. The GBA 
describes the parcel as a General Area 27 is located between Amersham (to the west) and Little Chalfont (to the 
east) and is bounded by these settlements and the A413 and Cokes Lane to the south. The process that led to the 
including this site in the ELP is unclear. No criteria have been documented which would give reasons for its inclusion 
The South west section of the site to be tested, which forms the majority of the area under consideration is made up 
of garden extensions agricultural land within the Green Belt. Therefor there are many owners within the identified 
site. Also there are covenants that prevent buildings and hard standing on the land. Tree have been planted which 
are a mixture of birch, oak, maple, chestnut and cherry. They are approximately 30 metres high now. There are also 
three very old hawthorn trees. There have been two applications in 2002 to demolish 3 houses to be replaced by 10, 
subsequently 8 houses (CH/2002/0665 &1019/FA). These were refused on grounds of access issues and 
inappropriate development for the area due to density, height and mass issues. There were also deemed to have 
too negatively affect neighbours amenity.  This is the North East corner of Green Belt Assessment (GBA) parcel 27. 
The land is at present mixed use with housing and long gardens. It site boarders onto Beel House (a local landmark 
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house) ad is mainly grassland with trees in one area. The site is flanked to the North East by Snell Lane (private 
Road), Yarrow Side (private road?) and Maplefield Lane (private road) to the East.  The parcel, with its open green 
land and paddocks, forms a charming scene on the margins of Little Chalfont, projecting tranquillity where it 
penetrates well into the village. Its loss would do great damage to the amenity of rambles, dog walkers and to that 
of the houses in Maplefield Lane, Yarrow - Side and ruin the setting for Beel House - The area is identified as a 
habitat for the Grey Partridge and Lapwing. Deer roam the area freely and there is a substantial badger set in the 
area. Water drainage area that feeds the Misbourne and Chess . No contamination issues identified to date. The 
area has been in agricultural use for as far back as can be identified.  Little Chalfont lacks the infrastructure (schools, 
healthcare, parking) to absorb any more large developments.  As identified in the planning refusal notice the roads 
are for too narrow to support any further housing. There is a predominance of privately maintained road organised 
through residents associations.  Any access to the parcel will be limited by the private roads, Beel House, the farm 
and existing housing. Little Chalfont/ Chenies Site North of the A404 and East of Stony lane - This site was not 
identified in the HELAA. It was identified in the GBA as the western part of Land parcel 14b is located to the north-
east of Little Chalfont and north of Chorleywood. It is bounded by the A404 (Amersham Road / Chenies Road 
/Rickmansworth Road) to the south, a small part of the M25 on the east, the valley gradient to the north, and Story 
Lane / Flaunden Bottom to the west. It is unclear by what process this site was included within the options to be 
tested. Little Chalfont/ Chenies.  There have been no planning applications for this parcel which underlines that this 
is an important part of the open landscape and significantly contributes to the value of the Chiltern Landscape. The 
site is on the edge of Ancient Woodland. Building closer to Ancient Woodland would diminish the amenity value of 
that woodland.  There is a public right of way through the northern part of the site, much used all year round. A few 
yards inside the Ancient Woodland and parallel with the northern boundary of the site there is a beautiful right of 
way which is one of the most used recreational routes in the area. The view from this path would be damaged by 
development of the site. The area is identified as a habitat for the Grey Partridge and Lapwing.  This area should be 
considered critical for as part of the Chess and Misbourne drainage area.  If this land was to be build on there would 
be an increase risk on run-off that could flood the roads in the area. In particular Stony Land suffers from severe 
erosion during heavy rain. Reducing natural drainage area would only increase these issue, extending them to the 
A404. This has been agricultural land for as far back as can be identified. No construction has ever been build. The 
current field used to be more than one field which can be seen on areal photographs.The land is currently 
in arable with strips for set-aside. The A404 is heavily used. Any further traffic will increase long queues in 
either direction putting further pressure on country roads taking further traffic. Stony Lane is narrow and winding. It 
already forms a traffic bottleneck for access to the A 404 at busy times. Stony Lane forms part of the ‘rat 
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run’ that runs from the A41 and M25 through Flaunden, past Little Chalfont to Chalfont St Peter and M40/M25 
junction. At commuting times these roads are heavily used with traffic that is going faster than the newly 
established reduced speed limits. Employment use of this land would add substantially to it and make this worse, 
resulting in further gridlock. There is a parking area to the North of this site which is used by dog walkers, walkers, 
cyclists and equestrians to gain access to the foot and bridal paths in the area. They cross the road at an angle where 
the paths connects from East to West. More traffic will necessitate safe cross installations in a sensitive nature area. 
Little Chalfont, Site along Finch Lane - This site was not identified in the HELAA. The GBA describes the parcel as a 
General Area 27 is located between Amersham (to the west) and Little Chalfont (to the east) and is bounded by 
these settlements and the A413 and Cokes Lane to the south. It is unclear by what process this site was included 
within the options to be tested. The ownership is unknown however considering the church and housing, it is likely 
to have a number of owners. No previous planning applications for this plot of land could be identified since 
2000 through the planning portal. This underlines that this is an important part of the open landscape and 
significantly contributes to the value of the Chiltern Landscape. The site stretches from the White Lion Road along 
Finch Lane. There is a church and housing on the narrow stretch. As it opens up there is Kimblewick and Little 
Kimblewick Farm leading to open grassland with hedgerows, framing the landscape beyond. The area is identified as 
a habitat for the Grey Partridge and Lapwing. There is a badger set in the area and deer are frequently seen in the 
fields. No contamination issues identified. This has been agricultural land for as far back as can be identified. Any 
traffic will need to negotiate the narrow Finch Lane, a single lane track not made for commercial traffic. Any traffic 
will spill onto the mail road adding to the already heavy congestion during peak times. 

Rep0566 
Mr John Frost 
The Frost Partnership on behalf of 
Mr Robert Newman 

Site Nomination for Land off Wymers Wood Lane, Burnham, Bucks.   
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Rep0567 
 Shirley Newman; 
Rep0587 
 Lucy Newman; 
Rep0619 
Ms Abigail 
Newman; 
Rep0684 
Mr Nick Newman 

I am writing in response to the proposed plans to build on green belt land in Little Chalfont.   I am horrified at the 
thought that this can even be under consideration!  Green belt land was introduced in 1954 to prevent the urban 
sprawl of towns by keeping land permanently open. Therefore this space needs to be protected and kept for 
agriculture, wild life and the recreation of the thousands of people that use it for their enjoyment. This land is also 
recognised as an Area of Outstanding Beauty, so how on earth can this be considered?  We have been residents of 
Little Chalfont for over 17 years and we as a family have enjoyed walking, riding bikes and horses through this 
wonderful woodland and countryside.  We cannot bear the thought of all this disappearing and the adverse effect it 
will have on the local community and wildlife.  Over the time that we have lived here we have seen the number of 
the houses in the area increasing for example the development of the estate now off Bell Lane. As a result the 
infrastructure of the village is struggling to cope with its existing population. If this were to increase it would be 
crippling! There would not be enough school places, the doctors would not be able to cope, the increase in traffic 
would cause hazardous conditions there will not be enough parking, we struggle as it is at the moment generally to 
get parked at Chenies Parade, the trains would not be able to cope with the increase in passengers and there would 
be no space left for sport or recreation.  Between 2006 and 2014 our village has had more expansion than 
Amersham, Chesham, Chalfont St Giles and Chalfont St Peter. This cannot be right we vehemently disapprove of this 
expansion. We need to keep the LITTLE in LITTLE CHALFONT! 

 The Local Plan will need to 
identify sustainable 
development options to meet 
needs taking into account the 
scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements.  

Rep0568 
 Sarah Dexter 

I write to strongly object to the unbelievable proposals for residential and industrial development (Search area for 
employment development) of Little Chalfont. In particular the proposal to develop the areas of Stony Lane and 
Lodge Lane with housing and an industrial estate at the end of Church Grove. Not only will this be a blight on and 
loss of, treasured Green Belt land we should be protecting for ours and future generations, but is completely 
unnecessary as there are numerous brown field sites and unoccupied industrial sites already available in the locality 
which can be developed instead.  Little Chalfont has born more then its fair share of development over recent years 
compared with neighbouring towns and villages and is in serious danger of its unique identity being lost as it drowns 
in new and completely disproportionate development schemes.  The recent building of over 200 new properties on 
the old saw mill site in Bell Lane has already pushed schools, health care and public services provision to breaking 
point and increased traffic, the infrastructure really can't accommodate anymore.  The  busy A404 through the 
village will become even more congested than it is already with parking almost impossible and the volume of traffic 
a danger to pedestrians, in particular school children and the elderly from the local sheltered housing trying to cross.  
I wish this letter and my objection to the development proposal to be considered when the District Council meets to 
further discuss this matter. 

 The councils consider that 
options in the Green Belt need 
to be considered in addition to 
the opportunities that are 
available on brownfield sites. 
The Local Plan will need to 
identify sustainable 
development options to meet 
needs taking into account the 
scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements.   
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Rep0569 
Mrs Wendy Gould 

I strongly object to the concept that Little Chalfont be considered as a 'Main settlement for growth'. The reasons 
being that it is embedded in and surrounded by green belt and Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty.  As such, it is 
inconceivable that it be considered in this manner. If the concept of green belt is to be maintained  then concepts 
such as these need to be reconsidered or contained in order to prevent the urban spread and uniting of distinct 
settlements. Due ot the green belt and AONB restrictions, Little Chalfont and its surrounding countryside cannot 
sustain further development, the present infrastructure is already sorely tested with the huge amount of traffic that 
is present throughout the weekdays abating marginally on the weekends. Much of this green belt and AONB is home 
to ancient woodland that cannot be encroached upon. Wildlife, some threatened, such as deer, badgers, bats, 
hares, rabbits, owls, kestrels and red kite live there.  Little Chalfont has in recent years made a major commitment 
by providing housing over the last decade with the construction of 307 new dwellings, considerably more than 
neighbouring towns in the locality (equating to a 12.4% increase from 2006 to 2014 in Little Chalfont versus 5.4% in 
Amersham and 4% in Chesham).  This increase has had dramatic effects on traffic, parking and congestion in the 
village and local roads and lanes.  I personally have twice been glanced by vehicles whilst walking in Burton's Lane 
which is now considered a ‘busy road’ which suffers from increasingly frequent traffic jams and bottle necks because 
of its narrowness.  The latest housing development in process, which is not included in the figures above, is at the 
top of Burton's Lane on the old ‘Donkey Field’ and will provide accommodation for approximately 130 people; this 
will only exacerbate the strain upon infrastructure, traffic problems and dangers to pedestrians in Burton's lane and 
surrounding roads and any further development in this area would lead to unmanageable traffic with concomitant 
health and safety dangers.  Finally, as HS2 is definitely going ahead and the mayhem and disruption this will 
undoubtedly cause this area  (Little Chalfont will be used as an alternative route to the A413 even more than it is at 
present) I find it very hard to understand why this area is being considered for even more disruption, and saturation 
than it is at present.  In conclusion, I wish to lodge my objection and recommendation that Little Chalfont should be 
withdrawn from the short list for main settlements for growth in the Council’s Core Strategy. 

 The Local Plan will need to 
identify sustainable 
development options to meet 
needs taking into account the 
scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements.   

Rep0570 
Mrs Caroline 
Kalha 

I am writing to express my opposition to the proposals for increased residential and employment developments in 
Little Chalfont.  Below are the reasons for my opposition to this proposal:    1. Housing need should not justify the 
release of Green Belt land which was created for good reasons, as a constraint to building. It should not therefore be 
seen as a reserve space for building.   2. Much of the area around the village of Little Chalfont is in an Area of 
Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB). Building on this would destroy a vital local asset as well as destroying natural 
habitats.  3. Little Chalfont has already taken more of its share of new housing with the construction of 253 homes 
at the Sawmill estate on Bell Lane and 45 new homes behind Chenies Parade as well as several smaller 
developments. It is time the village was removed from the shortlist of main settlements for growth in the council's 

 The Local Plan will need to 
identify sustainable 
development options to meet 
needs taking into account the 
scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements.   
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Core Strategy.   4. The infrastructure of the village could not sustain new housing estates which bring pressure on 
school places, parking, doctor and dentist surgeries and other essentials. Traffic is already excessive; unlike 
neighbouring settlements we have the A404 through the centre of the village producing non-local traffic both light 
and heavy.   For the above reasons I strongly urge you to reconsider these proposals. 

Rep0571 
 Richard & Jane 
Tweed 

I was truly mortified to see this plan - the chokehold around Little Chalfont of red planned areas for housing and 
industrial development seem thoroughly disproportionate in scale.  Little Chalfont and its surrounding green belt are 
under siege as never before. Three hundred new homes have very recently been completed. We are already 
virtually connected to Amersham and very close to Chorleywood. Plans of the area make unhappy viewing for those 
who believe this to be a countryside area. Nevertheless it does contain Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty which 
this plan would blitz. If these new developments are approved then pressure on local services, already at full stretch, 
would be intolerable. Traffic increase leads to extra pollution, parking spaces to service local shops will be lost so 
people will drive to out of town retail parks and cause even more pollution. Local shops will close as local, passing 
trade drives on by because there's nowhere to park.  And what about other services ? : Doctors, Dentists, 
Ambulances, Fire protection, Schools etc. Increase in these services may be expanded but likely not in the short 
term and in the meantime existing residents will be yet more put upon.   Construction traffic will be a major bugbear 
- the A404 already runs through the heart of this area and then there's yet more in store when HS2 construction 
starts.  So let's just remind ourselves of the original aims of the Green Belt and grieve at how much this plan will 
undermine and fail them :  The Green Belt exists to :  Check the unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas, Prevent 
neighbouring towns from merging into one another, Assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment 
Preserve the setting and special character of historic towns, Assist in urban regeneration, by encouraging the 
recycling of derelict and other urban land. Provide opportunities for access to the open countryside for the urban 
population, Provide opportunities for outdoor sport and outdoor recreation near urban areas, Retain attractive 
landscapes and enhance landscapes, near to where people live, Improve damaged and derelict land around towns 
Secure nature conservation interests, Retain land in agricultural, forestry and related uses. 
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Rep0572 
 Richard Holland 

I would like to make the following comments regarding the current Green Belt/Land Availability Assessment and the 
key policies in this consultation.  I understand the need for further housing but I think that further development in 
Little Chalfont should be restricted to the existing village outline.  The very nature of this village does not lend itself 
to constant growth and we have already experienced a lot of development that has already changed its nature.  If 
parts of the green belt were now to be released it would ultimately risk Little Chalfont joining up with another 
village such as Chalfont St Giles.  The Chalfonts are an outstanding area of natural village life and beautiful 
surrounding countryside and once this is destroyed it can never be created again.   We need to remember the added 
fact that some of the countryside is designated AONB.  Obviously you would not dream of building on such land 
(would you?) but I don’t believe it makes sense to encroach on any of the green belt because it is all needed in 
support of the area which is designated AONB.  It wouldn’t make sense to just preserve the AONB amid what might 
eventually become a much larger urban area.   The constant growth of the village also risks straining the 
infrastructure to breaking point.  It isn’t just housing that is required but also roads, schools, shops, carparks and 
other social amenities.  It’s too easy to add a few more houses here and there and do nothing to expand the 
infrastructure.  Over the years this changes the life of the village completely and I believe this has already happened.   
Further major housing addition would now necessitate major infrastructure addition to go hand in hand with the 
housing.  I understand the railway makes Little Chalfont a natural development opportunity.  However the line is 
now really very crowded at peak times and its impossible to find adequate parking at the station after 9.00am. 
There are no seats on the train during rush hour.   Again we can’t go on adding and adding more and more people 
without serious consequences.  I also think the village has taken more than its fair share of housing over the past 
decade and should not now be loaded with further major development.  Surely it’s time to think of a bolder solution 
- instead of adding and adding to every village in the area, wouldn’t it be more efficient and practical to plan a new 
village/town somewhere separate from existing villages.  At the same time the appropriate level of infrastructure 
could also be planned for the benefit of everyone whether living in the new town or the existing villages.  It would 
mean more people living in the greater area of S Bucks but we can’t stop that.  But it would preserve the special 
character of the Chalfonts. 

 The Local Plan will need to 
identify sustainable 
development options to meet 
needs taking into account the 
scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements.  
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Rep0573 
Mrs Clare Rees 

The areas of proposed development for both housing and employment involve destroying large areas of Green Belt 
land including Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty.  These areas are irreplaceable and will be lost forever if these 
developments go ahead. The clock cannot be turned back by subsequent generations.  The whole point of 
designating such areas is to protect our environment from commercial exploitation at the expense of our heritage 
and at the expense of the quality of the lives of those that live in the area, those that visit the area for recreation 
and those that work in the area.  It is also not just safeguarding the area for the present but for the future.  I 
understand that as the population expands it is important to secure the future of later generations by building 
housing and providing opportunities for employment. I understand that a Green Belt assessment was completed 
and that, for reasons I cannot fathom, certain areas of Green Belt and AONB land have been earmarked for 
development while others earmarked as worthy of saving.  Taking a position to utterly preserve without change is, 
of course, unrealistic but if this nibbling away at out Green Belt and AONB goes ahead, these developments will 
destroy our special places and will make a mockery of the designation of Green Belt and Area of Outstanding 
Natural Beauty.  I am concerned about the scale of the proposals and their effect upon the infrastructure of Little 
Chalfont in particular.  What looks like an increase of over 50% in the Little Chalfont building footprint, if all 
proposals were passed, could not be supported by the present provision of schools, health facilities and roads 
capacity for traffic.  Traffic congestion would be a particular concern, not just on the main roads but on the access 
roads to these developments.  I also wonder how the extra people will be catered for on the rush hour train and 
tube facilities.  Rush hour traffic is already a significant problem for the roads network but the anticipated  increase 
in Little Chalfont in particular I cannot see as being anything other than a disaster.  A particular example is the two 
areas of ‘employment development’ proposed for the area east of Little Chalfont being supported solely by the 
A404.  (In addition, the impact on the natural beauty of the area would also be catastrophic.) 

  

Rep0574 
Mrs Frances M 
Whitby 

I am writing to you because I am extremely concerned by the proposals for new building on Green Belt in Little 
Chalfont.  I have lived here for over 20 years, and indeed moved here because of access to the countryside.  I enjoy 
walking and cycling in the Chilterns and, whilst I realise there is need for more housing, I feel it would destroy the 
fundamental ethos of the area to build on Green Belt land.  Much of the area where building is proposed is indeed 
marked out as Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty.  If this is forfeited for building now it will be lost to the 
community for ever.  I feel these plans are very short-sighted as to the effects they will have on the local area.  
Little Chalfont has recently lost a lot of land to building, particularly in the Bell Lane area, Chenies Parade, and 
Burtons Lane, and I feel other local towns should be considered for necessary building, before looking at Little 
Chalfont this time.  Other factors to consider concern the local infrastructure:  schools, doctor’s surgeries, shops and 
parking, roads and train services – the town has already reached capacity in most of these areas. Indeed, more 

 The Local Plan will need to 
identify sustainable 
development options to meet 
needs taking into account the 
scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements. The councils 
consider that options in the 
Green Belt need to be 
considered in addition to the 



Classification: OFFICIAL 
 

290 
 
Classification: OFFICIAL 

Name Summary of Representation 
Council Response (see also 

Volume 1 for generic response) 

thought should be given to building on brown-field sites, building flats up to 5 or 6 storeys high, or developing new 
towns where infrastructure can be developed to match the number of new residents. 

opportunities that are available 
on brownfield sites. 

Rep0575 
 Mike and Jacque 
Purnell 

We wish to register our objection to the proposal for the rezoning of green belt land for the purposes of residential 
and/or employment development.  We firmly believe that the infrastructure of Little Chalfont cannot support 
additional residential development due to excessive existing pressure on local school places, parking in the village 
and other amenities such as Doctors surgery. Traffic is already excessive for a village due to the A404 running 
through the centre of the village, being a main access point to the M25 for Buckinghamshire. This already raises 
concerns about road safety for the children in the area who have to cross the A404 to access the primary and high 
schools.  Secondly, whilst we acknowledge the need for new housing, we believe that Little Chalfont has seen 
sufficient development with the building of the estate on Bell Lane, Donkey Field on Burtons Lane and the planning 
approval for building on Chenies Parade. Any development must be in proportion to the size of the existing 
settlement. To exceed this requires a total redesign of the infrastructure of the area with particular reference to 
schools, medical support and public transport.  The area between Westwood park and the village of Chenies is a 
popular recreational area for walkers, cyclists and horse riders from the area. As an area of outstanding natural 
beauty it also attracts visitors from further afield, who come to enjoy the scenery and fresh air of the Chiltern 
Heritage Trail. This should not be destroyed or compromised in any way. 

  

Rep0576 
 Kieran Hobden 

I feel very lucky to be living somewhere with easy access to the surrounding countryside whilst also being able to 
commute to London.  I feel that the proposed plan to hand over some of the surrounding countryside to housing 
development is short sighted and against the wishes of the local residents.  I also wanted to write because I want to 
safeguard this countryside for my future and for subsequent generations.  I know that there is a need to build 
houses but I do believe that we should exhaust all brownfield sites (irrespective of cost) first and then other areas of 
land that are not classified as Green Belt and AONB areas.  We should only declassify these latter areas in 
exceptional circumstances. The Green Belt is there for a reason.  I have enjoyed watching and being surrounded by 
the local wildlife.  I have seen badgers, rabbits, pheasants, woodpeckers, bats and glis-glis in our garden.  I believe 
that some of these are protected species.  I don't think that we should destroy their habitats.  In the time that I have 
grown up here I have noticed that the number of people has increased significantly and that the volume of traffic is 
also increasing.  I know that everything cannot stay the same but I do feel that Little Chalfont is getting 
uncomfortably busy.  There are traffic jams, I cannot park at the shops and the trains are always full.  I cannot see 
how the local infrastructure can support further growth in our village.  I want to ask Chiltern District Council to try 
and safeguard Little Chalfont from further development because this would involve the irreversible destruction of 
areas of outstanding natural beauty and therefore our cultural heritage.  Something that will be lost to all future 
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generations. 

Rep0577 
 Alex Masters 

I have been a resident of  Long Walk for 20 years. Before that I lived in Nightingales Lane for some thirty years, so I 
feel myself well qualified to express an opinion on any proposal which threatens this very delightful district .  I am 
deeply concerned at the proposal currently before the District Council to develop substantial areas of the green belt 
around Little Chalfont for both residential and industrial purposes and I ask that my objection be placed on record. 
As presented, this proposal is totally out of proportion with the existing village. Developments recently 
implemented have already put various services under severe pressure and unless a ‘root and branch’ review of car 
parking , schools , medical facilities and traffic flows is carried out before any further sizeable expansion is even 
contemplated, the consequences would almost certainly be disastrous.  This is before considering the damage  
which would be caused to the Green Belt land and AOBs  , which are both greatly  valued by the local community 
and considered  as too important to be encroached upon to any substantial degree.    Finally, lest I appear not to be 
considering the general interest , may I  point out firstly that I am aged 90 and the implications of this plan are not 
likely to materialise in my lifetime, so I can hardly be accused of ‘nimbyism’ and secondly that my childhood was 
spent in a small country market town called Daventry. At that time it boasted a population of around 3,000 
inhabitants and was a  very pleasant little community. After the last War it was selected as an overspill town for 
Birmingham and is now many times its original size . I am sure that those who agreed to the growth plan in the first 
place never envisaged what would ensue. 

  

Rep0578 
Mr Nigel Rothwell 

For clarity: my comments below are made in reference to the draft Seer Green Parish Council "Initial draft responses 
to Joint Local Plan" circulated to all Seer Green residents in February 2016. Therefore my comments should be 
considered in conjunction with the final SGPC submission (though I recognise that the final SGPC submission may 
vary from the draft which was distributed for comment).   Q1. The definition of Affordable Housing specifically does 
not include private rented accommodation. Within the Chiltern/South Bucks region, where significant amounts of 
rental housing is available, this could be quite misleading resulting in a higher than necessary demand forecast for 
new housing. Whilst (I think) I understand the logic for exclusion it would make sense to stress test forecast housing 
demand figures against the current and predicted future availability of rented accommodation. This is important as 
the already significant unmet demand means that the Affordable Housing projections need to be addressed as a 
priority in the plan, however that might not necessarilly be such a priority if rental housing is also taken into 
consideration. Q2. Where sites have been excluded as unavailable, and the reason given 'as little evidence to show 
that the land owners are willing to release the site' (e.g. CD0303), this should be tested as noted in Appendix 4 of 
the HELAA. Though in the case of this land in Seer Green it is only likely to yield small numbers of windfall 
opportunity. It should be noted that the Parish Council has historically taken the position that Green Belt land 
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should be protected from development as far as possible, which is in accordance with the wishes of the majority of 
the Seer Green village residents, and therefore the rejection of Green Belt sites that are not PDL is appropriate. 
Q3. This might be a radical idea but there must be scope for some 'dual' land use sites across the region, especially 
where there is already a devlopment footprint. An example might be to build low cost housing units over railway 
parking lots - this might be achievable at Seer Green & Jordans and at Chalfont & Latimer stations, and potentially 
others. Q4. No additional comments. Q5. Giving heed to the broad findings from the earlier DLP consultations it 
would seem appropriate to prioritise consideration of Options A and K, followed by Options C, D and J. This would 
best utilise existing land take, would minimise the impact on the character of existing communities, would be best 
aligned with using existing transport infrastructure, and would be the best options to safe guard the Green Belt as 
far as possible. Q6. A review of land currently reserved for economic use might sensibly yield areas either suitable 
for dual employment and residential use or might highlight sites better suited to residential use if the employment 
site were to be moved elsewhere - to designated specific industrial estates for example. Examples of this might be 
'stranded' office space or retail outlets in small communities where there is little prospect of them being reused for 
employment purposes once they have become vacant. Q7. Given that the lead time for the establishment of large 
urban developments, particularly if they are completely new development areas, is likely to be significant (c. 10 
years+ ?) and yet the plan period is only through to 2036, then at least an outline consideration should be given at 
this stage to possible demand scenarios through to 2046 and beyond. The HEDNA already identifies a slowly aging 
population across the region during the considered time period; it is likely that this will continue and perhaps 
accelerate in response to life expectancy increase, quality of life in Chiltern District, and rising housing costs in 
Greater London pushing population beyond the Outer London suburbs (indeed a national integrated housing plan 
might encourage people no longer in employment to move out of major cities to ease housing pressures thereby 
freeing up accomodation for the working community). Therefore the required mix of housing is unlikely to remain 
static and over time may require more smaller unit housing to displace larger family homes - if this were the case  
then flexibility would be required of the plan and it would need to be planned for sufficiently early. 
Q8. Rather than looking at an individual developers proposal for a single site and then imposing an Affordable 
Housing levy on that developer should their number of proposed properties exceed a particular threshold, I would 
suggest that the Council look at a rolling aggregate of all of an individual developers proposals across all the sites 
they are intending to develop, and then determine a threshold based on that. Thus a developer may be building a 
small number of dwellings on a number of individual sites, none of which are bigger enough to require the 
developer to include Affordable Housing units, but in aggregate the total number across all of their development 
sites could require a proportionate investment in Affordable Housing. Q9. Has any projection of the changing needs 
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for Gypsies, Travelers and Showpeople been made? In todays society it seems likely that over time these 
communities will tend to become more settled. Q10. There must be data available to indicate, as a proportion of an 
aging population, how many older people need specialist accommodation to meet increasing care needs. As part of 
considering the long term changing demographics and the implications on the mix of housing needs (see my Q7 
response) then provision should be made for supported independent living and elderly care accommodation. Where 
the plan comes down in favour of significant development sites then this sort of housing need should be hard-wired 
into the development in the same way that Affordable Housing should, i.e. a proportion of the overall total (existing 
and new) housing mix within the region should be allocated to meeting this need. Q11, 12 and 14. No additional 
comments. Q13. This list should also include those green spaces of importance not owned by Seer Green Parish 
Council. These would include: School playing field, open spaces within the Manor Farm estate, Manor Crescent 
green and Long Grove Wood. Q15. Housing Policies: Specialist Elderly Person Accomodation - this should mirror the 
Affordable Housing policy in specifying amount of units, type, size, or financial contribution required etc; Transport 
Policies - this should also include mandated requirements for public transport provision, consideration of promotion 
of walking and cycle use, and requirements for parking within community and shopping centres and stations etc. 
Q16. In addition to the points listed in 8.1, such a study should also include: consideration of parking provision in 
existing shopping and community centres as well as off-street residential parking; public transport provision; 
community centres and civic amenities; road congestion; train timetabling; etc. The Infrastructure Capacity Study 
highlights that at this stage insufficient information is available on which to base many sound findings, so clearly 
further study is required - however it is noted that it (paragraph 42) identifies that Seer Green does not suffer direct 
road congestion, which whilst true, belies the fact that the pinchpoints already identified impact access from the 
village to the major arterial road routes and also results in the village being used a vehicle 'rat-run' to some extent. 
In general the concept of a CIL for new development is supported, particularly if a portion of this can be allocated to 
Parish Councils for e.g. traffic calming measures, localised flood management, or community capital projects. 
Q17. Of the identified 15,100 need, 10% (1,503) is already under commitment. Given the propensity of developers 
to 'land bank' then it would seem appropriate to conduct a full review of these existing commitments, in the context 
of a new Local Plan, to test that planning approvals which have already been given remain appropriate, are being 
implemented, are maximising the use of the land and are aligned with the emerging LP. Any unreasonable delay to 
an approved development should then be challenged and any changes should then be implemented ahead of 
invoking any of the exceptional circumstances that could result in removing land from the Green Belt. 
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Rep0579 
Mrs Sandra 
Boehmer 

A lot of the land around Little Chalfont is in the Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (also the site west of Stony lane 
and the sites east of Little Chalfont village). It is essential for residents and tourists from near and far away. We can't 
destroy such an asset and  turn Little Chalfont into one of the ugliest villages of England with for example business 
buildings marking the entrance to the village instead of one of the most beautiful natural views.  Little Chalfont has 
already taken more than its share by providing new houses on the estate by Bell lane (253 homes) and behind 
Chenies Parade (45 homes).  New houses bring pressure onto the existing infrastructure like school places, parking 
etc. Traffic is already excessive, especially as the A404 goes directly through the village centre and carries also a lot 
non residential traffic. It is difficult for Little Chalfont to carry this. Little Chalfont should be removed from the short 
list of main settlements for growth in the Councils Core Strategy. 

 The Local Plan will need to 
identify sustainable 
development options to meet 
needs taking into account the 
scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements.  

Rep0580 
Mr Markus 
Boehmer 

A lot of the land around Little Chalfont is in the Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (also the site west of Stony lane 
and the sites east of Little Chalfont village). It is essential for residents and tourists from near and far away. We can't 
destroy such an asset and  turn Little Chalfont into one of the ugliest villages of England with for example business 
buildings marking the entrance to the village instead of one of the most beautiful natural views.  Little Chalfont has 
already taken more than its share by providing new houses on the estate by Bell lane (253 homes) and behind 
Chenies Parade (45 homes).  New houses bring pressure onto the existing infrastructure like school places, parking 
etc. Traffic is already excessive, especially as the A404 goes directly through the village centre and carries also a lot 
non residential traffic. It is difficult for Little Chalfont to carry this. Little Chalfont should be removed from the short 
list of main settlements for growth in the Councils Core Strategy. 

 The Local Plan will need to 
identify sustainable 
development options to meet 
needs taking into account the 
scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements.   
 

Rep0581 
 Angela Amodio 

We have just retired and love to walk around the beautiful Chess Valley leaving our cars at home to be 'green' and 
stay healthy. We are heartbroken to hear green belt land may be taken to build on. Green belt land was always 
meant to cushion the population from melting into one big built up area and allow some country side for us to enjoy 
and fresh air for us to breath. Please do not ruin this very beautiful area. 

  

Rep0582 
Miss Nicola Oram 

I strongly disagree with the proposal to develop any Green Belt land.  The Green Belt was established for very good 
reason in 1954.  It was established in order to prevent the outward sprawl of London by keeping land permanently 
open.  This meant that it was possible to monitor the unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas, prevent 
neighbouring towns merging into one another, assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment and 
preserve the setting and special character of existing towns and villages.  If Little Chalfont were to accommodate the 
housing and industry suggested it would change it, for the worse, for ever.  We currently don't have significant 
industry in Little Chalfont.  This is because the village has grown up around the railway line.  To bring industry to the 
village to make use of the land would destroy the existing culture and society.  If we have to accommodate the 
number of houses that could possibly be built on the suggested areas the village the influx of residents would mean 

  



Classification: OFFICIAL 
 

295 
 
Classification: OFFICIAL 

Name Summary of Representation 
Council Response (see also 

Volume 1 for generic response) 

the GP surgeries would not be able to cope, neither would the schools. I am very fortunately to attend a grammar 
school.  Bucks is one of the few counties left in England that still supports grammar school education.  My school has 
recently increased in numbers, my year has an extra 60 students - and I believe to accommodate a large influx of 
residents would be detrimental to our existing local girls.  I like having the woods and open fields available for 
recreational activities.  I believe these are essential for health and wellbeing.  We should not even be considering 
this land for development of any kind. 

Rep0583 
Mr Richard Oram 

I strongly disagree with the proposal to consider the large areas of Green Belt surrounding Little Chalfont, 
Amersham, Chesham and the Chalfonts for development.  I have lived here all my life, I am 18 years old.  I have 
been lucky enough to have benefitted from the local schooling and enjoyed the open spaces created by the Green 
Belt.  If development on this scale is allowed to go ahead the access we all have to the countryside will be destroyed 
irreversibly.  Sports and recreation would be seriously affected and not for the better.  I do not believe that it is 
healthy to increase housing in a relatively small community on the scale suggested.  Integration into an existing 
culture and society can only be successful if it is done on a very small scale - slowly and at a minimum to allow the 
new people to adapt to their new society.  Having the green spaces available to us all should be our right.  The 
Green Belt was designated in 1954 to prevent developments such as this.  I think, if we increase the size of Little 
Chalfont as suggested, it would have a detrimental effect on our healthcare, schooling, roads and infrastructure 
which are already coping at maximum capacity.  It would definitely destroy the excellent surroundings, areas of 
outstanding natural beauty and scenery - all of which are and should be protected as they are Green Belt. 

  

Rep0584 
Mr Paul Gray 

Between 2006 and 2014 housing in Little Chalfont has increased in size by 12.4%.  This equates to a larger 
percentage growth than in our neighbouring communities (Amersham 5.3%, Chesham 4% and Chalfont St Peter 
7.7%).  Development is proposed on Green Belt land which was designated to prevent the outward sprawl in 1954.  
Much of the Green Belt surrounding Little Chalfont is designated as an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (72% of 
Chiltern District Council).  The Chilterns area of AONB is one of the most visited landscapes in the UK and we must 
preserve this.  Little Chalfont's infrastructure is already at full capacity and clearly struggles to cope with the existing 
housing levels.  Healthcare and education is at full capacity.  Local parking and shopping is extremely difficult, Little 
Chalfont train services to London are at maximum capacity and often hopelessly over-subscribed.   I have been a 
resident here all my life (born in Amersham Hospital in 1960) and seen our community increase in size many times 
over.  We arguably have inadequate sports, recreation and educational facilities.  I have not yet sampled the social 
care available to the older and incapacitated members of our community but consider further large scale 
development without supporting infrastructure equals and unpleasant environment in which to live and raise our 
children. I strongly oppose the development of our Green Belt on all of the aforementioned points.  Any further 

 The Local Plan will need to 
identify sustainable 
development options to meet 
needs taking into account the 
scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements.  
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large scale development would be detrimental to the existing culture, community, services and AONB we have 
available to us in Little Chalfont. 

Rep0585 
Mr Robert 
Atkinson 

Why does the Chalfont St Peter area have to support yet more development when it has already significantly been 
used recently for developments in the region. Spread the load elsewhere! Mill Meadow - This is the centre of the 
village and provides much needed sports facilities for the community and the school. Sports and activities are to be 
encouraged and a central core to the community and to assist with better health & recreation.  This land is a low 
lying flood plain and construction here would only increase flood pressure on the village centre just below this point. 
There are many community facilities located here which must be preserved, alternatively they have to be rebuilt 
elsewhere on the outskirts of the village on other Green Belt land which makes no sense. Winkers fields. - The 3 
fields adjacent to Winkers are outside of the village with no development existing, this would be a significant 
incursion into untouched green belt adjacent to the scout camp, the Chafont Heights and the Gerrards Cross Golf 
Club.  The existing Winkres night club site should be used but the green fields left alone as  a natural break with 
other areas. Epilepsy Society site:  This is potentially a huge site with dramatic implications for the area, it provides a 
clear buffer currently but if developed would merge the existing villages together. What about the small existing 
roads which would be under increased pressure, the increased pressure on sewage and drains and infrastructure?   
The schools situation for places and doctors and medical centres would be unacceptable. The site is out of town 
which requires all households to have cars, the roads with increased volumes of traffic on existing roads would be 
unacceptable. The roads are small country road and totally unsuitable. This site could totally change the face of CSP 
by its scale and dwarf the village with mass expansion. Indutrial development east of the A413. - This is totally 
outside of the borders of the village in the Colne Valley an important green space, separating the village from Tatling 
End and Gerards Cross.  It is an important flood plain right adjacent to the river. Existing industrial and office space 
has been vacant for some time with no apparent interest for commercial use. Dont build more. 

 The Local Plan will need to 
identify sustainable 
development options to meet 
needs taking into account the 
scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements.  

Rep0586 
Mrs Helen Gray 

I strongly oppose the suggestion of developing the Green Belt.  To name just a few reasons, the Green Belt was put 
in place to restrict the sprawl of built-up areas and preserve the setting and special character of towns and villages.  
The Green Belt is not land that should ever be considered for development - that is the whole point of its existence.   
The fact that it seems, for purposes of this consultation, to have been divided up into sections does not justify 
considering developing it.  These green areas provide a wealth of benefits for the existing residents including health 
and wellbeing, nature, wildlife and tourism.  The Chilterns is an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty and is a popular 
landscape for outdoor activities and sports.  This would change irrevokably with development, not least because the 
green areas would no longer be there but also because of the higher numbers of people wanting to use the green 
areas that would be left.   If housing is allowed to be built on some or all of the sites proposed it would be at great 
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detriment to the exising residents and businesses.  I believe it is not possible to integrate large numbers of people 
into existing villages and towns.  The growth should be small and slow and be controlled to mimic a more natural 
gradual expansion - which is what has been allowed to happen through the Councils so far.  In fact we have certainly 
accommodated significant development in Little Chalfont with the Bell Lane site and Harvard Grange in Burtons 
Lane.  Large numbers of people coming to the area would massively dilute the existing culture.  We are lucky to have 
many country lanes around the village.  Most of which would not be be able to exist in their current form if 
development on this scale goes ahead.  I have lived in Little Chalfont for just over 40 years and it has changed 
significantly during that time.  The village has expanded during my time here and the burden on the GP surgeries is 
already significant and probably at its limit in terms of safe and quality care.  It would definitely not cope with any 
expansion on this scale. The schools in Little Chalfont i.e.Little Chalfont Primary, Chalfont Valley Primary and Dr 
Challoner's High School are already under great strain.  Parents have to fight to get their children into these schools 
on a yearly basis and the catchment net for the primary schools is quite small with the high numbers of children 
needing places.  In order to retain its success with students, Amersham School has had to fight to NOT take the 
current extra children wanting places every year.  If there is an influx of people to the area the schools will not be 
able to cope, nor would they continue to be as successful as they currently are.  Parking in and around the village is 
at its limit.  At Chalfont and Latimer station there is significant parking for commuters but the car parks are so full 
that commuters have encroached on the surrounding residential areas.  This has lead to restrictions being enforced 
to stop the cars being parked throughout the village.  Parking at the shops is also quite difficult with the high volume 
of cars and the limited spaces.  If there is an influx of residents and industry, parking will be impossible and roads 
will have to cope with much heavier traffic.  Already the traffic is queuing through the village every morning under 
the railway bridge.  I often walk to work through the village, faster than the traffic can travel.  The commuter trains 
are already at their maximum.  How would the extra residents be able to get into London when the trains are 
already full?  Quality of life in Little Chalfont would greatly diminish and certainly change beyond recognition if this 
expansion is allowed to go ahead, be it due to residential housing or industry. The Green Belt land was designated to 
preserve the countryside, preserve the special character of towns and villages, prevent neighbourning towns 
merging into one another and keep in check the unrestricted sprawl of built-up areas.  It should not be considered 
for any development. 

Rep0588 
 Ingrid Daniels 

I wish to raise my objections to the plan to expand development on green belt land in the Little Chalfont area which 
includes an area of outstanding natural beauty (AONB).  Little Chalfont has already taken more than its share of new 
housing with the Bell Lane estate (253) and the area behind Chenies Parade (45).  Our infrastructure would come 
under even more pressure for extra school places, parking, other essentials etc.  The volume of traffic is already 

 The Local Plan will need to 
identify sustainable 
development options to meet 
needs taking into account the 
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excessive, bearing in mind that the A404 runs through the centre of the village. The problem would obviously be 
exacerbated with the extra proposed development. I feel strongly that the village should be removed from the short 
list of main settlements for growth in the council's core strategies. 

scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements.   

Rep0589 
Mrs Janice Gray 

I am writing in connection to the above to express my grave concern over the proposal of the use of green belt land 
as defined on your site for housing. Particularly as the infrastructure in my view, cannot support any more 
development in and around the area.  We have already seen much development in the last few years with the 
consequences of roads and schools not coping and no doubt local services are suffering too. We should be learning 
from this, not adding to it.  
 AONB - We live in an area of outstanding beauty, which to my mind is sacred. I see from my home on a weekly 
basis, couples, families and groups of visitors just off the train walking to the local woods to enjoy this natural 
facility. The wildlife and habitats is there to be enjoyed by all, not just residents, with fresh air afforded by the trees 
and woodlands, thereby contributing to the health, wellbeing and happiness of residents and visitors alike.  Once 
carved up and gone, trees, mammals, birds, insects etc., will be gone forever, which is a detrimental step. Humans 
are responsible for too many global atrocities. Green belt land is there for a very good reason and should not just be 
released to appease Government and to be built on. Let us not be adding to this. 
 Over Developed - Little Chalfont has seen many housing developments in recent years and possibly far more than 
local towns and villages around us. As a result it is obvious that: - our roads (we all know the congestion and pot 
hole issues),  - schools (we all know these are full due to their excellent reputation), - services (which I am sure must 
be straining to provide the support needed to the community),- doctors/hospitals/dentists,- car parking have 
suffered greatly and will suffer further.  Pressure will be on everything and I feel that as a village, we are at our limits 
at the moment. The A404 runs through the centre of the village and takes not just local traffic but through traffic 
which at times can be at a crawl and sometimes a standstill. This forces traffic onto surrounding areas which also get 
clogged up, not to mention pollution!   Little Chalfont no more.   I fear that we would no longer be Little Chalfont as 
we would merge into local towns and villages and become swallowed up. That would be extremely sad. Please keep 
the “Little” in Little Chalfont by not building on our beautiful green belt.  
 I fully understand that as a nation we need to build more accommodation for the ever growing population. Ours is a 
small country, but we do have many other areas that could be used for building on and which are not green belt or 
an area of outstanding beauty. Building on green belt land is the slippery slope. Let us please protect and secure the 
habitat and the flora and fauna for the future generations to enjoy.  “A thing of beauty is a joy forever” 

 The Local Plan will need to 
identify sustainable 
development options to meet 
needs taking into account the 
scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements.  
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Rep0590 
 Lucy Wells 

My name is Lucy Wells and I am 7 years old. My mummy has told me all about the plans to change areas of Little 
Chalfont and I don't think it is a good idea.  I walk my puppy in the Chess Valley and fields around Little Chalfont and 
where would I walk her if it was a housing estate? I enjoy living in a pretty village, and don't think it should be 
ruined.  My school is already full so there is no room for lots more families.  My mummy and daddy moved to this 
village so we had a nice place to grow up, and we like it as it is. 

  

Rep0591 
Mr Alan Kennard 

Short term developer gain does not equate to the long term damage it will cause to Little Chalfont.  My family and I 
have recently moved to Little Chalfont and really love it here due to the beautiful open spaces and community 
feeling. We moved from Ickenham which was a similar village but over the last few years the continual growth of 
London changed the character of the place dramatically. We realised that the Ickenham we knew and loved was 
gone so after 14 years my wife and I decided it was no longer the place to bring up our children.  I am absolutely not 
against progress but I feel that the green belt was designed for a purpose and once it has been developed upon then 
there is no going back. I do not think I am being over dramatic when I say that growth of this scale will have 
consequences and in my opinion the Little Chalfont you know will be negatively changed forever.    

  

Rep0592 
 Amy Wells 

I strongly disagree with the plan to review green belt areas around Little Chalfont.   Why?:  - there will be no green, 
natural fields to walk your dog or just to have a stroll in the morning and spend time as a family. - the schools are 
already over subscribed and have a long waiting lists. - there has just been over 300 houses built on the Old Saw Mill 
site and the donkey field. - once you release the green belt, developers will start buying it for themselves to make 
more money - and last of all Little Chalfont is known for its green belt and areas of outstanding natural beauty, and 
if that goes we'll be known as 'more houses and no green belt!' I know that was a lot of VERY convincing reasons 
why you shouldn't build on parts of the green belt, but my main reason is that it's not just me who doesn't want this 
plan to go forward. 

  

Rep0593 
Mr Fred Wilson 

Note: The following comments all relate to Chesham unless stated otherwise. General statement:  Having studied 
the Local Plan consultattion documentation including the Evidence Base on the Chiltern District Council website, and 
attended meetings on the Local Plan at Chesham Town Council, the Chesham Society and the Chiltern Chamber of 
Trade & Commerce, I believe the following is a reasonable position to take:   - There is a clear need for flats, family 
starter homes, and smaller homes for older people wishing to downsize. Evidence is feedback from local estate 
agents to the effect that such properties are often sold off-plan before even being built or, where older properties 
come on the market, they are often sold without appearing in the local press property pages.  - It is clear from the 
overwhelming response at the Chesham Town meetings and from talking to others in my own age group (retired 
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pensioners), that such properties mentioned in the bullet above should be in or as near as possible to the Town 
centre with easy access on foot to local shops, public transport, schools, GP and other services.  - I therefore fully 
support the idea of building such homes including flats up to four or five storeys in height where appropriate, in and 
around the Town Centre. The best places to build these are on parts of the current car parks in the Town Centre and 
under-utilised employment land such as the industrial estate on Asheridge Road. Chesham has abundant parking 
spaces in and near the Town Centre. However, they represent a highly inefficient use of space. They are all on one 
level and take up around half of the Town Centre area. Two of these car parks, the one next to the London 
Underground station and the main Waitrose car park, could be replaced by multi-storey car parks, providing much 
of the parking space needed both by commuters, people working in the Town Centre, shoppers and visitors. This 
would enable, for example, large scale development providing homes and retail facilities in the space that is 
currently Star Yard car park.  - Chesham Town already suffers from significant urban sprawl due to its position in a 
narrow valley. Housing development on the North and West edges of the Town would be so far from the Town 
centre as to require people to use what little public transport there is or, much more likely given current experience, 
use cars to access the Town Centre. This would increase the amount of traffic congestion and air pollution, both of 
which are already major issues in the Town (the Council will have records of both, in particular the air pollution 
along Broad Street. Evidence: The Green Wall recently installed on Chesham Town Hall to help combat air pollution 
caused by heavy traffic).  - The Council will be well aware of the considerable under-occupancy of employment land 
in Chesham, including at Ashridge Road (both North and South side), Saxway Business Centre and Springfield Road, 
and of the growing pressure to make these sites available for housing developments. I believe there are two 
principal drivers for this under-occupancy: 1) the sites are often situated in residential areas with narrow roads and 
very poor access to main roads such as the A41, and 2) they were designed for types of industry that have been in 
decline for many years. Sites such as the new Chess Business Park are much more successful due to a better location 
and modern office facilities that meet modern business needs.  - It seems logical that if older employment sites in 
residential areas were used for housing development and the remaining businesses that still use the old sites were 
to move to existing or new sites on the edge of Chesham, this would have a number of benefits: 1) reduce the 
number of lorries driving through the Town to reach the old sites so reducing the traffic congestion, air pollution and 
noise pollution in residential areas adjoining the old sites 2) prevent urban sprawl as the current employment sites 
could accommodate a large part of the housing needs of Chesham and 3) encourage more businesses to come to 
Chesham to use modern, well-situated employment sites. - The main access road to and from Chesham is the A416. 
To the South it links Chesham with Amersham and the A413 beyond, and to the North it gives direct access to the 
A41 and the UK motorway network. On the southern edge of Town, with easy access to the A416, is the new Chess 
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Business Park which has room for expansion. To the North there is no equivalent business site although there is the 
old Vauxhall garage / dealership which closed many years ago. This is a logical location for another business park. 
The Green Belt:  On the face of it, there would appear to be little need to encroach into existing Green Belt land on 
the edge of Chesham, if we accept higher density housing development in the Town centre and release under-
utilised employment land in Chesham as proposed above.   The exception would be along the A416 on the northern 
edge of Town for a new business park and associated housing for people working at the site. Some green belt land 
may need to be sacrificed for this purpose. However, please note that to the North and North-East there are three 
historic Green Belt communities - Ashley Green, Lye Green and Orchard Leigh. It is important to maintain clearly 
defined Green Belt spaces between Chesham and these communities. Answers to specific questions posed in the 
Chiltern & South Bucks Local Plan document: Q1: Chesham probably requires a greater proportion of affordable 
homes compared to other areas in the Chiltern District given that it is the only town in the District that has officially 
recognised areas of deprivation. Q1: Current employment land in Chesham is severely under-utilised so it is 
questionable if an additional 2 hectares is required in Chiltern. However, some additional employment land on the 
edge of Chesham is required in order to release employment land in the Town for housing. Q4: Local business 
organisations (BetterChesham, the Chiltern Chamber, Federation of Small Businesses and Bucks Business First) have 
identified the need for a small business incubation and innovation centre in Chesham as a top priority. This seems 
logical given that Chiltern is one of the leading districts for small business start-ups. The need for an hotel in 
Chesham was also identified.  Q5: Fully support option A as particularly relevant to Chesham. Also support option J. 
Concerned about option C; given the infrastructure issues in Chesham (nearly all red and some amber in the 
evidence base) it is not feasible to exclude any settlement/area in the District where any housing and/or 
employment needs may be met. Q5: There are a number of Green belt communities and villages close to Chesham 
that would be at risk from urban sprawl, including Botley, Ley Hill, Lye Green, Orchard Leigh, Bellingdon, Chartridge, 
Ashridge, Chesham Bois. Q12: Re White Hill Centre in Chesham - sensitive conversion to flats may be an option, 
assuming appropriate alternative accommodation for clubs and community groups that use it, can be made 
available elsewhere. Otherwise the White Hill Centre, which is an heritage asset, may have a limited lifespan as and 
when major / expensive maintenance work is required.  Q16: Infrastructure is a huge issue for Chesham. The 
evidence base shows how stretched infrastructure already is, with many categories already near or in some cases 
beyond capacity. It is also clear that for the foreseeable future, very limited if any public funds will be available for 
significant infrastructure projects. One answer is to carry out a large scale project, for example along the lines 
proposed by the Chesham Society for the redevelopment of Chesham Town Centre, as this would more likely deliver 
necessary infrastructure as part of such a project, funded by the private sector. Q17: Regarding leisure provision for 
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a growing population, it should be noted that Chesham has the only theatre (the Elgiva) in the Chiltern District, and 
the only open air pool (Moor Gym & Swim). The Local Plan should address to what extent these facilities should be 
enhanced for the benefit of the residents of the District (not just Chesham). Comments on the Evidence Base: 
Buckinghamshire Green Belt Assessment Part 1: Chiltern and South Bucks Green Belt Parcel Proformas - ARUP 
(January 2016) GB Parcel 16b (This parcel is located to the East of Chesham and is bounded by the B4505/Lye Green 
Road to the North, Waterside / Latimer Road to the South and Botley / topographical features to the East).  The 
assessment of this parcel 16b by ARUP is largely sound. However, I think it understates the importance of Purpose 2 
and so the score of 3 / 5 may be too low because the parcel clearly plays a role in not only protecting the gap 
between Chesham and Botley, but also between Chesham and  Lye Green and between Chesham and Orchard 
Leigh, both to the North.  It should also be noted that the Northern section of this parcel 16b is subject to flooding. 
Heavy rains, usually in Winter but also at other times of the year, regularly cause flooding not just of the agricultural 
land adjacent to Warrender Road but also the gardens in particular of Warrender Road no.3, no.5 and no.7. In the 
past the flood waters used to run through the driveway of Warrender Road no.5 onto the road itself, and measures 
had to be taken to stop it from entering the house. Some years ago the farmer dug a huge hole (roughly 40-50 
meters long, 20 meters wide and 1 meter deep) to help reduce the flooding. Even so, almost every winter the rain 
waters overflow from this hole into the surrounding field and neighbouring gardens usually on more than occasions.  
Various photos provided. A large range of wildlife makes use of this Green belt land (parcel 16b) as it provides an 
excellent feeding ground as well as a green corridor between the built up areas of Chesham to the South and villages 
to the North. We regularly see the following from our property:   Pheasants, foxes, herons, red kites, sparrow hawks, 
woodpeckers, a large range of wild birds of all sizes from small wrens to large crows and rooks, muntjac deer, ducks 
(raising families of ducklings when the above-mentioned hole is filled with water for months at a time), toads, frogs 
and dragon flies. We also get newts in our pond and in the above-mentioned hole.  
Less frequently we see red deer, badgers and voles. 

Rep0594 
Mr Iain Gilmore 

Chalfont St. Peter (CSP) has had its fair share of new development. Chiltern District Council (CDC) has already 
granted planning permission for over 600 dwellings within and the immediate environs of CSP, for example the Holy 
Cross site, Newland Park and the Audley Homes development at the National Epilepsy site. In the first three years 
alone of the previous Core Strategy (intended to run until 2026) CSP has already taken significantly more than its fair 
allocation and provides the largest single percentage of the development proposed for Chiltern District as a whole. 
Currently and for many previous years there is a known and well-documented drainage and sewage/sewerage issue 
in CSP. Equally well-documented are the numerous occasions when open raw sewage has backed up in the centre of 
the village. Additional developments of the scale proposed in the Consultation Document would obviously greatly 
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exacerbate the potential for increasing – indeed worsening - this problem.  The proposals do not take account of the 
current and future provision of education facilities in CSP at Infant, Primary, Middle and Secondary levels. All 
schools, at all levels, within CSP are already at or very nearly at capacity (a factor made much worse by the 
demolition of Holy Cross School on the site mentioned in paragraph one above). The existing schools will be unable 
to accommodate children from the developments already scheduled within the Parish.  The proposals also do not 
take account of the current and future Health provision of CSP at General Practice level. Currently there are only the 
Misbourne Surgery and the Calcot Medical Centre serving the inhabitants of CSP and its environs and the evidence is 
that these two facilities are already stretched to capacity. This does not take into reckoning the increasing number 
of patients that will result from the planning permission already granted by CDC for over 600 dwellings within CSP. 
The local roads of CSP and its environs are already congested, especially during the morning and evening rush 
periods and during the “school run” times when, as well as cars, there are numerous school buses and coaches. 
Parking in many of the local roads has been a well-documented worsening problem for a number of years now and, 
hence, greatly worsened by a fairly recent large office development – conceived in the planning stage without 
consideration given for adequate parking for its employees. The parking problem in CSP has, currently, no feasible 
solution for improvement. The recent approval for a large development on the Holy Cross site will greatly 
exacerbate the problems of local road congestion and parking within the next couple of years or so and large scale 
development of the kind set out in the Consultation Document would make the vehicle congestion/vehicle pollution 
situation of CSP unmanageable.   Development on the scale as set out in the Consultation Document appears to be 
at extreme variance with the tenets and objectives of the five stated purposes of including land within the Green 
Belt as stated in the National Planning Policy Framework: To check the unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas; To 
prevent neighbouring towns from merging into one another; To assist in safeguarding the countryside from 
encroachment; To preserve the setting and special character of historic towns; To assist in urban regeneration by 
encouraging the recycling of otherwise derelict and other urban land. Much of which is set out in the Consultation 
Document would be greatly damaging and detrimental to the current and future residents of CSP and its environs in 
terms of gaining access to open spaces of the natural environment and greatly limiting the opportunities for outdoor 
sport and outdoor recreation. There is now a wealth of growing scientific and medical evidence that the access to 
and experience of pleasant open spaces, woodland and natural landscapes is very beneficial for peoples’ mental and 
physical well-being and will greatly assist in cutting the national bill of the Health Service.   It is also the case, a fact 
supported by both Medical Professionals and the Government, that the provision of sporting and recreational 
facilities are absolutely vital in assisting the physical and mental health of the nation.  With regard to the 
development proposals in the Consultation Document appertaining to Mill Meadow. This area is a much used 
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amenity facility which includes the Community Centre, a football club (whose facilities are also used for a pre-
school), recreation park, playing pitches (football and cricket), tennis courts, the Chalfont St Peter Scout's 
headquarters and Parish Council offices. There are no areas within the centre of CSP where any of these facilities 
could be relocated. Mill Meadow, a pleasant open space, much loved and used by many inhabitants of CSP for 
walking and relaxation.  The Chalfont St. Peter C of E Academy, adjacent to Mill Meadow, does not have a playing 
field nor the space for a playing field within the existing school grounds. The school currently uses Mill Meadow for 
physical education lessons on a daily basis and for team games, athletics and cross country activities. The school 
would be unable to deliver an effective curriculum, as outlined in Government guidelines for physical education, if 
Mill Meadow is designated for development.  TRhe headquaters of the Chalfont St Peter Scout group is also oocated 
in Mill Meadow.  The CSP Scout group consists of two Beaver lodges, three Cub Scout packs, three Scout troops and 
one Explorer group which provides 150 children and young people with benefits of the Scout movement.  The 
removal of the Scout headquarters could mean the demise of this thriving Scout Group and perhaps deprive some of 
the children of access to and understanding of the Green Belt which this Plan will reduce.  This area is also a much 
used public facility with a nature reserve, Jubilee Garden and The Lady Gibb Millennium Wood. The Mill Meadow 
area allows the public the ability to walk alongside the River Misbourne from the Village Centre, across Mill Meadow 
and through to Chalfont St. Giles. These amenities are simply irreplaceable due to the length of time taken for them 
to develop and mature; the whole area of Mill Meadow and its environs is also important to safeguard the 
countryside from encroachment, unrestricted sprawl of built-up areas. It must also be remembered that the open 
space along the River Misbourne is a valuable habitat for a wide range of wildlife and this area is a valuable asset to 
the local economy in terms of its attraction to tourists, ramblers and visitors to CSP.  Mill Meadow is on the 
floodplain of the River Misbourne. Over the last few years especially there has been numerous, documented, 
incidences of flooding.  The Consultation Document also contains proposals for the National Epilepsy Society (ES) 
site. This is currently a Major Developed Site (MDS) set within the Green Belt. The site provides two new care home 
developments and important recreational facilities with nine football pitches plus a pavilion with toilets, showers 
and changing facilities which are used by more than 24 teams across the whole age range.   
South of the ES site lies the current built-up area and this portion of the site includes care home and medical 
facilities and these should be retained as such. It is an ideal site to provide further care home and/or medical 
facilities for CSP.  The north of the ES site includes the Model Farm, Rowan’s Nursery and Brawlings Farm Riding 
Centre; it is within the Colne Valley Park and therefore deserves special protection in any case as it is part of that 
park.  The ES site fulfils, as a whole, all five of the stated purposes of the Green Belt and in particular provides an 
important buffer between the settlements of Chalfont St. Giles, Chalfont St. Peter and Horn Hill. The ES site contains 
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important views from Chesham Lane towards the Colne Valley Park and embraces mature woodlands and attractive 
open scenery. It also provides important agricultural, forestry and related employment uses and opportunities for 
outdoor sport and recreation, including the Model Farm, Rowan’s Nursery and Brawlings Farm Riding Centre. The 
site is not served by any appropriate bus service and is too far to walk to either Little Chalfont or Gerrards Cross 
which are the nearest rail stations. Any development would be totally car-dependent with all the ramifications of 
increased vehicle congestion and resulting pollution. The ES site is bounded on three sides by narrow and dangerous 
country lanes which make it even more unsuitable for development. The north of the ES site should be retained in 
the green belt and Colne Valley Park with no development; the south of the site should be retained as an MDS in the 
Green Belt for care home/medical use.  The sheer size and scale of the development proposed in the consultation 
document is clearly excessive and could potentially double the number of dwellings in CSP.  The area identified for 
industrial development to the east of the A413 – The area referred to in the consultation document is within the 
Colne Valley Park and is identified as being a particularly important green space for biodiversity, wildlife and 
environmental priorities.  The proposal would cut across the lower part of the course at Gerrards Golf Club, 
including the Clubhouse, the Cricket Club and so make both clubs completely unviable.  It would further greatly 
reduce the sporting and recreational facilities in the local area and deny hundreds of members the enjoyment of 
playing golf and cricket in a beautiful part of the Misbourne valley. Such development within the Green Belt would 
be considered harmful to the principles of such a designation while conversely, the existing use is an acceptable use 
within the Green Belt and wholly appropriate in maintaining the openness of the Green Belt. The area is within the 
Green Belt and provides the important function of separating the built-up areas of CSP and Tatling End, Gerrards 
Cross and Denham. Proposed industrial development would be against the tenets of National Planning Policy 
Framework, namely: to check the unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas. The A413 forms a natural barrier for 
development. To build to the east of this would erode this barrier and facilitate yet more development in the future 
on the open space to the east, and be in direct contrast to yet another tenet of the National Planning Policy 
Framework: to prevent neighbouring towns from merging into one another.  The area outlined in the Consultation 
Document is in a flood plain.  The area is much valued by residents and visitors as a green corridor and to destroy it 
would inevitably lead to further industrialisation and amalgamation of separate and distinct developed areas.   
Providing industrial/commercial accommodation in the area is unnecessary for local employment reasons. For 
example, to the south of the proposed area for industrial development and adjacent to the A413 in CSP stands 
Chalfont Park which is currently occupied by three large office blocks. For several years now, a good proportion of 
these have remained unoccupied. One of the reasons often given for this being that the offices are located too far 
away from the centre of CSP and, more importantly, from the rail link at Gerrards Cross Station. 
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Rylands Farm, the land opposite Bulstrode Park, between the A40 and the Chiltern Railway Lane. This area is a fine 
example of attractive, open land, known to be rich in fauna and flora in the Green Belt. As far as can be ascertained 
from the Consultation Document, the only possible access to the area, should it be developed, is from Bull Lane (a 
narrow, twisty road already exceedingly busy with through traffic – especially at school run time) or, alternatively 
from the A40, the main trunk road into London. Access from the A40 would be very hazardous to road users and 
would contribute to massive delays to traffic using the A40 (at times this road is used by traffic from the west and 
east when the nearby M40 is closed because of road traffic accidents). 

Rep0595 
Mr Robert 
Wilson, Rep0601 
Mr Robert Wilson 
and Rep0602 
Mrs Lesley Wilson 

Q1 HEDNA comments:  In general there are many assumptions regarding the housing needs and assessment are 
frequently flawed or double counted or expressed with little or no comparative justification.  For example Figure 3: 
Full Objectively Assessed Need for Housing across Buckinghamshire 2013-33 An uplift of 752 households is applied 
to Chiltern with a reduction of 902 in neighbouring South Bucks. There is no logic to these vastly different numbers 
in adjoining districts and no explanation or justification is given. Indeed, for Buckinghamshire as a whole, the uplift is 
only 305 (0.74%) whilst that for Chiltern is 752 (16.5%). Variations of this magnitude are just not believable. There is 
no justification in applying this uplift and it should be reduced to 0.74% in line with the County average. 
Q4:  Chiltern District Council has granted planning permission for over 600 dwellings within Chalfont St Peter (CSP) 
over the last three years in line with the previous core strategy, these include the Holy Cross site, Newland Park and 
the Audley Homes development at the Epilepsy site.  This previous planning activity should be recognised and 
adjusted for by equally reducing the local plan numbers for CSP.  Objectives which protect the green belt and the 
AONB should be the priority. There is a duty to cooperate between districts and therefore development in 
neighbouring areas such as Aylesbury Vale District on land outside the green belt should be concentrated on. This is 
deliverable and would be in keeping with National Planning Policy Q5 and 6:  There are numerous potential 
development sites and opportunities in the neighbouring authorities of South Bucks, Wycombe and Aylesbury Vale, 
Dacorum and Three Rivers, which are more appropriate and NOT on Green Belt land or AONB.  CDC must argue for 
and consider developments that occur first in land which is not Green Belt or AONB.  There has been extensive 
development in Chalfont St Peter (holy Cross, Newland Park) as opposed to other settlements over the past three 
years and Chalfont St Peter is already the biggest village in the country. Any further development in Chalfont St 
Peter, particularly on the outskirts will lead to urban sprawl and will seek to merge settlements with adjoining 
settlements. Thus reducing the effectiveness of the Green Belt function by further encroaching on the countryside 
and reducing the availability of the land for agricultural, forestry and recreational activities.   CDC must make more 
efficient use of land in the existing built up areas (not the Green Belt) and possibly reallocate open space elsewhere 
in the District to the Green Belt for example Open space in Chalfont St Giles (Bowstridge Lane) could have limited 
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development as long as equivalent parts of the Green Belt are fully protected and maintained.  Brownfield sites 
should be developed as a first option wherever possible.  Any urban extensions of the main settlements in the 
District should be in our greater built up towns of Amersham and Chesham where greater elements of sustainability 
are present.   Limited extension should be made to areas such as Great Missenden, Prestwood and Chalfont St Giles 
as there are clear opportunities in these villages for development. The policy should capture and combine all of the 
above, but look to spread the developments throughout and across the Districts. Mill Meadow: CSP Area 1 - The 
area is a much used amenity facility which includes the Community Centre, a football club, recreation park, playing 
pitches (football and cricket), tennis courts, a scout headquarters and parish council offices. There are no areas 
within the centre of the village where any of these facilities could be relocated. The Chalfont St Peter C of E 
Academy, adjacent to Mill Meadow, does not have a playing field within the school grounds. The school currently 
uses Mill Meadow for physical education lessons on a daily basis and for team games, athletics and cross country 
activities. The school would be unable to deliver an effective curriculum if Mill Meadow is designated for 
development. The area is also a much used public facility with a Nature Reserve, Jubilee Garden and The Lady Gibb 
Millennium Wood and with the ability to walk alongside the Misbourne from the Village Centre, across Mill Meadow 
and through to Chalfont St Giles.  These amenities are simply irreplaceable due to the length of time taken for them 
to develop and their very position. Mill Meadow is on the flood plain. There is a serious risk of flooding. CSP Area 2 
in the Sustainability Appraisal document: - Development at this location will lead to loss of Green Belt. It will 
encroach on features such as, hedgerows and mixed farmland. There are a number of habitats present here 
including mature hedgerows, rough grassland etc all of which are essential characters that should remain as Green 
Belt and would be lost following any development. The area is clearly not sustainable for transport and other 
infrastructure deficit reasons. Where only car use would be feasible which would lead to increased congestion and 
pollution. Sewage and water supply large expansion here would lead to sewage issue further down the valley. 
A useful recreational social area is currently located on the site which is well frequented and provides much needed 
facilities for young people to socialise in. The Epilepsy Society site (“ES Site”): CSP Area 3 in the Sustainability 
Appraisal document:  -SA_Jan_16_options_with_Appendix_A.pdf found at: 
http://www.chiltern.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=7791&p=0 Firstly it is important to point out theat data in this 
report is Erroneous. This has been reported to the CDC planning office separately. The Pre-mitigation Assessment 
Matrix summary in Table 5.1 on document page 146 is wrong. It shows matrix content from other areas than those 
the table associates the data with. Data for GC1 is wrongly associated with CSP3 in this table.  
CSP area 3 is very large. Over half of the area is more than 400m from any bus stop. There are no better road routes 
to other areas ie it is the same as CSP area 2, where both areas have restricted access through small single lanes to 

http://www.chiltern.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=7791&p=0
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the Mill End housing estate and both feed the same congestion on the A413. The assessment made for Transport for 
area 3 has been assessed as a +, when clearly it should be a – CSP Area 3 is currently a Major Developed Site 
(“MDS”) within the green belt and there are already two new care home developments currently in progress. 
It provides important recreational facilities with nine football pitches plus a pavilion with toilets, showers and 
changing facilities which are used by more than 24 teams. Consider a line dividing the North and South of the area. 
The area to the south of Tate Road and Micholls Avenue has the current built up area (“ES South”) being one and 
the area to the north of that line including (for this purpose) comprises the Model Farm, Rowan’s nursery and 
Brawlings Farm. (“ES North”). ES North is within the Colne Valley Park and therefore deserves special protection. 
ES South is currently used for care home and medical facilities and should be retained as such. It is an ideal site to 
provide further care home and/or medical facilities for CSP.  The ES Site fulfils, as a whole, all five of the stated 
purposes of the green belt and in particular provides an important buffer between the settlements of Chalfont St 
Giles, Chalfont St Peter and Horn Hill. The ES Site contains important open views from Chesham Lane towards the 
Colne Valley Park. It provides important agricultural, forestry and related employment uses and opportunities for 
outdoor sport and recreation, including the Model Farm, Rowan’s Nursery and Brawlings Farm Riding Centre. 
It is inherently unsustainable, a fact that was established through the NSE planning inspectorate appeal case in June 
2005; it is not served by any appropriate bus service and is too far to walk to either Little Chalfont or Gerrards Cross 
which are the nearest rail stations. Any development therefore requires increased car dependency. The ES Site is 
bounded on three sides by narrow, unlit and dangerous country lanes, without pavements, which make it even 
more unsuitable for development. The ES North site should be retained in the green belt and Colne Valley Park with 
no development. ES South should be retained as an MDS in the green belt for medical/care home use. The sheer size 
of this proposed development site is clearly excessive and could potentially double the number of dwellings in CSP. 
Several local businesses use the ES site apart from the agricultural use. The ES Society is one of CSP’s largest 
employers. The area identified for industrial development to the east of the A413: The area is in The Colne Valley 
Park and is identified as being a particularly important green space for biodiversity and environmental priorities. The 
area is within the Green Belt and provides the important function of separating the built-up areas of CSP and Tatling 
End, Gerrards Cross and Denham.The A413 is a natural barrier for development. To build to the east of it would 
erode the barrier and facilitate yet more development in the future on the open space to the east. The area is in a 
flood plain. The area is valued by residents and visitors as a green corridor and to destroy it would inevitably lead to 
further industrialisation and amalgamation of separate and distinct developed areas. Q8: Developments of flats 
should generally be avoided and any affordable housing, the need for which is considerably overstated, should be 
built in town’s centres or within walking distance of a railway or tube station and never on the edge of villages or in 
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the Green Belt Q9: Traveller’s sites should not be concentrated in Chalfont St Peter but dispersed more evenly 
throughout the District Q16: Chalfont St Peter has an inadequate drainage system. No further significant 
development should take place in CSP without a major re-construction of the sewage system. If the Newland Park 
development proceeds, road and utilities need to be urgently improved. Schooling remains a problem made worse 
by CDC’s highly questionable decision to allow the Holy Cross to close. Allocating educational land for housing 
increases the shortage of school places in Chalfont St Peter already incapable of sustaining planned developments. 
Proper provision for school places needs to be considered as there is no room for further expansion at the 
Community College and there are clear site restrictions at the Academy school. Q17: The Green Belt is seriously 
under attack and seen as an easy target for development. This must be avoided at all costs to aid biodiversity, 
encourage wildlife, decrease pollution and reduce the effects of climate change for future generations. Major 
Developed Sites that are currently in the Green Belt should remain in the Green Belt and the Core Strategy policies 
adopted in relation to these areas should be maintained. It should be a condition of any redevelopment of Green 
Belt sites that current use and scale of the site is maintained. In particular the Epilepsy Society site in Chesham Lane 
where building on that site should be allied to care home and medical use only with no loss of Green Belt area. 
Importantly retaining playing fields and maintaining green open space on that site. Similarly any redevelopment of 
Newlands Park must bear in mind well defined sustainability issues. Redundant buildings on developed Green Belt 
should be redeveloped appropriately in accordance with the previous policies on that site, and with no greater 
footprint than at present. It is crucial to maintain the character and openness of the entire development. The Local 
Plan should disperse housing sensibly throughout the District with affordable housing in appropriate places and 
housing required only to meet established local needs. The London (Metropolitan) Green Belt performs a crucial 
function, especially in Chalfont St Peter where CDC should protected the Green Belt further by specifically allocating 
policies to maintain and invest in it despite any pressure it may be under. Generally any developments should be 
focused on Brownfield sites and town centres as a result 
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Rep0597 
Mr Ian Spector 

It is hard to imagine a less appropriate piece of land to be considered by CDC for future development. The land 
includes some of the most beautiful old woodlands and rolling pastures in the county in a compact and accessible 
parcel of land. This land is entrusted to us for future generations and it is not for each generation to nibble away 
until it is all gone. I walk my dogs on this land on a daily basis and know this to be a well used and well loved oasis on 
the edge of the town.  The development on Blackwell Stubbs is particularly mystifying as it consists of a steep ravine 
with no access but affords a large number of houses a priceless amenity. As someone who uses all the land in 
question all year round I know the area to be rich in wildlife including owls, badgers, foxes and red kites. I am not 
blind to the need for additional housing and a more appropriate response to the need would consider the 
techniques of new urbanism allowing for higher population densities in existing developed land. Building one and 
two storey detached houses on greenbelt land will provide scant relief on housing pressure but culturally impoverish 
Amersham forever. 

  

Rep0598 
Mr Alexander 
Wilson 

Q4: The main objectives should protect the Green Belt and the AONB, this should be a priority.  Chiltern District 
Council has already granted planning permission for over 600 buildings within Chalfont St Peter (CSP) over the last 3 
years. The number of dwellings granted in this previous planning activity should be removed from number 
requirements for CSP in the latest the local plan. Q5 and 6:  Development site opportunities in South Bucks, 
Wycombe and Aylesbury Vale, Dacorum and Three Rivers, which are NOT on Green Belt land or AONB should be 
concentrated on first. Any urban extensions of the main settlements in the District should be in our greater built up 
towns of Amersham and Chesham due to them clearly being more sustainable.  CDC must in the first instance 
consider developments which is not on Green Belt or AONB. Chalfont St Peter is already the biggest village in the 
country and there is no justification for increasing it's size disproportionately to surrounding areas as the HEDNA 
numbers suggest. Any development on the outskirts of CSP will become urban sprawl and will begin to merge 
settlements, reducing the effectiveness of the Green Belt function. The Green Belt remains essential land for 
agricultural, forestry and recreational activities.  Brownfield sites should be re-used and further developed as a first 
option wherever possible. The policy should look to spread the developments throughout and across the Districts. 
Comments on areas in Chalfont St Peter: Mill Meadow: CSP Area 1 - Why is this area even being considered? A cynic 
may say that it is a token submission that will "generously" be taken out of the plan to show "fairness" when CDC 
attacks a more favoured site. It is on the flood plain where there is a serious risk of flooding. The area includes a 
football club, recreation park, playing pitches (football and cricket), tennis courts, a scout headquarters, the 
Community Centre, and parish council offices and fields that are used by The Chalfont St Peter C of E Academy 
CSP Area 2 (Winkers Farm etc):  I will simply echo views that I agree with that are made evident in the Sustainability 
Appraisal evidence document.  Development at this location will lead to loss of Green Belt and encroach on features 
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such as, hedgerows and mixed farmland.  There are a number of habitats present that would be lost following any 
development, including mature hedgerows, rough grassland etc all of which are essential characters that should 
remain as Green Belt. The area is not sustainable for transport. Meaning that car use would be the only practical 
transport option which would lead to increased congestion and pollution. Sewage and water supply large expansion 
here would add to the sewage problems frequently encountered further down the valley. 
The Epilepsy Society site (ES): CSP Area 3 - CSP area 3 is huge in comparison to the others in CSP. Most of the area is 
more than 400m from the only bus stop which is a very infrequent service. Roads to other areas are no different to 
those shared with CSP area 2. Both areas have restricted access through small single lanes to the Mill End housing 
estate and both feed the same congestion on the A413.  It has been pointed out to me that for some reason CSP 
Area 3 has been judged for Transport as a plus (+) in the sustainability appraisal and CSP area 2 a minus (-). This is 
totally inconsistent and wrong.  CSP Area 3 provides recreational facilities with 9 football pitches, a pavilion with 
toilets, showers and changing facilities which are used by more than 24 teams. The ES Site fulfils all five of the stated 
purposes of the Green Belt and in particular provides an important buffer between the settlements of Chalfont St 
Giles, Chalfont St Peter and Horn Hill, whilst retaining important open views from Chesham Lane towards the Colne 
Valley Park. It provides important agricultural, forestry and related employment uses including the Model Farm, 
Rowan’s Nursery and Brawlings Farm Riding Centre.  It is an unsustainable site, the extent of the area proposed is 
not served by any appropriate bus service and it is too far to walk to either Little Chalfont or Gerrards Cross which 
are the nearest rail stations. Any development therefore requires increased car dependency and since the ES Site is 
bounded on three sides by narrow, unlit and dangerous country lanes, without pavements, it makes it even more 
unsuitable for development. Site adjacent to the A413:  The area is in a flood plain.  This area is in The Colne Valley 
Park and is identified as being a particularly important green space for biodiversity and environmental priorities. The 
area is within the Green Belt and provides the important function of separating the built-up areas of CSP and Tatling 
End, Gerrards Cross and Denham.The A413 is a natural barrier for development. Q8: Developments of flats or high 
rises should if possible be avoided and any affordable housing should be built in town’s centres, within walking 
distance of a railway or tube station. Certainly never on the edge of villages or in the Green Belt. Q9: Traveller’s sites 
should not be concentrated in Chalfont St Peter (there are too many already) but should fairly be dispersed more 
evenly throughout the wider District. Q16: Chalfont St Peter drainage system is a joke. No further significant 
development should take place in CSP without a major re-construction of the sewage system. There is a shortage of 
school places in CSP. Proper provision for school places needs to be considered as there is no room for further 
expansion at the Community College, which is used by many out of area pupils and there are clear site restrictions at 
the Academy school. 
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Q17: Green Belt development must be avoided at all costs. The Green Belt performs a crucial function it aids 
biodiversity, encourage wildlife, decrease pollution and reduce the effects of climate change for future generations. 
This is especially important in CSP where CDC should protected the Green Belt further by setting policies to maintain 
it despite government pressures. Any developments should be focused on Brownfield sites and town centres. 
It should be a condition of any redevelopment of Green Belt sites that current use and scale of the site is 
maintained. In particular the Epilepsy Society site where building should be restricted to care home and medical use 
only with no loss of Green Belt area.  Major Developed Sites such as the ES that are currently in the Green Belt 
should remain in the Green Belt and the Core Strategy policies adopted in relation to these areas should be 
maintained. Any redevelopment of Newlands Park must bear in mind well documented sustainability issues. 
Redundant buildings on developed Green Belt should be redeveloped appropriately in accordance with the previous 
policies on that site, and with no greater footprint than at present. It is crucial to maintain the character and 
openness of the entire development. The Local Plan should disperse housing sensibly throughout the District with 
affordable housing in appropriate places and housing required only to meet established local needs. 

Rep0599 
Mr Thomas 
Whistler and 
Rep0600 
Mrs Irene 
Whistler 

Q1 HEDNA comments:  This document is very complicated and insufficient time has been given to take it all in. 
However the number of additional houses being proposed for the Chiltern District appear to be very high compared 
to adjacent Districts. There is no obvious justification for this in the document and as such I question its validity. Any 
increase in percentages etc should be distributed fairly in line with the stated County averages. Q4:  There has 
already been approval given for 600 dwellings within Chalfont St Peter over the last few years. This number should 
be used to reduce the ongoing demand for Chalfont St Peter. It is very important to maintain and invest in the Green 
Belt and therefore this and the AONB should be high priority. Q5 and 6:  Chalfont St Peter is the biggest village in the 
country and other areas such as South Bucks, Aylesbury Vale, Dacorum and Three Rivers etc appear to have many 
potential development sites that are not in Green Belt. These should be considered for development first.  
Development on the outskirts of Chalfont St Peter leads to urban sprawl and will merge settlements with adjoining 
settlements. The effectiveness of the Green Belt which provides amenity, agricultural, forestry and recreational 
activities will be reduced as a result.  CDC must make a bigger case to use land in the existing built up areas (Outside 
of the Green Belt), especially Brownfield sites which should be developed as a first option. If town extensions are to 
be made they should be in greater built up areas such as Amersham and Chesham where they are obviously more 
sustainable areas. The policy should be to spread the developments throughout and across the Districts. The Mill 
Meadow area is on a flood plain, has school playing fields and allotments there as well as recreational facilities 
including the football club. Where would these move to? or would they be lost. They are irreplaceable and it is not 
right to consider this area. 
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The Epilepsy Society - Why has this area become under attack again? A few years back a Planning Inspectors enquiry 
concluded the area was unsustainble for development. It has only got worse since more buildings have been 
allowed on the site. It is nowhere near a train station, there are no serious buses to speak of and the traffic is 
terrible at busy times due to the very small streets that are unlit and without pavements (at least many of them 
are.). The A413 congestion is terrible and the pollution is getting worse. This area provides beautiful scenery and 
walks for me and my wife to enjoy with our friends. It provides lovely open spaces that separates the villages of St 
Peter, St Giles and Horn Hill. This is what the Green Belt is about! Also it has lovely forests and hedgerows with a 
diverse set of wildlife. I watch kids playing football on the site occasionally too. This site should be maintained as 
Green Belt space and not have any further development on it. Although I was against the development, the care 
homes now look great and the addition of the old folks houses is nice too. That said they are well spaced out and 
there is nice green spaces around them,. Any further development on this site should be restricted to care homes on 
the same footprint size, or medical facilities and not housing. What would happen to the businesses that operate on 
the site? Surely they must be protected too. The area next to the A413 is also in Green Belt and the Colne Valley 
Park and it provides an important function of separating the built-up areas of Chalfont St Peter and Gerrards Cross 
to Tatling End and Denham. The area is in on a flood plain too. Q8: Developments of high rise flats should be 
avoided as they look horrible and impact the beauty of the area. Affordable housing is needed but it should be built 
in town’s centres near to bus routes or walking distance to a train station. Certainly not on the edge of villages and 
especial not in the Green Belt. Q9: There are too many Traveller’s sites in Chalfont St Peter and they are forever 
using the A413 to race their horse and buggies! Any further areas for them to live should be allocated more evenly 
across the Districts Q16:  Chalfont St Peter is known for its floods and bad sewage system. This surely has to be 
considered and improved if any further developments are considered.  Schools are full to bursting and being used by 
many outside the area. This infrastructure along with doctors surgeries etc needs to be addressed to cater for any 
more people moving into the area in the future. Q17:  Why are you always after the The Green Belt? It seems to be 
attacked constantly. It performs a crucial function, especially in Chalfont St Peter where it fulfils all of the test for the 
Green Belt. The council should protected it further by allocating policies to maintain and invest in it despite any 
pressure from the government that they may be under. When redevelopment happens on Green Belt it should be of 
the same size and character. Generally any developments should be on Brownfield sites and town centres and not 
on Green Belt 
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Rep0603 
Mr & Mrs Paul 
and Elaine 
Bollinghaus 

We write to object to any plan that reduces the area of Green Belt in the Little Chalfont area.  We have lived in Little 
Chalfont since 1979, and  in those 37 years have seen it become progressively less rural and progressively over-
developed. The Green Belt was originally created to be a constraint on building for a good reason:  to preserve the 
integrity of rural areas against a threat of encroachment and the  subsequent destruction of the environment.  
While we understand the need for housing and the pressure on councils  to provide this, Little Chalfont has already 
provided more than its fair share of building land recently. 253 homes have been built in Bell Lane, and at present 45 
dwellings are being built on the “donkey field” behind our own house, Loudhams,  in Burtons Lane on a site that was 
once considered by the Dept of the Environment to be  a “rural window” which should not be built upon.  We 
consider the local infrastructure is already under enormous pressure with the above new developments. Traffic 
down Burtons Lane, for example, is heavy, particularly in the morning rush hour when it is used as a rat run to the 
M25 Junction 17, and local parking to visit the shops is becoming impossible .  We reiterate our objection to any  
Green Belt land being released. 

 The Local Plan will need to 
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implications for individual 
settlements.  

Rep0604 
Ms Charlotte 
Debono 

I am writing to bring your attention, to how valuable Great Missenden Garage is and has been to myself and my 
family. I have no knowledge about cars so if something goes wrong with my car I would not know what to do. As a 
young female it can be intimidating going into a car garage and asking for help but this is far from the case with 
Great Missenden Garage. I always feel at ease knowing that any issue big or small they will always be willing to help 
me out. Both my partner and my brother have had major issues with there cars and the garage has been excellent 
with helping them get their cars back on the road.  Furthermore the village thrives through businesses like this one, 
which are family run, who deeply support and care for there customers. It would be a huge shame to see it be 
replaced by housing. 

  

Rep0605 
Mrs Susan Amos 

Chalfont St Peter (CSP) has had its fair share of new development. CDC has already granted planning permission for 
over 600 dwellings within CSP, these include the Holy Cross site, Newland Park and the Audley Homes development 
at the Epilepsy site.  In the first three years of the previous Core Strategy (intended to run until 2026) CSP has 
already taken significantly more than its fair allocation and provides the largest single percentage of the 
development proposed for Chiltern District as a whole.  Mill Meadow  • The area is a much used amenity facility 
which includes the Community Centre, a football club, recreation park, playing pitches (football and cricket), tennis 
courts, a scout headquarters and parish council offices.  There are no areas within the centre of the village where 
any of these facilities could be relocated.  • The Chalfont St Peter C of E Academy, adjacent to Mill Meadow, does 
not have a playing field within the school grounds. The school currently uses Mill Meadow for physical education 
lessons on a daily basis and for team games, athletics and cross country activities. The school would be unable to 
deliver an effective curriculum if Mill Meadow is designated for development. • The area is also a much used public 
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facility with a Nature Reserve, Jubilee Garden and The Lady Gibb Millennium Wood and with the ability to walk 
alongside the Misbourne from the Village Centre, across Mill Meadow and through to Chalfont St Giles.  These 
amenities are simply irreplaceable due to the length of time taken for them to develop and their very position.   
The Epilepsy Society site (“ES  Site”) • This is currently a Major Developed Site (“MDS”) within the green belt, is the 
home of the Epilepsy Society, and provides two new care home developments as well as important recreational 
facilities with nine football pitches plus a pavilion with toilets, showers and changing facilities which are used by 
more than 24 teams. • The ES Site could notionally be divided into two parts.  The area to the south of Tate Road 
and Micholls road  (extended towards the long established and well used track from Tate Road to Skippings Farm)  
lies the current built up area (“ES South”) and the  area to the north of that line including (for this purpose) 
comprises the Model Farm, Rowan’s nursery  and Brawlings Farm.  (“ES North”) • ES North is within the Colne Valley 
Park and therefore deserves special protection in any event as part of that park.  ES South is currently used for care 
home and medical facilities and should be retained as such. It is an ideal site to provide further care home and/or 
medical facilities for CSP. • The ES Site fulfils, as a whole, all five of the stated purposes of the green belt and in 
particular provides an important buffer between the settlements of Chalfont St Giles, Chalfont St Peter and Horn 
Hill.  The ES Site contains important open views from Chesham Lane towards the Colne Valley Park.  It provides 
important agricultural, forestry and related employment uses and opportunities for outdoor sport and recreation, 
including the Model Farm, Rowan’s Nursery and Brawlings Farm Riding Centre.   • It is inherently unsustainable; it is 
not served by any appropriate bus service and is too far to walk to either Little Chalfont or Gerrards Cross which are 
the nearest rail stations.  Any development is car dependent.   • The ES Site is bounded on three sides by narrow 
and dangerous country lanes which make it even more unsuitable for development.  • A natural boundary between 
ES South and ES North is easily defensible (excluding the playing fields which is identified as green open space in the 
Neighbourhood Plan). The ES North site should be retained in the green belt and Colne Valley Park with no 
development.   ES South should be retained as an MDS in the green belt for medical/care home use.  • The sheer 
size of this proposed development site is clearly excessive and could potentially double the number of dwellings in 
CSP.  • Several local businesses use the ES site apart from the agricultural use.  The ES Society is one of CSP’s largest 
employers. 

Rep0606 
Mr Philip 
Cummings 

Chiltern District Council has to provide 7300 extra homes over the coming years. Yet Little Chalfont has already 
taken its fair share over the past years. Between 2006 & 2014, Little Chalfont has had over 300 homes built or 
seeking to be built and that equates to 12.4% increase, somewhat more in percentage terms when compared with 
our neighbouring towns & villages which have had less than 8%. So I think we have had our fair share for a while.   
I don’t believe any Green Belt land or any land designated as AONB should be used for housing or buildings or 
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industrial sites, but should remain unspoilt for the original purpose as designated back in 1954. The Chiltern’s has 
some of the most beautiful countryside that is admired and used by so many. I myself do much walking in the area 
and many walkers come into the area from miles around to enjoy the thankfully much unspoilt green areas and 
Ancient woodlands. Let's keep it that way. So we and generations to come can also enjoy. Also the heritage of our 
sites and places should be kept for the same reason. Just about every week I walk in the Little Chalfont countryside 
where these proposals are suggesting possible building (in particular, parcels 22b,14b & 28), i.e. the field west of 
Stoney Lane presently grazing livestock and either side of the A404 just pass Stoney Lane and Lodge Lane. I often 
walk with others along the ridge known as Lady Ann’s Walk and enjoy the views. However I can see if building goes 
ahead as proposed we will see Upper parts of buildings. Not a pleasant thought. Also by building on any of the 
Green belt land and AONB you are hindering the Flora and Fauna of the countryside. Also are any footpaths in 
existence going to remain? We have villages, namely Chenies and Little Chalfont. Let’s keep them just that. And not 
merge Chenies into Little Chalfont into Amersham into Chesham. Which from your proposed infilling and the way 
areas of Green Belt are being segmented into parcels is likely to do just that. The Green belt and AONB is already 
under threat from HS2. We don’t need the housing plan adding to the threat. I have no objections to infilling sites 
that have become derelict or unused such as that in Little Chalfont between VW garage & the shops or more 
efficient use of land already within built up areas subject to the correct planning rules taking into account the impact 
of roads, schools and other infrastructure. With ref to Question 4, I can agree with the approach of joint plan and 
indeed you seem to have highlighted many of my and no doubt the communities’ fears and thoughts. I could agree 
to some extensions of main settlements but the infrastructure would have to be there such as impact of extra traffic 
on A404 & A413 etc. Plus where are any extra schools and health facilities etc. going to go. Once again, keep in mind 
that Little Chalfont has already taken its fair share of housing 12% over the past few years. Far more than other 
nearby towns & villages. But I don’t agree to building on the Green belt or AONB. Let’s not forget too that it puts 
more strain on roads, trains, schools, Health facilities and more waste and rubbish will be generated.  
With ref to Question 5, The Spatial and Strategy options I would agree with would be,  a)making more efficient use 
of land within the built up areas, and possibly e) potential expansion of nearby settlements outside the district. 
Depending on any details.  If you have to provide for Gypsies and travellers, then in answer to Question 9, I would 
agree with para 6.2 a),b) and c) only. Infill existing traveller sites 

implications for individual 
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Rep0607 
Mr Andrew 
Stamford-Smith 

I would like to confirm my objection to any plans to extend Little Chalfont in any direction for Residential or 
Industrial/Employment Development.  My reasons are related to:  1. The Green Belt is highly prized and used 
extensively in this area for recreational purposes e.g. walking, cycling and horse-riding  2. The Green Belt was 
created for good reason as a constraint to building development.  It is not a 'bank reserve' for building land 
3. Much of the area round Little Chalfont is an Area Of Outstanding Natural Beauty being on the edge of the 
Chilterns   4. Our infrastructure could not support new housing estates which put excessive pressure on schools, 
parking and other essentials.  Traffic on the A404 is already excessive and during peak times comes to a standstill on 
the outskirts of Chorleywood and then is solid all the way to the M25 junction 

  

Rep0608 
Mr James 
Vallance 
Chairman 
Chalfont Park 
Sports 
Association Ltd 
(Chalfont St Peter 
Cricket Club) 

This response is in relation to the consultation relating to the local plan for development in Chalfont St Peter. 
Chalfont St Peter (CSP) has had its share of new development.  CDC has already granted planning permission for 
over 600 dwellings within CSP, these include the Holy Cross site, Newland Park and the Audley Homes development 
at the Epilepsy site.  In the first three years of the previous Core Strategy (intended to run until 2026) CSP has 
already taken significantly more than its fair allocation and provides the largest single percentage of the 
development proposed for the Chiltern district as a whole.   There is a known drainage issue in CSP, particularly with 
open raw sewerage backing up in the centre of the village.  Additional developments of the scale proposed are 
simply not possible with the current infrastructure. Development should be concentrated towards the centre rather 
than the fringes of towns and villages to be in line with green belt principles that brownfield sits should be 
developed first, along with sites closes to train, tube and bus services.  CSP has no train or tube station, and bus 
services are very limited.  All schools within Chalfont St Peter are at or very nearly at, capacity.  They will be unable 
to accommodate children from the developments already scheduled within the Parish.  At secondary age, the 
Grammar schools are also full meaning that children have to travel further to reach their school and relationships 
with friends are broken.  Many other parts of the District are significantly more sustainable and appropriate for 
development. Green Belt land is intended to provide a separation between settlements, and assist in the 
regeneration of derelict or brown field sites rather than utilising green belt land.  The proposals are focussed on 
removing green belt land rather than building on currently utilised land.  Much of the land within CSP that is being 
considered for development is currently used for recreation, particularly for children, and if development were to 
occur the demand for such open space would increase but the ability to service that demand will have been reduced 
in the area.  In addition to the recreational usage of land, much of the land being considered is farmland – another 
deemed benefit of green belt land. 1. Mill Meadow:  a. The area is a much used amenity facility which includes the 
Community Centre, a football club, recreation park, sports pitches, tennis courts, a scout headquarters, allotments 
and parish council offices.  There are no areas within the centre of the village where any of these facilities could be 

 The Local Plan will need to 
identify sustainable 
development options to meet 
needs taking into account the 
scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements.  



Classification: OFFICIAL 
 

318 
 
Classification: OFFICIAL 

Name Summary of Representation 
Council Response (see also 

Volume 1 for generic response) 

relocated.  b. The Chalfont St Peter Academy, adjacent to Mill Meadow, has not sports field of its own and uses the 
Meadow for daily sports lessons (team games, athletics, cross country etc).  The school would be unable to deliver 
an effective curriculum if Mill Meadow is designated for development. c. The area is also a much used public facility 
with Nature Reserve, gardens, woods and walks along the Misbourne to Chalfont St Giles and beyond.  These 
facilities could not be replaced due to both the time taken to develop them and their position. d. Mill Meadow is on 
the flood plain and regularly floods during the winter.  If there was further development the risk of flooding in both 
the immediate area and down-stream would be substantially increased. 2. The Epilepsy Society site (ESS):  a. This is 
currently a Major Developed Site (MDS) within the greenbelt, that is the home of the Epilepsy Society, provides two 
new care home developments plus important recreational facilities with nine football pitches plus a pavilion with 
toilets, showers and changing facilities which are used by more than 24 teams, most of which are for local children. 
b. The ESS could notionally be divided into two parts.  The area to the south of Tate Road and Micholls Road 
(extended towards the long established and well used track from Tate Road to Skippings Farm) lies the current built 
up area (ESS South) and the  area to the north of that line including (for this purpose) comprises the Model Farm, 
Rowan’s nursery  and Brawlings Farm.  (ESS North) c. ESS North is within the Colne Valley Park and therefore 
deserves special protection in any event as part of that park.  ESS South is currently used for care home and medical 
facilities and should be retained as such. It is an ideal site to provide further care home and/or medical facilities for 
CSP. d. The ESS Site fulfils, as a whole, all five of the stated purposes of the green belt and in particular provides an 
important buffer between the settlements of Chalfont St Giles, Chalfont St Peter and Horn Hill.  The ES Site contains 
important open views from Chesham Lane towards the Colne Valley Park.  It provides important agricultural, 
forestry and related employment uses and opportunities for outdoor sport and recreation, including the Model 
Farm, Rowan’s Nursery and Brawlings Farm Riding Centre.  e. It is inherently unsustainable; it is not served by any 
appropriate bus service and is too far to walk to either Little Chalfont or Gerrards Cross which are the nearest rail 
stations.  Any development is car dependent.   f. The ESS Site is bounded on three sides by narrow country lanes 
that require passing places for traffic; which make it even more unsuitable for development.  g. A natural boundary 
between ESS South and ESS North is easily defensible (excluding the playing fields which is identified as green open 
space in the Neighbourhood Plan). The ESS North site should be retained in the green belt and Colne Valley Park 
with no development.   ESS South should be retained as an MDS in the green belt for medical/care home use.   h.
 The sheer size of this proposed development site is clearly excessive and could potentially double the 
number of dwellings in CSP.  i. Several local businesses use the ESS site apart from the agricultural use.  The ESS 
Society is one of CSP’s largest employers. 3.The area identified for industrial development to the east of the A413 - 
a. The area is in The Colne Valley Park and is identified as being a particularly important green space for 
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biodiversity and environmental priorities. b. It contains both the village Chalfont St Peter cricket club and the 
Golf Club. The area is within the Green Belt and provides the important function of separating the built-up areas of 
CSP and Tatling End, Gerrards Cross and Denham.   c. The cricket club provides facilities for sport for each of the 
local schools’ children to play cricket having upto 150 junior players and also regularly fields 3 adult teams in local 
leagues and friendly matches.  In addition, the facilities are used by schools and local businesses for cricket and by 
residents for social functions.  There is no alternative site for the club to be relocated within the village.  d. The 
A413 is a natural barrier for development. To build to the east of it would erode the barrier and facilitate yet more 
development in the future on the open space to the east. e. The area is in a flood plain, and though it does not 
have a history of flooding the very high water table suggests it would be susceptible to flooding if development up-
stream were to increase water flow. f. The area is valued by residents and visitors as a green corridor and to 
destroy it would inevitably lead to further industrialisation and amalgamation of separate and distinct developed 
areas.   g. The parkland area of the cricket club and golf club was originally designed by Capability Brown, and 
also contains Chalfont House so also has historical significance.   h. The area is outlined for employment use.  
The existing offices on this site are not fully let suggesting there is a limit to the demand for similar usage in this 
location. 
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Rep0609 
 Nilesh Pandya 

As a resident of Loudhams Wood Lane, which is in the heart of Little Chalfont Village despite having the Chalfont St 
Giles postal address, I am writing to oppose the proposals for redevelopment in and around Little Chalfont, including 
those for the former golf course.   Before considering the problems of any further developments in and around the 
village of Little Chalfont, my first issue is the fact that the proposals are even considering any development on green 
belt land.  Planning guidelines state “The fundamental aim of Green Belt policy is to prevent urban sprawl by 
keeping land permanently open; the essential characteristics of Green Belts are their openness and their 
permanence”.  A fundamental principle is the permanence, which you are looking to breach.  You should only be 
even looking at green belt land after all non-green belt land has been exhausted – this is definitely not the case in 
the south east let alone the whole of England.  The guidelines also refer to the importance of green belt to avoid 
towns merging, which your proposals are impacting by their proximity to Chorleywood.  Indeed, rather than 
“safeguarding the countryside from encroachment” you are planning to drive further and faster the “unrestricted 
sprawl of large built up areas”, in direct contravention to the guidelines?   Focussing now on the issues with any 
further major development in and around the village of Little Chalfont.  The primary concern I have is based on the 
impact we have already experienced to the local infrastructure from recent redevelopments.  We have seen a sharp 
increase in the volumes of traffic on the A404 passing through Little Chalfont Village.  The roads are effectively 
gridlocked through to Amersham during peak times.  This has an impact on the side roads which have become “rat 
runs” through to Chorleywood, Amersham and Chesham, for example Burton’s Lane, Elizabeth Avenue, Bell Lane 
and Cokes Lane.  These roads and those surrounding them house many families, and children are increasingly being 
put at risk of road accidents as a result.  Further development will simply mean that the main roads will become 
more congested, and the cut-throughs become even more dangerous for local school children.  The rail network is 
similarly suffering from excessive demand.  As recently as five years ago, it was normal to be able to get a seat on a 
train for the forty minute journey into and out of Baker Street.  Today, unless you jostle, you are likely to have to 
stand.  For those less able to jostle, such as pregnant women and the elderly, they have to rely on the goodwill of 
fellow passengers for a seat.  Most of the local residents chose village life to get away from such issues.  Your 
proposals will only make this problem much worse.  As an aside, many of these commuters park at the station, 
which itself further exacerbates the existing traffic issues referred to above.  Staying on infrastructure, it is clear that 
any residents living in new developments at the edges of the village will need to use the shops and services in the 
village.  Parking in the village is already close to impossible.  Queues of cars waiting for parking spaces stretch 
around the shops, which causes traffic congestion.  Many cars are parked illegally on single and double yellow lines, 
because of the lack of parking, but this is very dangerous for pedestrians and a major risk for accidents.  More 
developments will simply make matters worse, increasing risks to local residents. The consequential impact of more 
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cars in Little Chalfont is increased pollution.  Most of the people that choose to live in Little Chalfont do so for the 
peace, tranquillity and road safety – that means we have a large proportion of elderly residents and young families 
with children.  The elderly and young children are most liable to suffer adverse reactions from increased air 
pollution.   Clearly, increased pollution will also have a detrimental effect to surrounding wildlife.  We are fortunate 
around the village of Little Chalfont to have Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB).  These AONB areas are the 
very reason that most of us choose to live in the village, for the green open spaces, the plant and the wildlife.  It is a 
duty of the Council to protect such areas, not to destroy them.  You will know that this wildlife in and around the 
AONB is endangered by the air and noise pollution associated with cars.  Noise can have a detrimental effect on wild 
animals, increasing the risk of death and interfering the use of the sounds in communication, especially in relation to 
reproduction and in navigation. An impact of noise on wild animal life is the reduction of usable habitat that noisy 
areas may cause.   Toxic pollutants in the air, or deposited on soils or surface waters, can impact wildlife in a number 
of ways. Like humans, animals can experience health problems if they are exposed to sufficient concentrations of air 
toxics over time. Air toxics contribute to birth defects, reproductive failure, and disease in animals.  Finally, there is 
the issue of pressures on schooling, doctors and dentists which are all already over-stretched.  Entry to local schools 
such as Little Chalfont Primary is becoming harder and harder, which means that more families are forced to take 
(by car, driving further the above issues) their children away from the local community, significantly impacting rural 
village life. Additionally, getting access to local doctors and dentists is becoming increasingly difficult.  More people 
means that this is stretched beyond breaking point. I appreciate the need for more housing.  However, a decision to 
push forward with the proposals for redevelopment in Little Chalfont is a statement that you have no regard for the 
green belt, for AONB, for nature and the environment, and for the impact on village way of life.  Further, it would 
demonstrate that you have complete disregard for the health, safety and general well-being of the local residents, 
particularly the many young and elderly who will be impacted more than most by the increased pollution and traffic, 
but that you have greater regard for the financial benefits you accrue by driving redevelopment.  Please 
demonstrate the opposite and show that you do care, by tearing up these proposals for redevelopment on green 
belt land in Little Chalfont village. 

Rep0610 
Mr Patrick 
Hudgell 

I have heard about the proposal to use various areas of green belt around Amersham and Little Chalfont for housing 
and I am writing to say that I am totally against this proposal. The green belt was designated as such for very good 
reason and it should most definitely remain free from development. Both Amersham and Little Chalfont are already 
suffering congestion and any development in these areas would lead to excessive demands on what is already an 
overstretched local infrastructure. 
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Rep0611 
Mrs Kate Nash 

As a resident and homeowner in Little Chalfont I am completely opposed to CDC plans for development of the Little 
Chalfont area.  Green belt land refers to an area that is kept in reserve for an open space, most often around larger 
cities. The main purpose of the green belt policy is to protect the land around larger urban centres from urban 
sprawl, and maintain the designated area for forestry and agriculture as well as to provide habitat to wildlife. 
Green belt offers a number of benefits for both urban and rural population. By preventing the urban sprawl, it helps 
protect agricultural activities and the unique character of rural communities. Urban population, on the other hand, 
is provided an access to an open space which offers opportunities for outdoor activities and an access to clean air.   
Little Chalfont is a village surrounded by designated green belt areas, and area of outstanding natural beauty. The 
proposed phase on developments sites to the surrounding sites of our village will have a detrimental effect on this 
designated green belt.  The infrastructure of the viilage will not be able to cope with the additional residential plans, 
or the plans for commercial development. Recent years have seen the development of the Sawmills site on Bell 
Lane. This has already put a huge strain on the parking and on the ammenities available to residents of the village.   
Waiting times for appointment at the the doctors surgery have increased dramatically, with sometimes a waiting 
time of two weeks .   Little Chalfont Primary school being a one form entry school ahs seen a huge rise in 
applications for reception places with over 120 apllications for 30 reception places. This has had a severe impact on 
the catchment area of the school with it only going as far as 0.25 for a mile for non sibling entries.  Parking and 
services within the village a another factor to consider with many of the residents roads adjacent and within walking 
distance of both the train from Chalfont & Latimer station being used by commuters as the carpark is full. Some of 
these commuters have no regard for the safety of residents living on the streets, children walking to school or other 
road users, examples can be seen of cars blocking driveway, parking on junctions and speeding along Chalfont 
Avenue. In conjunction to this the parking available for residents wanting to use the shops and services in Little 
Chalfont is already under severe strain, how will this be resolved with additional housing planned for the village.   
In addition to this there is the issue of the volume of new commuters to London coming into the area, will Chiltern 
railways be  adding addituonal livery to their already full commuter trains. Residents at Little Chalfont are already 
finding themselves having to stand all the way into London as there is little chance of getting at seat on the trains 
travelling into London at peak commuter times. The road infrastructure within the village will also be put under 
severe strain as the A404 is the only main raod taking commuters through the Chilterns. Additional traffic to the 
area will impact the congestion on the roads forcing residential streets in the area to become rat runs for people 
looking to cut through the village.  Large areas of the greenbelt area will also have to address the issues associated 
with water and waste managements sites to service this huge residential development plan.  It appears that Little 
Chalfont has been ear marked for a huge proportion of the  CDC plans for additional housing , the council appears to 
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have ear marked this village to fight one fight rather than looking to evenly distribute housing and developments 
across the wider county. completely changing the nature of the village and disregarding the allocated green belt and 
the reasons for its existence to stop urban sprawl and  provide wide open spaces outside of urban conurbations. 

Rep0612 
Mr Gerald 
McGrath 

This response is in relation to the consultation relating to the local plan for development in Chalfont St Peter. 
Chalfont St Peter (CSP) has had its share of new development.  CDC has already granted planning permission for 
over 600 dwellings within the village including the Holy Cross site, Newland Park and the Audley Homes 
development at the Epilepsy site.  In the first three years of the previous Core Strategy (intended to run until 2026) 
CSP has already taken significantly more than its fair allocation and provides the largest single percentage of the 
development proposed for the Chiltern district as a whole.  There is a known drainage issue in CSP, particularly with 
open raw sewerage backing up in the centre of the village.  Additional developments of the scale proposed are 
simply not possible with the current infrastructure.  Development should be concentrated towards the centre rather 
than the fringes of towns and villages to be in line with green belt principles that brownfield sits should be 
developed first, along with sites closes to train, tube and bus services.  CSP has no train or tube station, and bus 
services are very limited. All schools within Chalfont St Peter are at or very nearly at, capacity.  They will be unable 
to accommodate children from the developments already scheduled within the Parish.  At secondary age, the 
Grammar schools are also full meaning that children have to travel further to reach their school and relationships 
with friends are broken. Many other parts of the District are significantly more sustainable and appropriate for 
development. Green Belt land is intended to provide a separation between settlements, and assist in the 
regeneration of derelict or brown field sites rather than utilising green belt land.  The proposals are focussed on 
removing green belt land rather than building on currently utilised land.  Much of the land within CSP that is being 
considered for development is currently used for recreation, particularly for children, and if development were to 
occur the demand for such open space would increase but the ability to service that demand will have been reduced 
in the area.  In addition to the recreational usage of land, much of the land being considered is farmland – another 
deemed benefit of green belt land. 1. Mill Meadow:  a. The area is a much used amenity facility which includes the 
Community Centre, a football club, recreation park, sports pitches, tennis courts, a scout headquarters, allotments 
and parish council offices.  There are no areas within the centre of the village where any of these facilities could be 
relocated.  b. The Chalfont St Peter Academy, adjacent to Mill Meadow, has no sports field of its own and uses the 
Meadow for daily sports lessons (team games, athletics, cross country etc).  The school would be unable to deliver 
an effective curriculum if Mill Meadow is designated for development.    c. The area is also a much used public 
facility with Nature Reserve, gardens, woods and walks along the Misbourne to Chalfont St Giles and beyond.  These 
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facilities could not be replaced due to both the time taken to develop them and their position.    d. Mill Meadow is 
on the flood plain and regularly floods during the winter.  If there was further development the risk of flooding in 
both the immediate area and down-stream would be substantially increased. 2. The Epilepsy Society site (ESS):  a. 
This is currently a Major Developed Site (MDS) within the greenbelt, that is the home of the Epilepsy Society, 
provides two new care home developments plus important recreational facilities with nine football pitches plus a 
pavilion with toilets, showers and changing facilities which are used by more than 24 teams, most of which are for 
local children.   b. The ESS could notionally be divided into two parts.  The area to the south of Tate Road and 
Micholls Road (extended towards the long established and well used track from Tate Road to Skippings Farm) lies 
the current built up area (ESS South) and the  area to the north of that line including (for this purpose) comprises the 
Model Farm, Rowan’s nursery  and Brawlings Farm.  (ESS North)    c. ESS North is within the Colne Valley Park 
and therefore deserves special protection in any event as part of that park.  ESS South is currently used for care 
home and medical facilities and should be retained as such. It is an ideal site to provide further care home and/or 
medical facilities for CSP.    d. The ESS Site fulfils, as a whole, all five of the stated purposes of the green belt and 
in particular provides an important buffer between the settlements of Chalfont St Giles, Chalfont St Peter and Horn 
Hill.  The ES Site contains important open views from Chesham Lane towards the Colne Valley Park.  It provides 
important agricultural, forestry and related employment uses and opportunities for outdoor sport and recreation, 
including the Model Farm, Rowan’s Nursery and Brawlings Farm Riding Centre. e. It is inherently 
unsustainable; it is not served by any appropriate bus service and is too far to walk to either Little Chalfont or 
Gerrards Cross which are the nearest rail stations.  Any development is car dependent.     f. The ESS Site is 
bounded on three sides by narrow country lanes that require passing places for traffic; which make it even more 
unsuitable for development.     g. A natural boundary between ESS South and ESS North is easily defensible 
(excluding the playing fields which is identified as green open space in the Neighbourhood Plan). The ESS North site 
should be retained in the green belt and Colne Valley Park with no development.   ESS South should be retained as 
an MDS in the green belt for medical/care home use.     h. The sheer size of this proposed development site is 
clearly excessive and could potentially double the number of dwellings in CSP.     i. Several local businesses use 
the ESS site apart from the agricultural use.  The ESS Society is one of CSP’s largest employers. 
3. The area identified for industrial development to the east of the A413-     a. The area is in The Colne Valley Park 
and is identified as being a particularly important green space for biodiversity and environmental priorities.   b. It 
contains both the village Chalfont St Peter cricket club and the Golf Club. The area is within the Green Belt and 
provides the important function of separating the built-up areas of CSP and Tatling End, Gerrards Cross and 
Denham.    c. The cricket club provides facilities for sport for each of the local schools’ children to play cricket 
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having upto 150 junior players and also regularly fields 3 adult teams in local leagues and friendly matches.  In 
addition, the facilities are used by schools and local businesses for cricket and by residents for social functions.  
There is no alternative site for the club to be relocated within the village.    d. The A413 is a natural barrier for 
development. To build to the east of it would erode the barrier and facilitate yet more development in the future on 
the open space to the east.    e. The area is in a flood plain, and though it does not have a history of flooding the 
very high water table suggests it would be susceptible to flooding if development up-stream were to increase water 
flow.   f.   The area is valued by residents and visitors as a green corridor and to destroy it would inevitably lead to 
further industrialisation and amalgamation of separate and distinct developed areas.        g. The parkland area 
of the cricket club and golf club was originally designed by Capability Brown, and also contains Chalfont House so 
also has historical significance.      h. The area is outlined for employment use.  The existing offices on this site 
are not fully let suggesting there is a limit to the demand for similar usage in this location. 

Rep0613 
Mr John Letham 

I consider that a footpath should be ringed round Little Chalfont as a way of conserving our green belt. This should 
not be fenced in with high fences but an open path maybe with minimum wire fencing  with views  that we have 
obtainable in this area. A recent permissible footpath has been made of land at the edge of the south side of Latimer 
House.  The green belt was created, for good reasons, as a constraint to building, and this area is enjoyed not just 
for local residents but for the whole of north west London and further afield.  This is a local asset enjoyed by more 
and more people outside our area.  The Chess Valley beauty cannot be bettered.  I understand that Chalfont has 
taken its share of new housing in the Council's Core Strategy. Our infrastructure cannot support further pressure 
and I consider that parts of Chalfont should have a speed limit of 20 miles per hour, particularly near the railway 
bridge. This would have drivers giving consideration to the residents, save accidents and repairs to railings. 
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Rep0614 
Mr Nigel Wright 

You make the false assumption that development is needed, it is not. Development is needed in areas of the country 
where employment opportunities are limited and the environment for people to live is poor. Employment 
opportunities are good here and the environment is great. Your roles as our local leaders to resist development not 
support it. It was your predecessors who wrecked the middle of Chalfont St Peter with the dreadful precinct. If you 
want to develop something please leave this area, we do not want you.  It is ironic that the pictures on the front of 
your proposal are of rural scenes and the countryside which you want  to destroy, strange you do not show 
industrial estates, offices, warehouses and 1960 and 70's shopping precincts, you show a market stall. You do not 
show long queues of polluting traffic trying to get in and out of your developments.  Mill Meadow is a widely used 
amenity, my children went the village school and spend many hours learning and competing in sports on Mill 
Meadow, where are you going to provide a running track for sports days? My son played his first football games on 
the pitches there aged 6, where are the new football pitches going to be? My son and hundreds of other boys had 
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many, many happy days and nights going to Beavers and Cubs learning about the natural world you want to destroy. 
Strange they did not visit warehouses, offices or industrial parks which it looks like my grandchildren will have to do. 
Perhaps there is a scout badge for warehouses and offices. Where in your plan will you build a new scout hut with 
land for activities. Industrial development next to A413. This is 100% astonishing you have to be joking. The cricket 
pitch is one of the most beautiful sites in the world and you want to build an office and warehouse on. You cannot 
tell me that there are no other sites to build more empty offices and warehouses on. There nearby offices are not 
fully let and the landlords have always struggled to let them out. The location is simply not commercially viable. I am 
MD of a company employing 50 office staff and we would never consider a place so far from a station, busing staff 
to and from the station adds an enormous amount of time to their journey, you just cannot get good people. The 
offices are empty because they are not close to the railway station or public transport. The M25 and M40 are 
hopelessly overloaded for those driving to the location, it takes me 20 minutes at 6.45 in the morning to do the 1 
mile from the Denham roundabout to the M25. I do not see improved roads in your plan. Have you seen the A413 in 
the morning hundred and thousands of cars crawling along and you want to add more. Where will local children play 
cricket I cannot see this in your local plan. Epilepsy Society Site. You propose trashing of this site on a massive scale. 
The new Milton Keynes or is it Slough. How will all the cars, vans and lorries get to the area. Where will all the 
children go to school, where will the children go to play football. My son played football at the centre for many 
years, the atmosphere there on any Sunday morning is fantastic hundreds, literally hundreds of boys and girls having 
fun, and you want to destroy it what a legacy you leave. My children went to nursery school in the Epilepsy Centre, 
my son went to air cadets and my both my children learned to ride their bikes there.  There must be some pages 
missing from your plan, I do not see new schools, roads, football pitches, cricket grounds, tennis courts, sports 
centres, telephone lines to improve the already poor internet etc. Where is the plan for improved public transport, 
there is already very limited parking at Gerrards Cross station as a for seat on the train forget it.  What you are doing 
is a crime you should be ashamed of yourselves you do not represent me.   

Rep0615 
Mr John Moroz 

I am no expert in the planning field but as a resident of Chalfont St. Peter feel that I should respond as best as I am 
able to the Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan.  With regard to the areas near Chalfont St. Peter that are being 
considered for release from Green Belt status, please find my comments below:- The Epilepsy Society site – I feel 
very strongly that the currently undeveloped areas in this site should be retained as Green Belt. The area currently 
occupied by the Epilepsy Society can be used for housing development should it be released by the Epilepsy Society. 
However the area to the north and east is farming land which should be protected. Large development here would 
be difficult to sustain due to the narrow roads and lack of public transport. It would also spoil the character of the 
area which is distinctly rural.  Mill Meadow – This area is prone to flooding so would be unsuitable for large scale 
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development. It also encompasses a number of amenities including a children's playground, a football club, a 
Community Centre, a cricket ground and a sports facility for the local primary school. It would be difficult to relocate 
these amenities to be as close and accessible to the village as they currently are. Chalfont Heights – I agree that 
some of this area could be released for housing development providing that the adjacent scout camp is not affected. 
Rylands Farm – This area could be utilised for housing development although it is rather remote from Chalfont St. 
Peter so it is difficult to see how it could be part of the village. Adjacent to A413 dual carriageway – This land could 
be allocated for employment use. However it should be screened from the road to reduce the visual impact of the 
buildings. The current development on some of this site is well back from the road and is not obtrusive. The access 
to this site is off the dual carriageway so a roundabout should be built to allow safe access into and out of the site.  
Affordable housing – I feel strongly that adequate affordable housing should be provided in any plans for housing 
development. The young people in the area are often forced out as they cannot afford the high cost of local housing. 
Any development must subsidise the provision of affordable housing for these and other people.  
Inadequate provision for sewage removal - There have been a number of occasions when heavy rain has caused 
sewage to overflow onto the street in Chalfont St. Peter centre and into the area by the Community Centre. 
Apparently Thames Water say that the sewage removal provision is satisfactory. Only last week (03/03/16) an 
overflow occurred by the zebra crossing near the access road to the Community Centre and that was after only a 
modest amount of rain. This issue needs to be resolved before more houses are built.  With the adoption of plans 
for housing development at The Grange and Newlands Park, Chalfont St. Peter is already contributing to extra 
housing in the area. Therefore it seems unfair that significant extra developments should also be carried out in the 
Chalfont St. Peter area. We are a village with a large population but still retaining a village feel. Large amounts of 
extra housing will have a detrimental effect.   It should not be forgotten that significant extra people moving into the 
area will mean that schools, healthcare facilities and transport will all need to be able to cope with these extra 
people. This will almost certainly mean building extra facilities to cope, thereby using up more development land.   
Provision for Care Homes in the area is currently adequate but as the population ages and people live longer, these 
will also come under strain, so provision for extra Care Homes and sheltered housing will need to be made. 

scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements.   
 
 
 
 
 
 

Rep0616 
Mr Sebastian 
McGrath, 
Rep0753 
Ms Victoria 
Holland, Rep0775 

This response is in relation to the consultation relating to the local plan for development in Chalfont St Peter. 
Chalfont St Peter (CSP) has had its share of new development.  CDC has already granted planning permission for 
over 600 dwellings within the village including the Holy Cross site, Newland Park and the Audley Homes 
development at the Epilepsy site.  In the first three years of the previous Core Strategy (intended to run until 2026) 
CSP has already taken significantly more than its fair allocation and provides the largest single percentage of the 
development proposed for the Chiltern district as a whole.  There is a known drainage issue in CSP, particularly with 
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Mrs Debbie 
McGrath, 
Rep0842 
Mr Jonathan 
Evans, Rep0843 
Ms Farida Dean 

open raw sewerage backing up in the centre of the village.  Additional developments of the scale proposed are 
simply not possible with the current infrastructure. Development should be concentrated towards the centre rather 
than the fringes of towns and villages to be in line with green belt principles that brownfield sits should be 
developed first, along with sites closes to train, tube and bus services.  CSP has no train or tube station, and bus 
services are very limited. All schools within Chalfont St Peter are at or very nearly at, capacity.  They will be unable 
to accommodate children from the developments already scheduled within the Parish.  At secondary age, the 
Grammar schools are also full meaning that children have to travel further to reach their school and relationships 
with friends are broken. Many other parts of the District are significantly more sustainable and appropriate for 
development. Green Belt land is intended to provide a separation between settlements, and assist in the 
regeneration of derelict or brown field sites rather than utilising green belt land.  The proposals are focussed on 
removing green belt land rather than building on currently utilised land.  Much of the land within CSP that is being 
considered for development is currently used for recreation, particularly for children, and if development were to 
occur the demand for such open space would increase but the ability to service that demand will have been reduced 
in the area.  In addition to the recreational usage of land, much of the land being considered is farmland – another 
deemed benefit of green belt land. 1. Mill Meadow:  a. The area is a much used amenity facility which includes the 
Community Centre, a football club, recreation park, sports pitches, tennis courts, a scout headquarters, allotments 
and parish council offices.  There are no areas within the centre of the village where any of these facilities could be 
relocated.   b. The Chalfont St Peter Academy, adjacent to Mill Meadow, has no sports field of its own and uses the 
Meadow for daily sports lessons (team games, athletics, cross country etc).  The school would be unable to deliver 
an effective curriculum if Mill Meadow is designated for development.    c. The area is also a much used public 
facility with Nature Reserve, gardens, woods and walks along the Misbourne to Chalfont St Giles and beyond.  These 
facilities could not be replaced due to both the time taken to develop them and their position.    d. Mill Meadow is 
on the flood plain and regularly floods during the winter.  If there was further development the risk of flooding in 
both the immediate area and down-stream would be substantially increased. 2. The Epilepsy Society site (ESS):  a. 
This is currently a Major Developed Site (MDS) within the greenbelt, that is the home of the Epilepsy Society, 
provides two new care home developments plus important recreational facilities with nine football pitches plus a 
pavilion with toilets, showers and changing facilities which are used by more than 24 teams, most of which are for 
local children.  b. The ESS could notionally be divided into two parts.  The area to the south of Tate Road and 
Micholls Road (extended towards the long established and well used track from Tate Road to Skippings Farm) lies 
the current built up area (ESS South) and the  area to the north of that line including (for this purpose) comprises the 
Model Farm, Rowan’s nursery  and Brawlings Farm.  (ESS North)     c. ESS North is within the Colne Valley Park 

settlements.   
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and therefore deserves special protection in any event as part of that park.  ESS South is currently used for care 
home and medical facilities and should be retained as such. It is an ideal site to provide further care home and/or 
medical facilities for CSP.    d. The ESS Site fulfils, as a whole, all five of the stated purposes of the green belt and 
in particular provides an important buffer between the settlements of Chalfont St Giles, Chalfont St Peter and Horn 
Hill.  The ES Site contains important open views from Chesham Lane towards the Colne Valley Park.  It provides 
important agricultural, forestry and related employment uses and opportunities for outdoor sport and recreation, 
including the Model Farm, Rowan’s Nursery and Brawlings Farm Riding Centre. e. It is inherently 
unsustainable; it is not served by any appropriate bus service and is too far to walk to either Little Chalfont or 
Gerrards Cross which are the nearest rail stations.  Any development is car dependent. f. The ESS Site is bounded on 
three sides by narrow country lanes that require passing places for traffic; which make it even more unsuitable for 
development.     g. A natural boundary between ESS South and ESS North is easily defensible (excluding the 
playing fields which is identified as green open space in the Neighbourhood Plan). The ESS North site should be 
retained in the green belt and Colne Valley Park with no development.   ESS South should be retained as an MDS in 
the green belt for medical/care home use.   h. The sheer size of this proposed development site is clearly excessive 
and could potentially double the number of dwellings in CSP.    i. Several local businesses use the ESS site apart from 
the agricultural use.  The ESS Society is one of CSP’s largest employers. 3. The area identified for industrial 
development to the east of the A413-    a. The area is in The Colne Valley Park and is identified as being a 
particularly important green space for biodiversity and environmental priorities.   b. It contains both the village 
Chalfont St Peter cricket club and the Golf Club. The area is within the Green Belt and provides the important 
function of separating the built-up areas of CSP and Tatling End, Gerrards Cross and Denham.     c. The cricket 
club provides facilities for sport for each of the local schools’ children to play cricket having upto 150 junior players 
and also regularly fields 3 adult teams in local leagues and friendly matches.  In addition, the facilities are used by 
schools and local businesses for cricket and by residents for social functions.  There is no alternative site for the club 
to be relocated within the village.    d. The A413 is a natural barrier for development. To build to the east of it 
would erode the barrier and facilitate yet more development in the future on the open space to the east.   e. The 
area is in a flood plain, and though it does not have a history of flooding the very high water table suggests it would 
be susceptible to flooding if development up-stream were to increase water flow.    f. The area is valued by 
residents and visitors as a green corridor and to destroy it would inevitably lead to further industrialisation and 
amalgamation of separate and distinct developed areas.    g. The parkland area of the cricket club and golf club 
was originally designed by Capability Brown, and also contains Chalfont House so also has historical significance.    h.
 The area is outlined for employment use.  The existing offices on this site are not fully let suggesting there is 
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a limit to the demand for similar usage in this location. 

Rep0617 
Mrs Janet 
Chadwick 

Little Chalfont is surrounded by Green Belt land, in an area of Outstanding Natural Beauty. Whilst I am aware of the 
necessity of new housing in the future for CDC I am also aware that Little Chalfont has already contributed more 
significantly to this end than other communities within CDC.   I am of the opinion that this AONB should be afforded 
the same consideration  as the National Parks and Access to the Countryside Act 1949 which states that the AONB's 
purpose is to conserve and enhance the natural beauty of the area.  Recent developments, both housing and 
business still have unoccupied premises and there are many rental property still available. There are many empty 
industrial sites around CDC - and it would be preferable to redevelop these and increase those around the  larger 
towns where there are existing services and infrastructure to support them. Designating a rural area to support new 
industrial units is not a good option. Whilst the area is well served by the London Underground, local bus services to 
and from the village  are few and far between.  Working locally necessitates a car, adding to the impact on the local 
roads.    The local roads are in poor disrepair and the peak time traffic through the lanes is at a dangerously high 
level. Nothing has been done to calm traffic in Bell Lane after considerable development there and it is a constant 
danger to pedestrians and other road users. The A404 running through the village is already at over capacity, 
especially when there are other incidents on local motorways/other A routes in CDC. The congestion and pollution 
caused by this traffic has an impact on the health and wellbeing of the local residents. To consider increasing the 
population would greatly increase the incidence of illnesses such as asthma amongst our children and their families. 
The doctors' surgeries in the area are at breaking point and so are the schools.  There is insufficient capacity to take 
any more households.   The area is an attractive place to live because of  the surrounding beauty of the countryside - 
and attracts a market premium. To undermine this by overdevelopment could have a long lasting impact on the 
local community both financially and socially.  The local beech woodlands form part of the ancient ridgeway and 
what remains should be preserved not built on. It would be destroying a historical part of our countryside heritage 
that could not be reclaimed.   I believe that CDC needs to prove exceptional circumstances for the release of Green 
Belt in an AONB area which could not be accommodated anywhere else in the District. 
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Rep0618 
Mr Peter Inkpen 

With reference to the Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan 2014–2036 Combined Regulation 18 and Issues and 
Options Public Consultation, the ARUP Buckinghamshire Green Belt Assessment, the Draft Housing and Economic 
Land Availability Assessment (Version 3 Jan 2016), and the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF). 
I, Peter Inkpen, reject the conclusions of the Chiltern District Council, that the village of Little Chalfont be classified 
as a “main settlement for growth” and that adjoining areas of Green Belt land should therefore be considered for 
release for housing and employment development.  In particular, I would like to draw your attention to General 
Areas 22a, 14b and 28 as identified on the ARUP General Areas Index map and the associated Assessment Scores for 
Chiltern and South Bucks, North maps for “Purposes” 1b, 2, 3 and 4 and the corresponding GB Parcel map and table 
for each General Areas:  · The fields between Stony Lane and Westwood Park (part of General Area 22a, Purpose 
scores 3, 5, 5, 0), which have been selected as a planned test area for residential development. In addition to the List 
of Objections (see page 2), this is an area of open rural grazing land crossed by a well-used public footpath and 
borders on mature ancient woodland to the north. A housing development would constitute an unacceptable form 
of urban sprawl that would severely impact the adjoining ancient woodland and the open space of Westwood Park 
and, furthermore, degrade the village character of Little Chalfont. It should also be noted that this area of land was 
one of the sites excluded in the Housing and Economic Land Availability Assessment (HELAA) at Stage 1. 
· The field immediately east of Stony Lane (part of General Area 14b, Purpose scores 3+, 3, 4, 0) and the fields 
immediately east of Lodge Lane (part of General Area 28, Purpose scores 3+, 5, 5, 0), which have been selected as 
planned test areas for employment development. In addition to the List of Objections (see page 2), this is an area of 
open agricultural land that forms an important buffer zone between Little Chalfont and the settlements to the east. 
Any development here would be an unacceptable form of urban sprawl that would completely alter the rural setting 
of Little Chalfont.  The Bucks Green Belt Assessment – Part 1A Methodology document states in section 4.3.4: “A 
rule of thumb was applied, whereby any General Area scoring strongly against the criteria for one or more NPPF 
purpose was judged to be meeting the purposes strongly overall and therefore deemed unsuitable for further 
consideration in Part 2 of the Green Belt Assessment.”  By these criteria alone, all three of the above General Areas, 
which score highly (i.e. “Purpose” range 3 to 5 as defined in the Bucks Green Belt Assessment – Part 1A 
Methodology document) and which have been selected to test for further development, should have been 
immediately rejected as being suitable for further consideration in Part 2 of the Green Belt Assessment. 
My objections to any housing/employment development on the General Areas adjoining Little Chalfont as identified 
in the Consultation and in particular General Areas 22a, 14b and 28 include, but are not limited to, the following: 
· This land is designated as Green Belt and its development would therefore be in contravention of the local 
planning policy and the NPPF. Green Belt land was specifically created to prevent urban sprawl and should not be 

 The Local Plan will need to 
identify sustainable 
development options to meet 
needs taking into account the 
scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements.   



Classification: OFFICIAL 
 

332 
 
Classification: OFFICIAL 

Name Summary of Representation 
Council Response (see also 

Volume 1 for generic response) 

treated as a repository of reserve building land.  · All the identified areas of land (with the exception of the former 
golf course on Lodge Lane) are within the Chilterns Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB), an important 
national asset much appreciated by local residents and visitors to the area. Use of this land would be in 
contravention of local and national planning policy. · Any housing and/or industrial development would be very 
detrimental to the rural character and setting of Little Chalfont village.   In recent years Little Chalfont has taken a 
greater share (i.e. 12.4%) of new housing compared to other settlements in the area (e.g. Amersham 5.3%, Chesham 
4.0%, Chalfont St Peter 7.7%).   Any new housing estates would severely overload the local infrastructure including 
roads, road junctions, parking, train services, schools, healthcare, water and waste management. 

Rep0620 
Mr Tim Smart 

Further to attending a local meeting at Chalfont St Peter Baptist Church, & reading several documents, I list below 
my objections to the additional housing proposals. I am astounded that the 600+ houses recently agreed around 
Newlands Park , Epilepsy site etc. are not included in the 7200+ houses planned for within the Chalfont St Peter 
Parish. This is unacceptable and must be included in the figures. Whilst I appreciate, the need for more housing, it 
appears that CSP is being overdeveloped within Chiltern District Council.  The existing infrastructure of the area 
cannot sustain such an increase in population, ( potentially twice the existing no of houses in CSP) schools, doctors 
surgeries & other local facilities & services are full to bursting. The surrounding road network consists of several 
country lanes, many of which are single track & most of which are in a terrible state of repair, subject to regular 
flooding, potholes and many, complete road surface failure, e.g. Deadhearn Lane, Shire Lane, Gorelands Lane, 
Brawlings Lane, the roundabout entrance to Chalfont St Peter, etc. The state of roads & lanes in Bucks & indeed 
Herts, are some of the worst in the country, surprising when these are amongst the most affluent counties in the 
country & not prone to some of the extreme weather in other parts of the UK.  Greenbelt land has several purposes; 
including the prevention of towns & villages merging into one another, protecting the countryside from building, 
preservation of the setting & special character of historic towns, restricting unchecked sprawl of large built up areas. 
Surely we should focus on existing derelict & urban land, thus improving those areas. There are more appropriate 
areas within CDC that are more suitable for development, and areas that provide a decent public transport 
infrastructure. For these reasons, plans should focus on areas as close to the centre of towns, rather than the 
outskirts.   The Chalfonts are a very  aspirational & expensive towns in which to live, partly due to their location but 
also due to the attractive setting, & opportunities to enjoy the countryside, whether it be sports fields, horse tracks, 
or simply walking through woods & fields. It is imperative that we maintain a level of conservation & agricultural 
land.  Focussing on the Epilepsy Site, this is part of the Colne Valley Park & must therefore be protected. There is no 
public transport, & the existing lanes that service this area are narrow & in a poor state of repair, they struggle to 
cope with existing levels of traffic, with large coaches travelling to & from the Open Air museum, horse boxes 
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visiting the Equine Clinic, and large lorries delivering to The Model Farm & Rowan Garden Centre. Added to which, 
these lanes are popular with horse riders & cyclists enjoying the countryside. 
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Rep0621 
Mr Chris Pittock 
Spenthorpe Ltd 

Spenthorpe hereby submit on behalf of Nicholas King Homes (hereafter referred to as ‘NKH’) written 
representations to the emerging Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan. The following representations reflect, 
and build upon, previous representations made by NKH to the Chiltern District Council ‘Call for sites’ 
exercise which involved the submission and consideration of land at Dodds Lane and Stratton Chase Drive, 
Chalfont St Giles, for residential purposes. The land subject of these written representations is located to the north 
of the wider Chalfont St Giles Settlement. By virtue of its proximity to Chalfont St Giles it benefits from close 
proximity (within 400 meters) to public transport, local shops, schools and GP Surgery and therefore represents a 
sustainable location for future housing.  The site is comprised of the rear gardens of 3 no. residential properties 
fronting Dodds Lane and accommodates a tennis court, Greenhouses, Paddock and Orchard. Immediately adjacent 
(east) is a row of residential properties fronting Stratton Chase Drive. The latter provides vehicular access to the site 
and continues to form the site’s northern boundary. The site is well screened from the immediate and wider area 
by virtue of mature trees that exist, and define, the boundary adjacent to Stratton Chase Drive. Accordingly, 
the site is enveloped on all sides by built development or a physical permanent and consistent feature in the 
form of Stratton Chase Drive. The characteristics of the site are important considerations in the context of the 
site’s suitability for residential development and the current Green Belt designation, as set out fully below. 
NKH previously submitted representations during October 2015 to the ‘call for sites’ exercise undertaken by 
Chiltern District Council pursuant to the preparation of its individual Local Plan and to inform the preparation 
of its supporting evidence base, namely the Housing and Economic Land Availability Assessment (HELAA) 
and Buckinghamshire Green Belt Assessment Part 1: Methodology and Assessment of Land Parcels. 
The Council has now decided to embark on the preparation of the joint Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan 
2014 – 2036. Following a review of the Issues and Options version, it is noted that the Council is exploring 
‘built area extensions’ to a number of principal settlements which includes Chalfont St Giles and in particular 
the parcel of land subject of these representations.  NKH welcomes and supports the consideration of an extension 
to the Chalfont St Giles settlement as a means to assist with meeting strategic housing needs as this modest 
extension will facilitate sustainable residential development by concentrating additional housing to those areas that 
are already served by existing services and facilities. It is also the case that such an approach will avoid the creation 
of new freestanding settlement (s) which due to the critical mass required in terms of housing numbers and 
infrastructure is likely to have a greater physical and visual impact on the wider Green Belt and Chiltern 
AONB. - To inform the above spatial development strategy the Council, alongside other authorities, has carried out a 
joint assessment of the Green Belt to determine whether any parts of the current Green Belt no longer fulfil 
their intended purpose and so should be removed from the Green Belt. This review has informed the options 
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set out in Appendices 2 to 6 of the Issues & Options Stage Development Plan, as areas for further testing. 
Again it is encouraging to note that the Council is considering the potential removal of the land at Dodds 
Lane from the Green Belt. It is evident the site makes very little contribution to the five stated purposes of the 
Green Belt, as set out within paragraph 79 of the National Planning Policy Framework (‘NPPF’) for the 
reasons summarised below; Purpose 1: to check the unrestricted sprawl of large built up areas and whether 
positively planned development through a local plan with good masterplanning would be defined as sprawl.  
Response; the site comprises the rear gardens of 3 no. residential properties fronting Dodds Lane. It lies to the 
north-west of a row of residential properties fronting Stratton Chase Drive which continues to form the site’s 
northern boundary. It is the case that the site is enveloped on all sides by either built development or a physical 
permanent, and consistent, feature in the form of a road (Stratton Chase Farm) and does not therefore have a 
strong link to the wider Green Belt. Accordingly, the release of the site from the Green belt and its development 
would not result in urban sprawl, as defined. Rather it would be likely classified as infill development. Indeed the 
characteristics of the site and particular the alignment and positioning of Stratton Case Drive means that removing 
the site from the Green Belt would more appropriately define the northern edge of the wider Chalfont St Giles 
settlement and make for an improved Green Belt boundary. Purpose 2: to prevent neighbouring towns from 
merging into one another – the purpose does not strictly suggest maintaining the separation of small settlements 
near to towns. The approach will be different for each case.  Response; as stated above the site is relatively isolated 
from the wider Green Belt. It does not provide a gap between any settlement and makes no discernable 
contribution towards separation which is largely due to its proximity to adjacent residential properties and Stratton 
Chase Drive which forms the site’s northern boundary. Accordingly, its release from the Green Belt and future 
development for residential purposes would not result in neighbouring towns merging. Purpose 3: to assist in 
safeguarding the countryside from encroachment. The recommended approach is to look at the difference between 
land under the influence of the urban area and open countryside, and to favour open countryside when determining 
the land that should be attempted to be kept open, accounting for edges and boundaries.  Response; again the site 
is visually detached from the wider Green Belt by virtue of adjacent built development, mature boundary planting 
and Stratton Chase Drive, beyond. It includes previously developed land in the form of a tennis court and so is 
arguably semi urban in character. Even if a view were taken to the contrary, its removal from the Green Belt and 
subsequent development would certainly not result in harm to land that, ‘poses unspoilt rural character nor 
contributes to the openness of the Countryside’. Purpose 4: to preserve the setting and special character of historic 
towns – it is accepted that in practice this purpose relates to very few settlements as a result of the envelopment of 
historic town centres by development. Response; the site does not abut an identified historic settlement core. 



Classification: OFFICIAL 
 

336 
 
Classification: OFFICIAL 

Name Summary of Representation 
Council Response (see also 

Volume 1 for generic response) 

Furthermore, its proximity to adjacent built development, mature boundary planting and the proximity of the road 
to the north means that it does not contribute to the setting or views or vistas between the settlement and 
surrounding countryside. Accordingly the removal of the site from the Green Belt and its development would not 
compromise the setting nor special character of a historic town. Purpose 5: to assist in urban regeneration by 
encouraging the recycling of derelict and other urban land.  Response; It is the case that this purpose is not 
applicable to the assessment of the site for development and its release from the Green Belt as it is understood that 
there are no planned urban regeneration schemes that would be inhibited by the removal of the site from the Green 
Belt. NKH is encouraged that the Council has begun a process of reviewing the extent of the Green Belt as a means 
to meet its strategic housing targets. The assessment undertaken in respect of the land subject to this letter in 
particular has demonstrated that it makes a very limited contribution to the stated five purposes of including land 
within the Green Belt, as set out within the NPPF. The site is available and deliverable both in the context of the 
wider area being considered by the Council or as a smaller self-contained development site. In view of the above it is 
respectfully requested that the land subject of this written representation is removed from the Green Belt and 
allocated for residential purposes.  

Rep0622 
Mr Peter Bullock 

Question 1  On what basis was the decision made that such a dramatic increase in houses/commercial development 
is required in Little Chalfon. The document does not make this clear; Question 4 The document talks about 
protection of the Green Belt but there are no details of what parameters are used to identify what should be 
protected and why.  In this sense the consultation document is incomplete. Question 5 A, E, H Question 17 I am 
particularly concerned by the inclusion of Homestead Farm and Pucks pagel. The landscape here is typical of whats 
best in the Chilterns with a wealth of flora and forna.  Lodge Lane and Burtons Lane feed on to a single track lane 
which mornings qand evenings are a 'rat run' to Rickmansworth and Chorley Wood. Increasing the population 
density around this area will make it even more dangerous than it is already. With HS2 and now this why is there 
such a drive to destroy our wonderful Chilterns? 

  

Rep0623 
Mr Keith Shotbolt 

Your proposed areas for future Land Use to help meet office, warehousing and industrial employment near Chalfont 
St Peter and Gerrards Cross are shown in Appendix 5, page 47. The attachment to this email contains part of this 
Local Plan Map adjacent to the A413, and is placed alongside a Google satellite image.  The satellite image contains 
more detail of the northern portion of the shaded area and shows existing offices, Gerrards Cross Golf Course and 
Cricket Club. These existing uses are valuable to the Gerrards Cross and Chalfont St Peter Communities, and should 
not be considered for re-development. 

  

Rep0624 
Mrs Samantha 

Chalfont St Peter (CSP) has had its share of new development.  CDC has already granted planning permission for 
over 600 dwellings within CSP, these include the Holy Cross site, Newland Park and the Audley Homes development 
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Whiting at the Epilepsy site.  In the first three years of the previous Core Strategy (intended to run until 2026) CSP has 
already taken significantly more than its fair allocation and provides the largest single percentage of the 
development proposed for the Chiltern district as a whole.  There is a known drainage issue in CSP, particularly with 
open raw sewerage backing up in the centre of the village.  Additional developments of the scale proposed are 
simply not possible with the current infrastructure.  Development should be concentrated towards the centre rather 
than the fringes of towns and villages to be in line with green belt principles that brownfield sits should be 
developed first, along with sites closes to train, tube and bus services.  CSP has no train or tube station, and bus 
services are very limited.  All schools within Chalfont St Peter are at or very nearly at, capacity.  They will be unable 
to accommodate children from the developments already scheduled within the Parish.  At secondary age, the 
Grammar schools are also full meaning that children have to travel further to reach their school and relationships 
with friends are broken.  Many other parts of the District are significantly more sustainable and appropriate for 
development.  Green Belt land is intended to provide a separation between settlements, and assist in the 
regeneration of derelict or brown field sites rather than utilising green belt land.  The proposals are focussed on 
removing green belt land rather than building on currently utilised land.  Much of the land within CSP that is being 
considered for development is currently used for recreation, particularly for children, and if development were to 
occur the demand for such open space would increase but the ability to service that demand will have been reduced 
in the area.  In addition to the recreational usage of land, much of the land being considered is farmland – another 
deemed benefit of green belt land. 1. Mill Meadow:  a. The area is a much used amenity facility which includes the 
Community Centre, a football club, recreation park, sports pitches, tennis courts, a scout headquarters, allotments 
and parish council offices.  There are no areas within the centre of the village where any of these facilities could be 
relocated.   b. The Chalfont St Peter Academy, adjacent to Mill Meadow, has no sports field of its own and uses the 
Meadow for daily sports lessons (team games, athletics, cross country etc).  The school would be unable to deliver 
an effective curriculum if Mill Meadow is designated for development.   c. The area is also a much used public facility 
with Nature Reserve, gardens, woods and walks along the Misbourne to Chalfont St Giles and beyond.  These 
facilities could not be replaced due to both the time taken to develop them and their position.   d. Mill Meadow is 
on the flood plain and regularly floods during the winter.  If there was further development the risk of flooding in 
both the immediate area and down-stream would be substantially increased. 2. The Epilepsy Society site (ESS):  a. 
This is currently a Major Developed Site (MDS) within the greenbelt, that is the home of the Epilepsy Society, 
provides two new care home developments plus important recreational facilities with nine football pitches plus a 
pavilion with toilets, showers and changing facilities which are used by more than 24 teams, most of which are for 
local children.   b. The ESS could notionally be divided into two parts.  The area to the south of Tate Road and 
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Micholls Road (extended towards the long established and well used track from Tate Road to Skippings Farm) lies 
the current built up area (ESS South) and the  area to the north of that line including (for this purpose) comprises the 
Model Farm, Rowan’s nursery  and Brawlings Farm.  (ESS North)    c.  ESS North is within the Colne Valley Park and 
therefore deserves special protection in any event as part of that park.  ESS South is currently used for care home 
and medical facilities and should be retained as such. It is an ideal site to provide further care home and/or medical 
facilities for CSP.   d.  The ESS Site fulfils, as a whole, all five of the stated purposes of the green belt and in particular 
provides an important buffer between the settlements of Chalfont St Giles, Chalfont St Peter and Horn Hill.  The ES 
Site contains important open views from Chesham Lane towards the Colne Valley Park.  It provides important 
agricultural, forestry and related employment uses and opportunities for outdoor sport and recreation, including the 
Model Farm, Rowan’s Nursery and Brawlings Farm Riding Centre.   e.   It is inherently unsustainable; it is not served 
by any appropriate bus service and is too far to walk to either Little Chalfont or  Gerrards Cross which are the 
nearest rail stations.  Any development is car dependent.        f. The ESS Site is bounded on three sides by narrow 
country lanes that require passing places for traffic; which make it even more unsuitable for development.   g.   A 
natural boundary between ESS South and ESS North is easily defensible (excluding the playing fields which is 
identified as green open space in the Neighbourhood Plan). The ESS North site should be retained in the green belt 
and Colne Valley Park with no development.   ESS South should be retained as an MDS in the green belt for 
medical/care home use.  h.   The sheer size of this proposed development site is clearly excessive and could 
potentially double the number of dwellings in CSP.   i. Several local businesses use the ESS site apart from the 
agricultural use.  The ESS Society is one of CSP’s largest employers. 3.  The area identified for industrial development 
to the east of the A413 -   a. The area is in The Colne Valley Park and is identified as being a particularly 
important green space for biodiversity and environmental priorities.   b. It contains both the village Chalfont St Peter 
cricket club and the Golf Club. The area is within the Green Belt and provides the important function of separating 
the built-up areas of CSP and Tatling End, Gerrards Cross and Denham.     c. The cricket club provides facilities 
for sport for each of the local schools’ children to play cricket having upto 150 junior players and also regularly fields 
3 adult teams in local leagues and friendly matches.  In addition, the facilities are used by schools and local 
businesses for cricket and by residents for social functions.  There is no alternative site for the club to be relocated 
within the village.     d. The A413 is a natural barrier for development. To build to the east of it would erode the 
barrier and facilitate yet more development in the future on the open space to the east.   e. The area is in a 
flood plain, and though it does not have a history of flooding the very high water table suggests it would be 
susceptible to flooding if development up-stream were to increase water flow.    f. The area is valued by 
residents and visitors as a green corridor and to destroy it would inevitably lead to further industrialisation and 
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amalgamation of separate and distinct developed areas.     g.  The parkland area of the cricket club and golf club was 
originally designed by Capability Brown, and also contains Chalfont House so also has historical significance.  h.  The 
area is outlined for employment use.  The existing offices on this site are not fully let suggesting there is a limit to 
the demand for similar usage in this location. 

Rep0625 
Ms Fiona Dodds 

I have recently been made aware of the plans to build on the green belt land adjacent to Windsor End in 
Beaconsfield, currently being used by Beaconsfield Rugby Football Club (BRFC).  Although I no longer live in 
Beaconsfield I feel strongly that the fields should remain as part of the BRFC club facilities.  The mini and adult rugby 
community has thrived over recent years and to remove that would be a travesty.  I still visit the club whenever I can 
(I have a long family connection to the club through my father, brother & nephew).  Please may I enter an 
option/vote to reject the plans. 

  

Rep0626 
Ms Claire May 
Three Rivers 
District Council 

Thank you for consulting Three Rivers District Council on your initial consultation version of the  joint Local Plan 
between South Bucks and Chiltern District Councils. This response has been endorsed by the council’s Portfolio 
Holder and the Director of Community and Environmental Services.  The council notes that this is the initial 
consultation stage of the emerging joint Local Plan, which incorporates issues and options for the future 
development of South Bucks and Chiltern Districts up to 2036. At this stage, Three Rivers does not wish to raise any 
areas of concern, but wishes to make the following specific comments in relation to the consultation document. We 
reserve the right to make more detailed comments on further iterations of the Local Plan the periods of 
consultation on which are anticipated to be in autumn 2016 (preferred options) and spring 2017 (publication draft, 
prior to submission in September 2017).  Housing and Economic Market Area -  Three Rivers accepts that at this 
initial stage of the plan making process, a definitive housing target has yet to be determined. The objectively 
assessed housing need contained within the draft Buckinghamshire Housing and Economic Development Needs 
Assessment gives an overall housing need figure of 15,100 for both authorities during the plan period. The Council 
would encourage South Bucks and Chiltern Councils to accommodate as much of this need as possible within the 
plan area, or failing that, within the wider Buckinghamshire Housing Market Area (HMA), which both authorities fall 
into. Spatial Strategy Options -  The consultation document sets out a number of spatial strategy and hierarchy 
options to maximise the development potential to meet needs arising in the plan area. We would expect that all the 
options listed are explored in full to ensure that every opportunity is taken to accommodate development needs 
primarily within the Plan area and/or within the wider Buckinghamshire HMA. As acknowledged within the 
consultation document, the scope to accommodate any unmet need in areas such as Three Rives is likely to be 
extremely limited/unlikely due to the levels of our own development needs. We therefore support Option L. 
Green Belt - It is noted that a joint Stage 1 Green Belt Assessment has been undertaken, which assesses strategic 

 Comments welcomed as part 
of on-going Duty to Co-operate 
discussions. 
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land parcels within the plan area, against the five purposes of the Green Belt that are outlined in the National 
Planning Policy Framework (NPPF). This has informed the identification of potential built area extension options and 
employment areas of search that are contained within the consultation document. The Council does not object to 
this approach, as there is clearly a need to review the Green Belt within the plan area, in order to accommodate any 
future housing requirement based upon the objectively assessed housing need. Appendix 6 of the current 
consultation document shows potential land, as identified through the Stage 1 Green Belt assessment, on the edge 
of Little Chalfont and Chalfont St Peter that could be considered for further development potential within the joint 
plan period. These are the closest settlements to the District boundary with Three Rivers. Whilst the Council 
recognises that these options for growth are subject to further investigation through a Stage 2 Green Belt Review 
and do not constitute preferred options for future housing and employment growth at this point, should you wish to 
explore these areas further, we would wish to continue to work closely with you to ensure that any issues affecting 
the road/transport network or any other strategic issues, are identified and addressed. Gypsy, Traveller and 
Travelling Showpeople site options - Paragraph 2.8 of the consultation document sets out the current need for 42 
pitches for Travellers and 16 plots for Travelling Showpeople from 2013 to 2023. This is based on the Needs 
Assessment that was undertaken by the Buckinghamshire Districts and we assume that these figures relate to the 
Joint Local Plan Area rather than the whole of Buckinghamshire.   The Council notes the approach that has been 
taken regarding the options that are listed on p.17 of the consultation document for meeting the needs of Travellers 
within the plan area. We consider the listed options as being an appropriate method of meeting the future needs 
within the Local Plan Area. With the recent changes to National Planning Policy for Travellers we support the 
commissioning of an update to the Needs Assessment. We note that the current evidence base does not address 
transit provision which is a strategic issue which requires a strategic response, taking into account the wider needs 
of the area. It might be that there is no longer any need for additional transit sites but there may well be a need for 
alternative transit provision (such as stopping places and visitor spaces) within the Buckinghamshire HMA. The 
update to your evidence base study provides you with the opportunity to address this. Both Chiltern and South 
Bucks District Councils have previously requested that Three Rivers should explore opportunities to assist in meeting 
their need for Gypsy, Traveller and Travelling Showpeople. Whilst there does not appear to be any suggestion within 
this consultation document that you are unable to accommodate the needs of Gypsy and Travelling Show People 
within your plan area we would expect that any unmet need would be accommodated within the identified 
Buckinghamshire Housing Market Area. For your information our evidence shows that there is no need arising from 
the migration of Gypsies, Travellers or Travelling Showpeople into Three Rivers from adjoining authorities and that 
the updated needs assessment for Buckinghamshire also assumes nil net migration between Three Rivers and 



Classification: OFFICIAL 
 

341 
 
Classification: OFFICIAL 

Name Summary of Representation 
Council Response (see also 

Volume 1 for generic response) 

Buckinghamshire.  

Rep0627 
Mr Anthony 
Brown 

Road improvements in Beaconsfield -  The road between Haslemere/Penn and Beaconsfield New Town (Penn Road) 
becomes very very conjested around rush periods as people are trying to make their way through the Net Town 
towards the M40 junction. It is very common for drivers to use short-cuts through Ledbrough Lane, Sandelswood 
Road, Warwick Road and Eghamds Wood Road to avoid this traffic hotsopt. A new road should be built from Penn 
(Witheridge Lane) to A355 (Amersham Road) to allow people to get to the M40 quicker.  
Beaconsfield Rugby Ground - I understand that the Beaconsfield Rugby Ground on Windsor End is council property. 
The Rugby club is a focus point for the community and many of the children and adults use this facility. I would like 
this facility to remain where it is. 

  

Rep0628 
Mr Andre de 
Grave 

I understand that my Rugby Club (Beaconsfield) is on green belt land, and you are considering to build houses on 
this land. There must be many brown field sites throughout Buckinghamshire that could house homes on before, 
you even consider using green belt land?  In 1968 I played my first game as a 17 year old at Beaconsfield, I have 
watched my Boy's play for the club and now my grandchildren are playing for the club. I believe it is important that 
we keep this green belt land as it is, and allow the boys and girls to continue for further generations this wonderful 
sporting facility.  Yesterday 6th March, we hosted a development tournament at Beaconsfield Rugby Club, where 
over 1,000 boys and girls participated in the mini festival.  Beaconsfield needs to provide sporting facility's for local 
adults and children, so please leave alone our Rugby Club and grounds that we play on. 

  

Rep0629 
Mr & Mrs Ray & 
Beryl Dite 

My Husband and I were recently at the meeting you chaired at Iver Village Hall re the above, and asked for any 
suggestions for alternative routes for the HGVs needing to get to Langley from the M4:   Come off the M4 instead of 
turning left to go left again into Sutton Lane, they could turn right towards Slough on the London Road.   At the 
Sainsburys junction turn right again towards Iver Heath on the dual carriageway.    At the crooked Billet turn right 
down Wood Lane and at the bottom of Wood Lane turn right towards Langley at the Red Lion (previously the 
Ghurka), and make their way along to the site.   This is actually not only safer with larger and more suitable roads 
but quicker!  This would avoid all of Richings Park and the tight congestion areas around St Peters Church and Iver 
High Street.   The HGVs would be on main roads or dual carriageways where there is a lot less housing congestion.    
This would mean no need for any additional money to be found for a bridge or relief road.   Whilst a relief road 
would be highly desirable the above could be implemented immediately and hopefully avoid a serious incident. 
 In addition to this easy option if a road could be provided by Developers building locally to join up the Ridgeway 
Estate to the roundabout at the Crooked Billet at the bottom of Wood Lane this would provide a more cost effective 
relief road for Iver and Richings Park to deal with lorries using the Industrial Estate.    This would involve using the 
Wingrove Family land which has been the subject of discussion already. 

 Transport options for Iver are 
being considered with the 
County Council as Highway 
Authority in conjunction with 
the Local Plan. 
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Rep0630 
Dr Santosh Rai 

Little Chalfont has developed more properties/residences than other adjacent localities. However no extra 
infrastructure developed to cater these new developments. Much of the land around Little Chalfont is designated 
AONB. The National Parks and Access to the Countryside Act of 1949 defined the purpose of the AONB as ‘to 
conserve and enhance the natural beauty’.  The Countryside and Rights of Way Act of 2000 placed a duty on public 
bodies to ‘have regard to the purpose of the AONB’. The Chilterns Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty Management 
Plan 2014-2019 acknowledges that the Chilterns is possibly the most heavily visited landscape in the UK, with over 
55 million leisure visits a year.  There is no infrastructure developed for Healthcare, Road traffic and parking, Sports 
and recreation, Water and waste water, Education, Train services, Social care and Waste management. 
I strongly object to additional housing built on AONB and Little Chalfont. 

 The Local Plan will need to 
identify sustainable 
development options to meet 
needs taking into account the 
scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements.   

Rep0631 
Mrs Usha Baggott 

Question 5:   I believe strongly that option A should be pursued to minimise the effect of development on the 
community and on the current infrastructure.   I am totally opposed to option C - the roads around Little Chalfont in 
particular are very busy already and traffic levels on the A404 are often very badly affected by the M25.  This then 
causes a backlog and delays on the surrounding residential roads and on the Latimer Road.  In particular, when large 
vehicles and lorries use these roads, there can be severe congestion.   Development of this area will only exacerbate 
this problem.  The A404 in Little Chalfont is very busy at peak times, with children from several secondary schools 
walking to school, bus stops or the Tube station and I have grave concerns about the danger of additional traffic on 
the roads.  Latimer Road is totally unsuitable for development - I use the road frequently and it is already busy going 
into Chesham or coming out onto the A404 by Chenies - the road narrows in Chenies and is tight for ordinary 
vehicles.  Increasing traffic will cause traffic congestion in Chenies and on Waterside and Moor Road in Chesham. 
Quite simply, the infrastructure is not suitable for further development of the area. 

  

Rep0633 
Mrs Rachel 
Grinhaff 

I strongly believes that it is in the interest of Beaconsfield Rugby Club and the town itself that the land either side of 
Windsor End used by the BRFC stays within the green belt and continues to provide a sporting facility for local adults 
and children.  It is a focal point of the town and a valuable resource that is in regular use by residents and local 
community. This land must remain part of the Green belt. 

  

Rep0634 
Mr Chris Floate 

I wish to move near my family so seeing Stony Lane as a potential development site would be of great interest.  
There is not enough afford hoping in the area 
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Rep0635 
Mr Robert 
Warren 

1. Ashley Green is located close to the Hertfordshire border (Berkhamsted is closer to Ashley Green than Chesham). 
Less than a mile away from Ashley Green but within Hertfordshire there are already plans (one under construction) 
for very substantial housing developments. These will obviously have a further impact on current congested traffic 
flows through the village. Not only related to journeys to and from schools as outlined below, but also to Chesham, 
Amersham, Beaconsfield and High Wycombe where no other direct route exists.    2.The traffic situation through 
Ashley Green is already extremely heavy. The village sits on a direct route to six schools. Four in Berkhamsted ( The 
Collegiate, Haresfoot/Berkhamsted Prep, Ashlyns and Egerton Rothesay) and Two in Chesham (Chesham Prep and 
Chesham Grammar) and these are used extensively in both directions and this includes coach transportation. You 
could also add Dr Challoners as a coach picks up in Ashley Green for both the boys and girls schools.    3. I work in 
Berkhamsted and already time my departure from home so as not to coincide with the traffic, as turning onto to 
A416 from Two Dells Lane can be difficult and dangerous. The additional heavy traffic resulting from an industrial 
area along the Chesham/Ashley Green Road would further exacerbate the traffic flow situation, increase both noise 
and pollution and become more dangerous for residents. There is a very real danger that Ashley Green will no 
longer be a small independant chiltern village, but simply the point at which Chesham meets Berkhamsted. 
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Rep0636 
Mr David Gurtler 
Alpha Planning 
Ltd on behalf of 
Mr Colin Halcomb 
Director 
Bishop Group of 
Companies 

*Site nomination for Roots Nursery Site (SB0063) & ADDITIONAL SITE supplied with details* 
Q1.  It would appear that the ‘best fit’ for South Bucks is not within the Central Bucks HMA/FEMA, but rather the 
influence of London (particularly Hillingdon), Slough and Reading HMAs is more important in relation to South 
Bucks. With the FEMA, South Bucks also has a close relationship with the Berkshire local authorities rather than 
Central Bucks. The functional relationship of South Bucks with the adjoining local authorities and the duty to co-
operate needs to be carefully considered. With the constraints on Chiltern District Council (much of the authority 
falls within an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB), is Green Belt, and the settlements are relatively small), 
and with the pressure on Slough, Reading and London, it may be more appropriate for South Bucks to be considered 
as part of the Berkshire HMA and not within the Central Bucks HMA. The objectively assessed need for housing 
would need to be justified, particularly if this figure drops due to the reallocation of South Bucks within the Central 
Bucks HMA. The constraints on Chiltern District Council also apply in relation to employment allocations and the 
demand for the area is more likely to be met within South Bucks. This should be reflected in the HEDNA. 
Q2. Comments on the Housing and Economic Land Availability Assessment (HELAA) – deliverability. We have 
commented above in relation to site SB0063, which is previously developed land within the Green Belt and could be 
brought forward in the Plan period for residential or appropriate commercial development. We are aware that one 
of the spatial strategy options for testing is ‘Option J’, involving the consideration of additional sustainable growth in 
the Green Belt close to train stations. SB0063 which includes the Taplow station car park will benefit from improved 
connectivity to London and Reading with the Crossrail enhancements and so should be considered as an appropriate 
site for release from the Green Belt. This site could be delivered within the plan period.  We consider that there are 
other sites that could be brought forward for consideration as part of the HELAA, and we put these forward at the 
end of this response form. Q4. Comments on the Joint Local Plan Vision.  We previously commented on key aspects 
of the South Bucks Local Plan consultation in relation to the need for a comprehensive review of the Green Belt 
boundaries, as this had not been undertaken for many years and the pressure for development, together with the 
limited scope for providing sufficient land within existing settlements, would adversely affect the vision and 
achieving the objectives of the Local Plan. With a Joint Local Plan being prepared by the two authorities and with 
even greater constraints covering Chiltern District Council’s administrative area, we consider that this aspect of the 
Joint Local Plan needs to be carefully addressed.   We have noted above the concerns in relation to the inclusion of 
South Bucks within the Central Bucks HMA, and consider that there needs to be more regard given to the functional 
relationship of the district to the Berkshire HMAs. This will require greater co-operation with the adjoining 
authorities as they prepare their Local Plans.  We concur with the view expressed by Slough Borough Council in their 
report to the Planning Committee of 18 February 2016, namely that: “The Vision for the Joint Plan will need to be 
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adjusted to reflect the fact that it will no longer be possible to protect all of the Green Belt if all local needs are to be 
met.” Q5 and Q6. With regard to the options advanced within the Regulation 18 Issues and Options consultation, we 
have already expressed support for Options (d), (e) and (j).  The first part of Option (a) “making more efficient and 
effective use of land within existing built-up areas” should be the priority, though the constraints upon the two 
districts are further compounded by the pressure on South Bucks from London, Reading and Slough. These will need 
to be acknowledged and other options developed alongside Option (a).  We have a suggestion in relation to 
“relocating open space uses” from the built up areas into the Green Belt in order to free up land for more intensive 
use and we have indicated a potential site in our response to the call for sites at the end of this form.  We support 
Option (f) in that it proposes a review of settlements within the Green Belt, to consider taking them out of the 
Green Belt and examining their development potential. With the Crossrail proposals we consider that this is 
important for the settlements with stations on the Great Western Main Line Railway (including Taplow).  Our 
representations to the previous consultation in January 2015 were specific to Option (g), namely that the Council 
needed to undertake a review of the Green Belt boundaries within the District. Our comments above indicate that 
we still consider Option (g) to be essential and that the two Districts will need to co-operate with the adjoining 
authorities to cater for demand from outside the area – particularly from London, Slough and Reading. 
Options (h) and (i) are also supported in this regard, which then naturally means that Option (l) “a combination of all 
or a number of the above” has our support. Q7.  We consider that the two Districts in considering unmet need must 
define this more clearly and in preparing the Joint Plan should consider the unmet need arising from neighbouring 
local authorities and the ability to accommodate some of this within the two Districts (particularly South Bucks given 
the land use designations [AONB] in Chiltern District Council may be more onerous). We are concerned that the 
projections for housing requirements over the Plan period appear to have declined, when it is clear that there is 
pressure from the adjoining local authorities, as well as the two Councils recommending unmet demand being 
catered for in other Buckinghamshire authorities (such as Aylesbury Vale).  We would disagree with the conclusion 
in paragraph 4.13 of the Issues and Options consultation, namely that “there appears to be no scope within the plan 
area for the Councils to be able to meet any unmet needs from adjacent areas.” We contend that if this is the case 
then there must be a greater emphasis placed on bringing forward additional sites within Phase 2 of the Arup Green 
Belt Assessment. Q9.  We recently undertook a review of the need for specialist accommodation for older people 
and concur with the HEDNA findings that within the wider area there is a need for further accommodation. 
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Rep0637 
Mr Richard 
Marshall 

My comments mostly fall under Question 6.  My wife and I bought our house in West End Lane, Stoke Poges just 
under two years ago.  The property is on raised land and the rear patio overlooks the field which is currently under 
consideration for development. This view, which faces southeast, was one of the main attractions for our decision to 
buy. At the time, we were concerned that the field could be built on but a search revealed that, as it was Green Belt, 
this would not happen. We were therefore shocked to learn that this now seems to be a possibility. Were this to 
happen, apart from the noise and disruption of construction works, we would lose our pleasant view and be 
overlooked by new buildings. This would destroy one of the main attractive features of the property and 
significantly reduce its value. We would also lose a fine area for recreation and dog walking. We can only assume 
that the data and projectons on the national needs for housing is correct and that new homes need to be created 
for an increasing population. However, we are surprised, from what we read, that there are insufficient 'brownfield' 
sites available to accommodate this and that erosion of the cherished Green Belt is considered. Further 
development of Stoke Poges on the scale suggested would completely change the character of this Doomsday Book 
hamlet which already has traffic and other infrastuctural problems around its narrow roads.  We have not lived long 
enough in Stoke Poges to have any alternative suggestions for development in this area and remained dismayed at 
the proposal. 
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Rep0638 
Mrs Joanne 
Peters 

I understand that there are proposals for building on land in and around Little Chalfont.  I am totally opposed to any 
of the sites being put forward as they are either green belt (the purpose of which is to prevent building, NOT to be 
used as a bank of building land as and when), or AONB (again, designated for a reason), or people's back gardens (as 
in the Maplefield Lane and Appleton Close sites) and even the demolition of some people's homes (as in the Finch 
Lane site).   As a Maplefield Lane resident, I am particularly opposed to the requisition of and building on the land to 
the rear of my neighbours, much of which land belongs to them. This has implications for noise, security, access, 
privacy, quality of life and property valuation. Access to that site would be extremely disruptive - in particular, any 
access over the Maplefield Lane private cul-de-sac (which is single track) would be vehemently opposed - indeed an 
application some years ago for redevelopment of one of the houses into three smaller houses was turned down by 
planners who recognised that the road could not take the resultant increase in traffic). Access by other means is not 
obvious, without massive disruption and imposition.   Little Chalfont has already endured more than its fair share of 
new housing recently, with the creation of the Bell Lane residential estate and building to the rear of Chenies 
Parade. I understand that the density of housing proposed for new sites would be so great that it would increase the 
current population from its current 6,000 by an estimated 25%, turning it from a village into a town.  Little Chalfont 
cannot support such an increase, either in the number of residents or the resultant traffic. Nor do I believe that we 
have sufficient infrastructure to do so. There are only two junior schools which are full and Dr Challoners is at 
capacity. Congestion in the area is extremely bad at many points during the day, in part because of the position of 
GE Capital on White Lion Road and Challoners on Cokes Lane. Parking is extremely limited, and would be totally 
insufficient to support a new influx of residents. Lack of parking outside the shops in Chenies Parade already causes 
a great deal of traffic disruption to cars along the road running through the village, caused by cars turning across 
oncoming traffic.  The creation of new industrial areas on the Chorleywood side of the village would also have dire 
consequences, both for traffic and visually, changing the appearance and feel of our village ever after.  We moved 
from London to an area of natural beauty. We chose a village that had just enough of everything to be self-
sustaining, but not so big as to replicate an urban area. The Council's proposal detract significantly from the area's 
attractiveness. Please do not change Little Chalfont's heritage, and instead seek alternative brownfield sites for 
potential mass development. 

 The Local Plan will need to 
identify sustainable 
development options to meet 
needs taking into account the 
scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements.   
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Rep0639 
Mr Frank 
Jemmett and 
Rep0640 
Mrs Janet 
Jemmett  

1.Any large or moderate scale residential development with in Iver/Iver Heath areas should be augmented by a new 
secondary school. Currently students are bussed out of the area and leave at around 7.00 am or 8.30 am to reach 
their respective schools, thus creating a very long school day for these children 2.Iver and Iver Heath communities 
are already undergoing and will undergo significant pressure from existing and planned major infrastructure projects 
such as Crossrail, the expansion of Pinewood Studios, Heathrow extension, Western rail link (Heathrow) and HS2. 
Therefore I recommend that any additional developments, either industrial or residential, should not be considered 
until the consequences and outcome of these projects and their impact on the area have been fully evaluated. Thus 
any future further development should be deferred until later in the local planning period. 
 3  With particular reference to plot identified as SB0116 next to Church Path and between Slough Road and Church 
Road, Iver Heath I fully support the proposed Iver Heath Community Legacy Project supported by the Colne Valley 
Park is an ideal use for this green belt area as it provides a sustainable enhancement of green belt land while 
providing much needed dementia care home and community facilities which encourage open air activities (draft 
proposal attached) 4. Green belt areas should in principle be preserved and enhanced to the benefit of the 
communities and any development within these areas should be  a last resort and low density in keeping with the 
semi-rural aspect that they have, to date, preserved. 

 Transport options for Iver are 
being considered with the 
County Council as Highway 
Authority in conjunction with 
the Local Plan. 
 

Rep0641 
Mr Philip Grinhaff 

I strongly believe that it is in the interest of Beaconsfield Rugby Club and the town itself, that the land either side of 
Windsor End used by the Rugby Club stays within the green belt and continues to provide a sporting facility for local 
adults and children.  There is far too much development as it is in Beaconsfield. 

  

Rep0642 
Mr Clive Bragg 

I think this plan should be NOT approved due to the visual affect, from the villages surrounding the area. We do live 
in a area of outstanding natural beauty, & I as well as most people who live in this area would agree that this should 
not happen.  I doubt very much if there will be any (if many) affordable properties for sale or rent for my grand 
children or any of  local young couples looking to live near their parents. Plus  the fact of overloading the road to the 
M25, maintenance of this road has been poor in the past, so the extra traffic load will make it worse, the road 
named Bedford Close in Chenies village is in a very poor state of repair more Mum's taking their off springs to the 
school will only make things worse. 

  

Rep0643 
Mr Michael 
Beattie 

1. General - The new plan places far too much emphasis on dedesignating existing green belt land in Chalfont St 
Peter ("CSP"). Chalfont St Peter has had more than its fair share of new development, including the granting of 
planning permission for the Holy Cross site, Nelwands Park and the Audly Homes delvelopment on part of Epilepsy 
site.  The previous core strategy was supposed to run to 2026 and CSP provides the largest single % of development 
proposed for the whole of Chiltern District. The current sewage system cannot support additional development on 
the scale proposed. When it rains raw sewage backs up in the centre of the village! Greenbelt principles require that 
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development should take place towards the centre rather than fringes of towns, with brownfield sites being 
developed first along with sites closest to train, tube and bus services. All schools in CSP are already full and will be 
unable to accommodate children from the developments already scheduled within the village. The overall impact on 
CSP would be devastating as the sites put forward equate to over 50% of the current built up area! 
2. Green Belt - The Plan is suggesting change of use for Green Belt areas. If successful this will be contrary to the 
National Planning Framework which states the purpose of green belt land as - to check unrestricted sprawl of large 
built up areas - to prevent neighbouring towns from merging into one another - to safeguard countryside from 
encroachment - to preserve the setting and special character of historic towns - to assist urban regeneration by 
encouraging rcycling of derelict and other urban land. The proposals on the Plan don't support these aims. 
3. Mill Meadow - This area is a much used public facility with a community centre, Nature reserve, Millenium Wood, 
allotments , football club, recreation park, playing pitches, tennis courts, scout HQ and Parish Council offices. There 
are no other areas in the centre of the village where these facilities can be relocated. In addition, the meadow is 
used on a daily basis for PE lessons and team games. Mill Meadow is also on the flood plain of the River Misbourne 
has flooded in recent years. The amenities of Mill Meadow are simply irreplaceble. 
4. The Epilepsy Society Site ("ES Site") - A large part of this site is within the Colne Valley Park and so deserves 
special protection as part of that park.  In addition, there are several football pitches and a pavilion with showers 
and changing rooms used by more that 24 teams. This is an important recreational facility. The ES site fulfils, as a 
whole  all five of the stated purposes of the green belt, in particular it provides and important between the 
settlements of CSP, Chalfont St Giles and Horn Hill. There are open views of the Colne Valley park from various 
locations and it provides important agricultural, forestry and related employment uses. The ES site is inherently 
unsustainable as it is not served by any appropriate bus service and is too far to walk to either Little Chalfont or 
Gerrards Cross train stations. Any development would be car dependent. The site is bounded on three sides by 
narrow, dangerous country lanes making it even more unsuitable for development. Any development of this site 
should be restricted, as now, to medical/care home use. The sheer size of the proposed development site is clearly 
excessive and could potentially double the number of dwellings in CSP. Such development would not be sustainable 
given current infrastructure in CSP and surraunding villages. 5. Area to east of A413 identified for industrial 
development - This area is green belt and forms part of the Colne Valley Park and is identified asa particularly 
important green space for biodiversity and environmental priorities. The area is in the Green Belt and provides the 
important function opf seperating the built up areas of CSP, Tatling End, Gerrards Cross and Denham.   The area 
contains well used recreational facilities such as a popular golf club and cricket club. The area is on a flood plain and 
is a valuable green corridor. To destroy it would inevitably lead to further industrialisation and amalgamation of 

settlements.   
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seperate and distinct developed areas. 6. Area to north of Chalfont Heights - This again is part of the Green Belt and 
forms a valuable recreational facility for local people. It is high grade agricultural land, which will be increasingly 
needed in the future. 7.Rylands Farm - This again is a green belt site and is also high grade agricultural land. 

Rep0644 
Mr Clyde Perkins 

There is a known drainage issue in CSP, particularly with open raw sewerage backing up in the centre of the village.  
Additional developments of the scale proposed are simply not possible. All schools within Chalfont St Peter are at, or 
very nearly at, capacity. They will be unable to accommodate children from the developments already scheduled 
within the Parish. Development should be concentrated towards the centre rather than the fringes of towns and 
villages to be in line with green belt principles that brownfield sites should be developed first, along with sites 
closest to train, tube and bus services.  In the first three years of the previous Core Strategy (intended to run until 
2026) CSP has already taken significantly more than its fair allocation and provides the largest single percentage of 
the development proposed for Chiltern District as a whole.  Proposals for Mill Meadow, it is on the flood plain. There 
is a serious risk of flooding. The Chalfont St Peter C of E Academy, adjacent to Mill Meadow, does not have a playing 
field within the school grounds. The school currently uses Mill Meadow for physical education lessons on a daily 
basis and for team games, athletics and cross country activities. • The area is a much used amenity facility which 
includes the Community Centre, a football club, recreation park, playing pitches (football and cricket), tennis courts, 
a scout headquarters and parish council offices.  There are no areas within the centre of the village where any of 
these facilities could be relocated. The industrial development to the east of the A413 is in a flood plain.  - The A413 
is a natural barrier for development. To build to the east of it would erode the barrier and facilitate yet more 
development in the future. The area is within the Green Belt and provides the important function of separating the 
built-up areas of CSP and Tatling End, Gerrards Cross and Denham. The ES Site fulfils, as a whole, all five of the 
stated purposes of the green belt and in particular provides an important buffer between the settlements of 
Chalfont St Giles, Chalfont St Peter and Horn Hill.  The ES Site contains important open views from Chesham Lane 
towards the Colne Valley Park.  It provides important agricultural, forestry and related employment uses and 
opportunities for outdoor sport and recreation, including the Model Farm, Rowan’s Nursery and Brawlings Farm 
Riding Centre. It is inherently unsustainable; it is not served by any appropriate bus service and is too far to walk to 
either Little Chalfont or Gerrards Cross which are the nearest rail stations.  Any development is car dependent. It is 
also bounded on three sides by narrow and dangerous country lanes which make it even more unsuitable for 
development. 

  

Rep0645 
Mrs Lesley 
Roberts 

My attention has been drawn to the Draft Development Plan from Chiltern District Council showing where CDC has 
designated future developments.  I cannot believe that the Council is intending to build on land adjacent to Quill Hall 
Lane Farm and Blackwood Stubbs Wood. This is Green Belt and an Area of Outstanding Beauty. I am Amersham born 
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and bred and apart from a 6 year period away have lived here all my life.  Ever since childhood I have walked 
through the footpaths on this land, enjoying the peace and quiet and the fantastic views overlooking the Chess 
Valley. I have met many other walkers similarly enjoying this oasis of tranquillity and now the Council intends to 
cover it with concrete!  Whilst appreciating the need for more housing in the area, particularly one and two 
bedroomed units for first time buyers, surely there are other more suitable sites. Unused land along White Lion 
Road, for example, between the garage and the flats is one such site. Please do not build on this land 

Rep0646 
Mr Raymond 
Oakley 

I recognize the future need for additional housing in Chiltern and South Bucks.  However Chiltern District Council has 
already granted planning permission for over 600 dwellings within Chalfont St Peter, more than its fair allocation in 
the first 3 years of the previous Core Strategy. In the new Local Plan CSP has been marked for the largest single 
percentage of the development proposed for Chiltern District as a whole.  Chalfont St Peter will not be able to cope 
with the sewerage from the proposed additional housing. The center of CSP already has a known drainage issue.  
Schools within Chalfont St Peter are at, or very nearly at capacity. Additional housing will mean that education for 
extra children will not be available and competition for places will be even fiercer than it is currently. The same 
strain on services will also be true for medical services.  Green Belt areas should be the last places to be developed. 
Development should be concentrated towards the center of towns and villages rather than the fringes. Brownfield 
sites and those closest to train, tube and bus services should be developed first in order to maintain green belt 
principles. Development of Green Belt areas around CSP is not appropriate as retention of the green belt prevents 
neighbouring towns from merging into one another and safeguards the countryside from encroachment. 
Mill Meadow should not be developed as this is area which is used extensively for recreational and sporting 
activities, e.g. community center, football club, recreation park, playing pitches (football and cricket) tennis courts, 
scout headquarters and Parish Council offices. There are no other areas within the center of the village for 
relocation of these facilities.  Chalfont St Peter CE Academy, in the absence of having its own playing fields within 
the school grounds, has historically used Mill Meadow on a daily basis for its physical education requirements. It 
would not be able to deliver an effective curriculum if Mill Meadow was used for development. Mill Meadow is on 
the flood plain and therefore unsuitable.  The Epilepsy site is within the green belt and should not be developed for 
the reasons stated previously about green belt. The size of the proposed development is clearly excessive. 
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Rep0647 
Miss Marilyn 
Hunt 

Question 8, meeting affordable housing needs, can this not be met by rebuilding a significant number of houses on a 
single house plot as some houses have large plots that could accommodate a number of affordable homes rather 
than carving up green belt land, maybe less permission for large builds which seem to be what develops want to do? 
Question 17,additional points, some of the area is designated 'area of outstanding beauty' is this taken into account 
as surely this land has to be even more important to preserve then just green belt? also there are people that are 
making enormous amounts of money by pushing these developments and then moving on, having destroyed an 
area from what it was, this seems wrong and the profiting of land surely should be taken into account and limited to 
stop the pressure of wrong decisions being made, the bigger the profit the more money they put behind making a 
case. Finally the area behind chessfiled park has been home to a lot of wildlife including 
bats,newts,frogs,grasshoppers,skylarks to name a few and i would have thought that a survey of the wildlife impact 
from converting the fields should be done before building is considered 

  

Rep0648 
Mrs Jane Carter 
Carter Planning 
Ltd on behalf of 
Firecheck 
Contracts Ltd 

On behalf of my Client, Firecheck Contracts Ltd, I am responding to the current consultation.  My Client considers 
that the proposed Spatial Strategy in both Districts will need a mixed approach given the amount of new 
development required to meet the levels of growth expected in the Districts. The redevelopment of previously 
developed land within existing built up areas should remain the priority and therefore Option A should be the focus 
for accommodating future growth. Although the Consultation is not a formal ‘Call for Sites’ nevertheless the 
invitation is made at paragraph 1.5 for new sites to be nominated. I therefore enclose a site plan of 53 Huntercombe 
Lane North, which is considered to be suitable for development for around 10 dwellings. The site currently 
comprises a building within use Class Bi (Offices) and is the only non-residential building in the vicinity. The vehicle 
access to the site is from Missenden Gardens, a development of flats in two blocks of three storeys. Other 
property in the area includes detached houses, bungalows, chalet bungalows and flats. The site is well located 
within walking and cycling distance of Burnham rail station, and walking distance to bus services along Bath Road to 
the south and Stomp Road to the north. Schools and village facilities, services and local shops are all nearby with the 
Sainsbury’s supermarket about 1km away. The site is therefore in a very sustainable location. The site is within Flood 
Zone 2 however it is believed that any flooding objections can be overcome through the design and layout of the 
new building following a Flood Risk Assessment.  The site is suitable, available and deliverable within the next 5 
years and should be considered as part of the Local Plan development strategy. 
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Rep0649 
Mrs Olwyn 
Davison-Oakley 

Whilst recognizing the future need for additional housing in Chiltern and South Bucks, I am concerned about the 
proposed building plans for Chalfont St Peter.  As Chiltern District Council has already granted planning permission 
for over 600 dwellings within Chalfont St Peter, more than its fair allocation in the first 3 years of the previous Core 
Strategy it is unacceptable that in the new Local Plan CSP has been marked for the largest single percentage of the 
development proposed for Chiltern District as a whole. Schools within Chalfont St Peter are extremely popular and 
are all at, or very nearly at capacity. Additional housing will mean that education for extra children will not be 
available and competition for places will be even fiercer than it is currently. The additional strain on the schools will 
be disastrous, not only for those children seeking new places but also for those children already being taught within 
these settings as they become even more overcrowded.  The same strain will also be true for medical services.   
Chalfont St Peter center already has a known drainage issue.  It will not be able to cope with the sewerage from the 
proposed additional housing. Mill Meadow is an area which is used extensively for recreational and sporting 
activities, e.g. community center, football club, recreation park, playing pitches (football and cricket) tennis courts, 
scout headquarters and Parish Council offices. There are no other areas within the centre of the village for 
relocation of these facilities.  For this reason alone, it should not be considered for development.  Chalfont St Peter 
CE Academy does not have its own playing fields within the school grounds and has historically used Mill Meadow 
on a daily basis for its physical education requirements.  It would not be able to deliver an effective curriculum if Mill 
Meadow was used for development.  Mill Meadow is on the flood plain and therefore unsuitable. Development 
should be concentrated towards the center of towns and villages rather than the fringes. Brownfield sites and those 
closest to train, tube and bus services should be developed first in order to maintain green belt principles. Green 
Belt areas should be the last places to be developed. Retention of the green belt prevents neighbouring towns from 
merging into one another and safeguards the countryside from encroachment. Development of Green Belt areas 
around CSP is therefore not appropriate. The Epilepsy site is within the green belt and should not be developed for 
the reasons stated previously about green belt. The size of the proposed development is clearly excessive, and 
surrounding roads would struggle to cope with a development of this size. . The Epilepsy South is currently used for 
a care home with medical facilities. The residents in this home clearly deserve to be able to remain there. 
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Rep0650 
Mrs Natalie 
Thomas 

I wish it known that I object to any part of the plan that extends any additional housing onto the current green belt 
area that runs from the Southern edge of Leas Drive, Iver Recreation Ground, Dutton Way, Chequers Orchard and 
Barnes Way, as I feel this area is supporting its role as designated Green Belt land, acts as a boundary for the current 
housing perimeter and light industry, and that local infrastructure would be unable to successfully support 
additional housing without having a major detrimental impact on the area of Iver village.  I also wish it known that I 
object to any part of the plan that extends any additional housing and light industry onto the area adjacent to Old 
Slade Lane, as I also feel the local infrastructure would be unable to successfully support additional development 
without having a major detrimental impact on the local area of Richings Park. 

  

Rep0651 
Mr Darren 
Dunleavy 

1. I cannot accept that there are not enough brown field sites to meet reasonable housing needs in the South 
Bucks/Chiltern area. 2. The roads are a nightmare already, how will they cope with the additional traffic. 3.My 
understanding was that Green Belt land was for the benefit of those living in nearby urban areas. Its destruction, full 
or partial, effects the all those in the area, not just those on it's door step. 4. I thought we were supposed to be 
encouraging people to move to areas of the country with a less dense population. Northern power house, HS2 etc. 
Now we seem to be encoraging people to do exactly the opposite and move to an already saturated part of the 
country.   I have lived in South Bucks for most of my life and part of the reason for that is because I can enjoy a good 
work life balance, with green open spaces never too far away. I never thought that an SB council would consider 
building on Green Belt land, it's very sad and probably the thin end of the wedge. I suspect future generations will 
be living in Mega City 1 and the only green they will see will be on a pool table. 
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Rep0652 
Mrs Zoe Wheeler 

Chalfont St Peter has already taken on its fair share of houses.  We already have over 600 new houses being 
developed in the village, from the massive Newlands Park development to the Holy Cross site.  These are huge 
projects, at a minimum these houses should be included in our contribution to this project rather than being ignored 
when considering CSP’s contribution to the demands put on the Chiltern District Council.  These are already putting 
a strain on limited resources.  With only a few GP surgeries in the village we already struggle to get appointments 
with waits up to 2 weeks being common.  Our children also had to go to dentist in the next town over as all spaces 
were full in CSP.   This is without the already planned 600 new homes which will break the system, but to put 
additional stress on a broken system is counter intuitive, is it not sustainable.   Sure if you have money there are 
many private school you can send your children to but if you don’t have the money then you are hugely restricted.  
The current schools are breaking at the seams and simple can handle the onslaught this proposal would bring.  The 
Holy Cross decision did not help this at all and we are not left with an existing infrastructure that is inadequate.  
With the proposal to remove a school field from the school is just preposterous, this plan will add children to the 
school and take away from its already limited capability to provide a good education for them. We already have the 
situation where raw sewage flows down our village’s streets when there is a heavy rain fall.  Adding more houses 
and businesses will only exasperate the issue.  We do not have a train station; we do not have a bus service this is a 
viable transport option for the vast majority of the village.  These plans will bring a huge number of people and by 
not providing an appropriate transport system will force people into their cars, which will then block our already 
crowded streets.  Market Place, the High St and Joiners Lane are already congested and with the addition of Holy 
Cross this will already be unsustainable. The addition of cars will also bring with it additional parking problems.  
Surely we are at a time in society where we should be endeavouring to take cars off the roads, rather than creating 
situations that only has the result of putting more polluting vehicles on the roads. Blatant disregard for the Green 
Belt - The green belt was set up with the following intentions in mind –  1 Providing opportunities for access to the 
open countryside for the urban population.  2 Providing opportunities for outdoor sport and outdoor recreation in 
the urban areas.  3 Retention of attractive landscapes and enhanced landscapes common to near where people live.  
4 Improvement of damaged and derelict land around towns.  5 The securing of nature conservation interests.  6 The 
retention of land in agricultural, forestry and related uses. This plan disregards each of these intentions, by removing 
the green belt designation you will be driving the boundaries of the village out towards Chalfont St Giles, Little 
Chalfont and the A40.  Rather than look at ways of building on existing brown field sites with the boundary of the 
village the plan is to push out.   You will be removing valuable recreation facilities, taking away every single 
established sporting club in the village from the football clubs to the tennis clubs, cricket clubs, and golf clubs.  The 
number of acres of green fields that are being looked for development are astounding many people enjoy these on a 
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daily basis.  The following research has shown that having access to open space to exercise alleviates stress and 
depression and has been shown to aid mental health. At a neighbourhood level, trees and vegetation improve 
residents’ health, wellbeing and social safety.   • van den Berg, A.E., Hartig, T. & Staats, H. (2007) Preference for 
nature in urbanised societies: Stress, restoration and the pursuit of sustainability. Journal of Social Issues, 63, 79–96. 
• Chiesura, A. (2004) The role of urban parks for the sustainable city. Landscape and Urban Planning, 68, 129–138  
•Green Space Scotland (2008) Transforming Urban Spaces: the links between green spaces and health - a critical 
literature review.   • GO Science, Foresight (2008) The Effect of the Physical Environment on Mental Wellbeing. 
Again as a society we should be moving toward ensuring we are maintaining and improving our citizen’s mental 
health. Mill Meadow site review.  - Removal of vital recreation facilities for this village is insane, this area includes 
the football club, recreation parks, skate park, playing pitches, tennis courts, a scout headquarters, allotments and 
community center that houses many fitness and recreation clubs. There are no areas within the centre of CSP where 
any of these facilities could be relocated. Mill Meadow, a pleasant open space, much loved and used by many 
inhabitants of CSP for walking and relaxation.  This field is also where my children have their only school playing 
field, The Chalfont St. Peter C of E Academy, will not be able to provide athletics, or field sports to the children of 
the village with its removal, and thus they will not be able to deliver the full ciriculum. Removal of open space that is 
used by everyone, the Mill Meadow area allows the public the ability to walk alongside the River Misbourne from 
the Village Centre, across Mill Meadow and through to Chalfont St. Giles. The river is also a wild life haven. The land 
is not suitable for new building as it on the floodplain of the River Misbourne. Over the last few years especially 
there has been numerous, documented, incidences of flooding. National Epilepsy Society Site review - This is already 
a major development site with a set of care homes and nursing homes on the site as well as nine playing pitches 
used regularly by a host of local sports teams. The care homes provide great facilities for local residents and should 
surely remain as the government recently announced they want the UK to be the most dementia friendly country in 
the world by 2020.  They also provide employment for many people.  The area north of the plot is exactly what the 
green belt initiative was set up to protect.  It separated the village from Newland Park and Little Chalfont; it 
prevents the village sprawling in an uncontrolled manor beyond its boundaries; it is a stunning area of wild life and 
open spaces and includes part of the Colne Valley Park.  The north end of this plot has zero public transport links, 
and would require a car to live there adding to pollution, and congestion.  The roads around there are narrow and 
dangerous country lanes and could not cope with the increased traffic.  The size of the plot is enormous, keeping the 
already developed area to the south for a small amount of housing and for the retention of the nursing homes is fine 
but to put it all up is counter intuitive. Industrial development to the east of the A413 review -  The area is in the 
Colne Valley Park and as such as considered an area of importance when it comes to wild life and green space and 
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therefore should have special dispensation.  The removal of the cricket club will be another reduction in the sporting 
facilities in the village, along with the removal of part of the golf club next door.   The area is within the Green Belt 
and provides the important function of separating the built-up areas of CSP and Tatling End, Gerrards Cross and 
Denham. Proposed industrial development would be against the tenets of National Planning Policy Framework, 
namely: to check the unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas.  The A413 forms a natural barrier for development. 
To build to the east of this would erode this barrier and facilitate yet more development in the future on the open 
space to the east, and be in direct contrast to yet another tenet of the National Planning Policy Framework: to 
prevent neighbouring towns from merging into one another. The area outlined in the Consultation Document is in a 
flood plain.  The area is much valued by residents and visitors as a green corridor and to destroy it would inevitably 
lead to further industrialisation and amalgamation of separate and distinct developed areas.  Providing 
industrial/commercial accommodation in the area is unnecessary for local employment reasons. For example, to the 
south of the proposed area for industrial development and adjacent to the A413 in CSP stands Chalfont Park which 
is currently occupied by three large office blocks. For several years now, a good proportion of these have remained 
unoccupied. One of the reasons often given for this being that the offices are located too far away from the centre 
of CSP and, more importantly, from the rail link at Gerrards Cross Station.  Rylands Farm, the land opposite 
Bulstrode Park, between the A40 and the Chiltern Railway Lane review. I actually don’t have any major issues with 
the proposition of this site for development, other than they sprawling nature of the proposition if we had to take 
on some of the burden this this area would be the best of a bad bunch. 
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Rep0653 
Mr Prakash 
Subramanian and 
Rep0655 
Mrs Dhanya 
Prakash 

I reject the conclusions of the Chiltern District Council, that the village of Little Chalfont be classified as a “main 
settlement for growth” and that adjoining areas of Green Belt land should therefore be considered for release for 
housing and employment development.  The main reasons for my objection to any housing/employment 
development on these identified areas of land include, but are not limited to, the following:   • This land is 
designated as Green Belt and its development would therefore be in contravention of local and national planning 
policy. Green Belt land was specifically created to prevent urban sprawl and should not be treated as a repository of 
reserve building land.  • Except for the former golf course on Lodge Lane, all the identified areas of land are within 
the Chilterns Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB), an important national asset much appreciated by local 
residents and visitors to the area. Use of this land would be in contravention of local and national planning policy. 
• Any housing and/or industrial development would be very detrimental to the rural character and setting of Little 
Chalfont village.  • In recent years Little Chalfont has taken a greater share (i.e. 12.4%) of new housing compared to 
other settlements in the area (e.g. Amersham 5.3%, Chesham 4.0%, Chalfont St Peter 7.7%).  • Any new housing 
estates would severely overload the local infrastructure including roads, road junctions, parking, train services, 
schools, healthcare, water and waste management.   In particular, I would like to draw your attention to the fields 
between Stony Lane and Westwood Park, which have been selected as a planned test area for residential 
development. Further to the objections listed above, this is an area of open rural land crossed by a well used public 
footpath and borders on mature ancient woodland to the north. A housing development would constitute an 
unacceptable form of urban sprawl that would severely impact the adjoining ancient woodland and the open space 
of Westwood Park and, furthermore, degrade the village character of Little Chalfont. It should also be noted that 
this area of land was one of the sites excluded in the Housing and Economic Land Availability Assessment at Stage 1. 
Of equal concern are the fields to the east of Stony Lane, Church Grove and Lodge Lane, which have been selected 
as planned test areas for employment development. In addition to the objections highlighted above, this is an area 
of open rural countryside that forms an important buffer zone between Little Chalfont and the settlements to the 
east. Any development here would be an unacceptable form of urban sprawl that would completely alter the rural 
setting of Little Chalfont. 
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Rep0654 
Mr Gareth 
Thomas 

I wish it known that I object to any part of the plan that extends any additional housing onto the current green belt 
area that runs from the Southern edge of Leas Drive, Iver Recreation Ground, Dutton Way, Chequers Orchard and 
Barnes Way, as I feel this area is supporting its role as designated Green Belt land, acts as a boundary for the current 
housing perimeter and light industry, and that local infrastructure would be unable to successfully support 
additional housing without having a major detrimental impact on the area of Iver village. I also wish it known that I 
object to any part of the plan that extends any additional housing and light industry onto the area adjacent to Old 
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Slade Lane, as I also feel the local infrastructure would be unable to successfully support additional development 
without having a major detrimental impact on the local area of Richings Park. 

Rep0656 
Mrs Abigail 
Binding 

I wish to register my support for the proposed gymnastics and cricket facility located at Betjeman Park, Amersham 
HP6 6JQ.  I have a 12 year old son and a 9 year old daughter. My son plays for Ballinger Cricket Club and my 
daughter is a member of Raans Gymnastics Club.  My son currently plays cricket all year round, in the cricket season 
at Ballinger's ground and in the winter they book a venue wherever they can that's cost effective and as local as 
possible, but generally not always ideal for indoor nets.  My daughter loves gymnastics and would really benefit 
from a purpose built gym, as currently they are squashed into Chesham leisure centre which doesn't have sufficient 
facilities to support the gymnasts weekly training. Their competitions are held at Milton Keynes, the gymnasts being 
at a disadvantage from the outset as Raans have no sprung floor in which to practice their floor routines. A club 
which they can be proud of and welcome other clubs to is long overdue, and a permanent base would allow the club 
to grow and encourage more youngsters to take up the sport. 

  

Rep0657 
Ms Sophie Blakes 

I wish it known that I object to any part of the plan that extends any additional housing onto the current green belt 
area that runs from the Southern edge of Leas Drive, Iver Recreation Ground, Dutton Way, Chequers Orchard and 
Barnes Way, as I feel this area is supporting its role as designated Green Belt land, acts as a boundary for the current 
housing perimeter and light industry, and that local infrastructure would be unable to successfully support 
additional housing without having a major detrimental impact on the area of Iver village.  I also wish it known that I 
object to any part of the plan that extends any additional housing and light industry onto the area adjacent to Old 
Slade Lane, as I also feel the local infrastructure would be unable to successfully support additional development 
without having a major detrimental impact on the local area of Richings Park. 
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Rep0658 
Mr Andrew 
McFiggins and 
Rep0659 
Mrs Beryl 
Mcfiggins 

I reject the conclusions of the Chiltern District Council, that the village of Little Chalfont be classified as a “main 
settlement for growth” and that adjoining areas of Green Belt land should therefore be considered for release for 
housing and employment development. The main reasons for my objection to any housing/employment 
development on these identified areas of land include, but are not limited to, the following: 1) This land is 
designated as Green Belt and its development would therefore be in contravention of local and national planning 
policy. Green Belt land was specifically created to prevent urban sprawl and should not be treated as a repository of 
reserve building land.  2) Except for the former golf course on Lodge Lane, all the identified areas of land are within 
the Chilterns Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB), an important national asset much appreciated and loved 
by local residents and visitors to the area. Use of this land would be in contravention of local and national planning 
policy.  3) Any housing and/or industrial development would be very detrimental to the rural character and setting 
of Little Chalfont village.  4) In recent years Little Chalfont has taken a greater share (i.e. 12.4%) of new housing 
compared to other settlements in the area (e.g. Amersham 5.3%, Chesham 4.0%, Chalfont St Peter 7.7%).   5) Any 
new housing estates would severely overload the local infrastructure including roads, road junctions, parking, train 
services, schools, healthcare, water and waste management. In particular, I would like to draw your attention to the 
fields between Stony Lane and Westwood Park, which have been selected as a planned test area for residential 
development. Further to the objections listed above, this is an area of open rural land crossed by a well used public 
footpath and borders on mature ancient woodland to the north. A housing development would constitute an 
unacceptable form of urban sprawl that would severely impact the adjoining ancient woodland and the open space 
of Westwood Park and, furthermore, degrade the village character of Little Chalfont. It should also be noted that 
this area of land was one of the sites excluded in the Housing and Economic Land Availability Assessment (HELAA) at 
Stage 1. Of equal concern are the fields to the east of Stony Lane, Church Grove and Lodge Lane, which have been 
selected as planned test areas for employment development. In addition to the objections highlighted above, this is 
an area of open rural countryside that forms an important buffer zone between Little Chalfont and the settlements 
to the east. Any development here would be an unacceptable form of urban sprawl that would completely alter the 
rural setting of Little Chalfont. 

 The Local Plan will need to 
identify sustainable 
development options to meet 
needs taking into account the 
scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements.   

Rep0660 
Miss Sherry 
Gifford 

I am very much opposed to the proposed development in Chesham.  I cannot see why we need more industrial 
space when what we have is not used to capacity.  How can we even consider building 1,000 houses when the town 
struggles with the population as it is.  Getting in and out of Chesham is to say the least challenging on the roads even 
weekends.  What is being done about the infrastructure?  There is NOT any where near enough parking for the 
existing residents let alone adding.  I am at a loss to understand how the council can grant planning permission for 
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all the houses and flats already being built in Chesham without providing adequate parking.  There seems to be no 
action taken against certain members of the community treating residential roads as car show rooms and leaving 
cars outside peoples houses for weeks at a time.  Are there plans to build new schools?  What about parking in the 
town centre?  Does anyone on the planning committee actually live in Chesham?  Probably not Im sure they would 
be opposed if they did!  One of the main benefits to living somewhere like Chesham is that you can walk for few 
minutes and be in fields and countryside - what about wildlife?  I know that one of the fields picked for developing 
has many wild flowers.  I am all for change, but not at the cost of our town!  PLEASE, PLESE DO NOT RUIN CHESHAM! 

Rep0661 
Mrs Caron Beary 

Question 7  It would seem that we are unable to meet our own needs without using green belt land and thus cannot 
meet the unmet needs from adjacent authorities. Question 8  Close working with multiple housing associations to 
administer and possibly construct affordable housing funded by developer contributions and allocated to either 
persons with existing residential qualifications or to key workers required in the area. I would like to see a mixture of 
shared equity purchase and rental. Question 9   This is a specialist area and SBDC should be in discussion with an 
appropriate organisation such as www.gypsy-traveller.org Question 10  Again specialist area which needs response 
from agencies such as Age Uk and developers such as McCarthy and Stone to ascertain the type and location of 
elderly persons accommodation needs. The area behind the shops in Iver High Street would be perfect for elderly 
housing. Question 11 and  12   The look of Iver should be maintained. Historically Iver made bricks and the walls 
around Iver should be protected as they are significant to its heritage. Question 13   Recreation grounds need to be 
maintained and if used for other purposes then like for like be removed to an appropriate site. Question 14   An Iver 
Parish Neighbourhood Plan is being formulated and will be submitted. Question 16   An infrastructure levy needs to 
be instituted in order to fund the provision of infrastructure such as schools, libraries etc Question 17  Infrastructure 
needs to be in place before any development starts. 1. Pollution  The Health Profile 2015 shows that respiratory 
disease is the 3rd highest cause of death in South Bucks  . SENSA data from monitors in Iver show that pollution 
levels massively breach EU regulations on a daily basis. Drastic measures need to be taken to reduce traffic through 
this residential area and  improve air quality. 2. Highways and Transport   - The Health Profile for 2015 shows that 
the number of people killed or seriously injured on the roads in this area is significantly above the national average.  
. If a housing development is permitted, it should only be permitted on a condition precedent  that a permanent 
relief road is built and usable for all traffic in advance of any housing  development construction commencing.  . The 
relief road must be usable for all traffic prior to any development in the area, but should  be primarily to relieve 
congestion and pollution caused by the HGVs currently using the High Street, North Park and the A412 through Iver 
heath.  . Improvements to all bus routes, but particularly those servicing Richings Park & Iver Station are needed.  . 
Improvements needed to Train services as a result of the proposed increased housing  development.  . Traffic 

 Transport options for Iver are 
being considered with the 
County Council as Highway 
Authority in conjunction with 
the Local Plan. 
 

http://www.gypsy-traveller.org/
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calming measures should run from Marina Way on Thorney Lane North and along the High Street – a 20 mph limit 
should be applied. On that route, there are on an average  weekday 300 + schoolchildren travelling to and from 
schools, in addition to 3 Nurseries, 2 Primary schools, a Health Centre and a Retirement Home.  . Deter drivers from 
using Iver as a cut through by the use of chicanes, narrowings, raised  pavements, railings and other traffic 
management techniques to relieve pressure on Iver,  Iver Heath and Richings Park as necessary. . On average, there 
is a HGV on the pavement every 10-15 minutes in Iver. To help ensure pedestrian safety and as a traffic calming 
measure, action needs to be taken to restrict the ability of vehicles mounting pavements by installing raised 
pavements, railings and/or bollards. . The road and pavement surfaces need improvement. The pathway from Iver 
village to the station is impassable whenever the weather is wet. Whilst the planned cycle track from Colne Orchard 
to Iver Station will help to improve this, the addition of cyclists creates extra hazards for pedestrians. . Drainage: Due 
to high levels of traffic, drainage ducts are cracked and damaged, resulting in large quantities of standing water 
whenever it rains. This gets washed onto property by passing traffic, damaging homes. . Iver station needs adequate 
parking facilities on SB0065 or SB0299 3. Education - Without housing development, current capacity across the 
district will be exhausted by 2022/2023. . Infant School currently full. . Junior School has little space for expansion. . 
Secondary School – No local secondary school and children face a long commute. Due to limited secondary school 
places at present, children in the same family are being placed at different schools which have an impact on family 
life. Additional housing will create an additional need for schools. All ability through school (5-18) at the heart of the 
community is needed. This could be sited on SB0043 or SB221/SB0036 and would also be a focus for community 
facilities as outlined below. 4. Healthcare - . Provision of healthcare needs to be appropriate for the demographic 
currently there is widespread pressure on: . GP capacity. . Hospital Beds . Walk In Clinics . NHS Dentists .  A new 
Health Centre including these facilities could be included in a Residential Development on SB0043 5. Community – 
Leisure and recreation  . Leisure facilities for teenagers, children and the elderly are needed. (Youth clubs, playing 
fields, swimming pools, community centres).  . Iver recreation ground is used to capacity.  . Currently there is no 
library provision in Iver or Richings Park. . All these facilities could be combined with the development of a 
community school.  The provision of public space can contribute to healthy and active lifestyles.  . Green Spaces: 
Designated green spaces and parks permanently protected from any further redevelopment. 6. Safety  - Risk 
assessment required as part of any future consultation.  . Policing: Increased presence as population grows– Police 
station and patrols . Fire Station: Is local provision adequate for an increased population? . Parking Wardens: Need 
to enforce safer parking . Street Lighting – currently areas where street lighting is insufficient. Pavements need 
adequate lighting, especially those on Thorney Lane from Iver village to the station which is used by a large number 
of people. 7. Wildlife . Need for community green space could be linked to preserving wildlife habitat.  . 
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Environment adjacent to canal is important for the support of wildlife.  . Any developments should respect existing 
rights of way, footpaths and bridleways. 8. Culture/Planning Conditions   . Preservation of historic area of high 
importance. Iver village, Iver Heath and Richings Park must have their character preserved.  . Parts of the village go 
back to Anglo Saxons times, there are a number of 18th century  buildings and parts have been a conservation area 
since 1982. There are a large number of other buildings, walls and trees that could be listed.  . Any housing 
development or infrastructure should be sympathetic to the types of houses  in the local area.  . Any new 3+ 
bedroom home built needs a minimum of two car parking spaces.  . There should be no them & us society created 
between the new and old residents. A feeling of community should be preserved. The sense of the Ivers as a village 
must not be eroded. 

Rep0662 
Ms Ruth Dixon 

Having read the local plan and had the opportunity to consider the proposals, I would like my views to be recorded 
along with those of the other residents / local businesses.  My concern is that I object to the plan that is proposed 
for additional housing on the current greenbelt land running from the Southern edge of Leas Drive, Iver Recreation 
Ground, Dutton Way, Chequers Orchard and Barnes Way. I also object to the development of the area adjacent to 
Old Slade Lane. The development of these areas would hely negatively impact the villages of Iver and Richings Park. 
I have been a resident in Iver for a few years and specifically moved into the area because of what I felt was on 
offer. This included the balance of green space versus residential / business properties. It included the current 
schools. It included the other services available. I am hugely concerned that the current infrastructure in Iver will be 
placed under enormous pressure due to increases of residential properties and that this small village is not the right 
part of bucks to be expanding. There is already pressure on the village in terms of HUGE traffic problems. The 
schools are mostly full. There is no secondary school. The doctors surgeries are struggling to meet demand. The 
impact of so many new homes is terrifying. 

 Transport options for Iver are 
being considered with the 
County Council as Highway 
Authority in conjunction with 
the Local Plan. 
 

Rep0663 
Mrs Wendy Lee 

This scheme is going to impact massively on the local environment. We already have massive problems with traffic 
build up at busy times of the day .  Then when there is a problem on the M25 everything often comes to a complete 
halt in surrounding areas. Our roads are not capable of carrying the vast increase in traffic that is proposed with this 
scheme.   I am not convinced that the local infrastructure can cope with this amount of change with Little Chalfont 
going from a tiny village to a town with industrial areas.  Then most importantly of all you are planning on firstly 
ignoring an AONB to pretend it just doesn't exist? What is the point of designating these areas if you are just going 
to get rid of them on a whim. Then secondly we have the green belt land that will also disappear under concrete. I 
moved to this area to enjoy the countryside. If I had wanted to live with this sort of development I would have 
stayed in Pinner.  This scheme has not been properly thought through and needs to be stopped before it goes any 
further. 
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Rep0664 
Mrs Susan 
Kightley 

I wish it known that I object to any part of the plan that extends any additional housing onto the current green belt 
area that runs from the Southern edge of Leas Drive, Iver Recreation Ground, Dutton Way, Chequers Orchard and 
Barnes Way, as I feel this area is supporting its role as designated Green Belt land, acts as a boundary for the current 
housing perimeter and light industry, and that local infrastructure would be unable to successfully support 
additional housing without having a major detrimental impact on the area of Iver village.  I also wish it known that I 
object to any part of the plan that extends any additional housing and light industry onto the area adjacent to Old 
Slade Lane, as I also feel the local infrastructure would be unable to successfully support additional development 
without having a major detrimental impact on the local area of Richings Park. 

  

Rep0665 
Mr Stephen 
Rowsell 

I response to the questions raised in the Chalfont and South Bucks Local Plan initial consultation document my views 
are as follows:  Q1: I am not convinced by the accuracy of the statistics produced for the HEDNA submission. 
Q2: I am not convinced by the accuracy of the statistics produced for the HELAA submission.  Q3: There are NO 
additional sites available in my opinion and I wish to see a list of sites already identified. Q5: I think option A is the 
best solution.  Q6: Parcel 47b should be rejected for the reasons stated by the ARUP report.  Parcel 57a should be 
rejected as it is in a flood plane and connects GX with CSP. Parcel 57b should be rejected for the same reasons as 
parcel 57a. Parcel 69 should be rejected for the reasons stated by the ARUP report.  Q16: I am in favour of a 
Community Infrastructure Levy in order to improve on the current woeful provision of medical care, schools, utilities 
and road funding. 

  

Rep0666 
Mrs M Smith 

I would like to object to the proposed plans for the additional housing and industrial/job plans outlined.  I feel this 
would change the entire make up of the area, for the worst.  Hilltop is currently a small, loved and tight nit 
community with a village feel.  I feel this would entirely alter this feeling and small part of England, with detrimental 
effects for its current residents.  The area is of outstanding beauty and would effect so many peoples lives, residents 
and visitors.  The fields concerned are obviously green belt and used by so many for dog walking, bird spotting, 
walks etc  Homes to badgers, hedge hogs (protected species) , foxes, birds etc.    Such large scale development 
would have disastrous effects on the nature and wildlife not to mention the carbon footprints and air quality etc for 
humans.   The roads in Hilltop would not be able to cope nor would the surrounding schools, doctors etc etc.  It 
would be an immense drain on the local services.  This is a semi rural area, could not other more built up and 
developed areas that could easily and more economically effective, be considered?  High Wycombe is a much larger 
town with larger roads etc.  Hemel Hempstead, Milton Keynes etc etc. Although other boroughs I know.  I feel such a 
massive scale would kill off the unique Chesham semi rural lifestyle for all the current residents, that is what 
Chesham is known and loved for.  Parking is already an issue as is the conditions of the roads. Doctors appointments 
can already take weeks.  School places etc. 
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Rep0667 
Mr Bhagat Hundal 

Question 5:  Having reviewed the options regarding spacial strategy and its influence on the Joint Plan, I would like 
to strongly express support for Option J to be considered as the strategy with the highest priority.  The vast 
investment that has been made into local transport infrastructure, particlarly the Elizabeth Line, is clearly visible and 
there are immense benefits to maximising and exploiting on this investment which has already occurred by the 
government. Question 6: Further to my comments suggesting Option J, I recommend Richings Park be considered as 
an option since it will be one of the largest beneficiaries of new transport infrastructure. I am writing with regard to 
the land registered Fourells Paddock, Richings Park of which I am the owner in relation the Joint Local Plan which is 
currently under consultation.  Having reviewed the Draft HELAA as shared by South Bucks County Council in 
February 2016 and the consultation issues in January 2016, I understand my land along with the land to the east is 
being tested at stage two as per the ARUP consultation document. I write to express my proposal of Fourells to be 
considered as an option site for mixed residential development, helping the council meet its mandate for additional 
housing in the South Bucks area. As indicated in the ARUP findings, Fourells serves as a sustainable, available and 
deliverable site for development. Sustainability is not least highlighted by the benefit the site will receive from the 
imminent Elizabeth Line service. The site is available for development effective immediate (pending Green Belt 
review). Keeping top of mind the scale of development required and urgency of its delivery, this site can be used to 
begin to deliver against the OAN of the district.I have developers who are ready offering to put forward a proposal 
which will meet with the council objective if this would assist in the testing process. 

  

Rep0668 
Ms Julie Cook 

I object to the plans scope,  It does not take into account all the related development activities plus the reality that 
many parts of South Bucks see significant transit traffic / people movements.  That provide no economic benefit to 
the community but cause undue inconvience and costs to local.  In particular I object to the extent of proposed 
developments impacting upon a small area, namely Iver Heath, Iver and Richings Park. Question 5 -  The council 
must consider using brownfield spaces as priority - and nearby councils eg Hillingdon and Slough which both have 
significant brownfield sites should exhaust these before any encroachment into Green belt land.  People want to live 
in London for ease to work - but are priced out - therefore London must firstly attempt to accomodate the growth.  
Failure to do so will see developments in outer areas potentially become very undesirable areas or white elephants.  
People want to live in the counties for the open space experience. Question 6 - The areas of Iver Heath, Iver and 
Richings Park are shown to have the most proposed growth - this is grossly unfair to exisitng residences.Question 7 - 
I believe that the unmet growth needs are in fact a flow on from the unaffordable and absence of London based 
housing.  Given a choice many people would not be searching for properties in the area if closer to work (in london) 
options were available. Long commuting is deterimental to peoples family life and mental health - these are proven 
health outcomes. In addition to environmental impact.  But blindly expanding South Bucks the council will be 

 Transport options for Iver are 
being considered with the 
County Council as Highway 
Authority in conjunction with 
the Local Plan. 
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contributing to these poor community and individual outcomes. Question 8 - Affordable housing needs to be part of 
a mixed demographic and should be community developed.  So that locals receive first option to secure the housing.  
Better design of housing is also needed - UK has the smallest and least workable apartment design in Europe this in 
turn drives people away from higher density living.  Suggest you look at new builds in Switzerland by contrast. Each 
has a lock up basement; basement parking; balcony and large rooms.  This combines to make apartment living 
attractive and viable for a family not just young or old. Question 14 - I believe that the Parish Councils should benefit 
from the development of small housing projects and that these be controlled by locals. Failing that large developers 
will try to maximise development on each block to ensure profits but at the long term detriment of the community.   
Question 17 - A holistic approach to development must be taken - this strategy does not really account for other 
work (eg Heathrow, Motorway expansion) and the impact on the communities.  It has been consistently proven that 
leafy and attractive commercial spaces result in increased business rates and property values.  that in turn brings 
revenue to the area.  In addition there is a strong correlation to social welfare and mental health outcomes and 
spend to the quality of the community life and environment.  A good community life and pleasant green 
environment actually will ensure that the councils spend on social welfare and mental health do not spiral out of 
control and in fact the area becomes some form of  vacant moral waste land .The home counties need to be part of 
the "green and pleasant land" not urban sprawl. 

Rep0669 
Mrs Judith 
Mander 

1. Mill Meadow:    a. The area is a much used amenity facility which includes the Community Centre, a football club, 
recreation park, sports pitches, tennis courts, a scout headquarters, allotments and parish council offices.  There are 
no areas within the centre of the village where any of these facilities could be relocated.   b. The Chalfont St Peter 
Academy, adjacent to Mill Meadow, has no sports field of its own and uses the Meadow for daily sports lessons 
(team games, athletics, cross country etc).  The school would be unable to deliver an effective curriculum if Mill 
Meadow is designated for development.    c. The area is also a much used public facility with Nature Reserve, 
gardens, woods and walks along the Misbourne to Chalfont St Giles and beyond.  These facilities could not be 
replaced due to both the time taken to develop them and their position.    d. Mill Meadow is on the flood plain and 
regularly floods during the winter.  If there was further development the risk of flooding in both the immediate area 
and down-stream would be substantially increased. 2. The Epilepsy Society site (ESS):    a. This is currently a Major 
Developed Site (MDS) within the greenbelt, that is the home of the Epilepsy Society, provides two new care home 
developments plus important recreational facilities with nine football pitches plus a pavilion with toilets, showers 
and changing facilities which are used by more than 24 teams, most of which are for local children.  b. The ESS could 
notionally be divided into two parts.  The area to the south of Tate Road and Micholls Road (extended towards the 
long established and well used track from Tate Road to Skippings Farm) lies the current built up area (ESS South) and 

  



Classification: OFFICIAL 
 

367 
 
Classification: OFFICIAL 

Name Summary of Representation 
Council Response (see also 

Volume 1 for generic response) 

the  area to the north of that line including (for this purpose) comprises the Model Farm, Rowan’s nursery  and 
Brawlings Farm.  (ESS North)  c. ESS North is within the Colne Valley Park and therefore deserves special protection 
in any event as part of that park.  ESS South is currently used for care home and medical facilities and should be 
retained as such. It is an ideal site to provide further care home and/or medical facilities for CSP.   d. The ESS Site 
fulfils, as a whole, all five of the stated purposes of the green belt and in particular provides an important buffer 
between the settlements of Chalfont St Giles, Chalfont St Peter and Horn Hill.  The ES Site contains important open 
views from Chesham Lane towards the Colne Valley Park.  It provides important agricultural, forestry and related 
employment uses and opportunities for outdoor sport and recreation, including the Model Farm, Rowan’s Nursery 
and Brawlings Farm Riding Centre.   e. It is inherently unsustainable; it is not served by any appropriate bus service 
and is too far to walk to either Little Chalfont or Gerrards Cross which are the nearest rail stations.  Any 
development is car dependent.  f. The ESS Site is bounded on three sides by narrow country lanes that require 
passing places for traffic; which make it even more unsuitable for development.  g. A natural boundary between ESS 
South and ESS North is easily defensible (excluding the playing fields which is identified as green open space in the 
Neighbourhood Plan). The ESS North site should be retained in the green belt and Colne Valley Park with no 
development.   ESS South should be retained as an MDS in the green belt for medical/care home use.   h. The sheer 
size of this proposed development site is clearly excessive and could potentially double the number of dwellings in 
CSP.  i. Several local businesses use the ESS site apart from the agricultural use.  The ESS Society is one of CSP’s 
largest employers. 3. The area identified for industrial development to the east of the A413   a. The area is in The 
Colne Valley Park and is identified as being a particularly important green space for biodiversity and environmental 
priorities. b. It contains both the village Chalfont St Peter cricket club and the Golf Club. The area is within the Green 
Belt and provides the important function of separating the built-up areas of CSP and Tatling End, Gerrards Cross and 
Denham.  c.  The cricket club provides facilities for sport for each of the local schools’ children to play cricket having 
upto 150 junior players and also regularly fields 3 adult teams in local leagues and friendly matches.  In addition, the 
facilities are used by schools and local businesses for cricket and by residents for social functions.  There is no 
alternative site for the club to be relocated within the village.    d. The A413 is a natural barrier for 
development. To build to the east of it would erode the barrier and facilitate yet more development in the future on 
the open space to the east.  e.  The area is in a flood plain, and though it does not have a history of flooding the 
very high water table suggests it would be susceptible to flooding if development up-stream were to increase water 
flow.   f. The area is valued by residents and visitors as a green corridor and to destroy it would inevitably lead to 
further industrialisation and amalgamation of separate and distinct developed areas.      g. The parkland area 
of the cricket club and golf club was originally designed by Capability Brown, and also contains Chalfont House so 
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also has historical significance. h. The area is outlined for employment use.  The existing offices on this site are not 
fully let suggesting there is a limit to the demand for similar usage in this location. 

Rep0670 
Mr Paul Heneker 

This is a general answer referring mainly to question 17 in the consultation document. I am writing to you with grave 
concerns about the potential for development on existing green belt land.  I am categorically opposed to such action 
as Green Belt land was set aside for a reason and we run the very significant risk of losing what makes our area so 
attractive and vibrant.   I am aware that housing shortage is a major issue but in terms of long term sustainability for 
us a nation and indeed a species, so is having green space and protected land - for both the environment and our 
own sanity.  Indeed what purpose does the 'Green Belt' provide if we as a nation are unable to respect it.  I'd like my 
descendants to grow up somewhere where there are still plentiful woodlands and fields as opposed to one vast 
suburban jungle sprawling from coast to coast.  Furthermore, services in the area perfectly adequate area based on 
current population levels but what will happen if thousands of new houses are built in the area?  I would doubt the 
current infrastructure could support it without the need to build multiple new concrete buildings in some of the few 
fields that remain.  And getting space on the trains we have into London in the rush hour is hard enough as it is 
without adding a significant amount of extra people into the equation. There are so many brown field sites and 
derelict buildings in the country that could be redeveloped into housing and buildings of value to the community 
without destroying ancient habitats at the cost of the environment.  I know that there is a larger initial cost to 
redevelop such sites but this is purely financial cost, the cost of losing our Green Belt land would run much deeper in 
the longer term.  Please do what you can to ensure that such beautiful land is saved for future generations to enjoy. 

 The councils consider that 
options in the Green Belt need 
to be considered in addition to 
the opportunities that are 
available on brownfield sites. 
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Rep0671 
Mr Colin Miller 

Questions 8 and  17.   -  I believe that That the Chiltern District Council should protect the existing Green Belt which 
is there to check the  unrestricted sprawl of large built up areas and to prevent towns merging into one another, to 
preserve the setting and special character of historic towns and assist in urban regeneration by encouraging the 
recycling of derelict and other urban land.  Little Chalfont is surrounded by Green Belt.  Much of the land around 
Little Chalfont is designated AONB and this should be to conserve and enhance the natural beauty of the AONB not 
despoil it.  The current infrastructure in Little Chalfont is already under stress and additional development in the 
area would place intolerable burdens on such areas as traffic and parking, healthcare, education, train services, 
social care and water and waste management. Little Chalfont should not be identified as a Main settlement for 
growth, it has already had an increase in new dwellings of 12.4% between 2006 and 2014  Any further large 
development would completely change the character of the area.   The Chilterns AONB is a heavily visited area with 
millions of leisure visits a year. To damage the area around Little Chalfont by large scale developments would surely 
damage the reputation and attraction of the AONB. I have been visiting the Chess valley for the last 35 years and 
have lived here for the last 19 years, to suggest that the area between Bell Lane and Stony Lane be removed from 
Green Belt status is shocking, the Chess Valley walk attracts many visits each year and over the years I have met 
countless walkers in the valley who would be horrified to learn of the possibility of this area losing its Green Belt 
status. I believe that we need to protect and enhance the attractions of  this area, further development on the scale 
suggested would be totally out of keeping with the values and purpose of both the Green Belt and the AONB 

  

Rep0672 
Mrs Helen Savage 

Q.17 I live in Latimer, overloooking the Chess Valley.  I consider that it is imperative that the Green Belt should 
remain protected, and not declassified to provide new housing/employment opportunities.  The original Green Belt 
was designed to prevent the spread of London, and the merging of diverse communities into each other.  It is crucial 
that the Green Belt remains safe from incursion for new housing stock.  My family and I walk along the Chess and up 
the footpaths between Stony Lane and Lodge Lane, and up to Beechwood Park.  We enjoy the view across the Chess 
which would be ruined if Phase 1 and then Phase 2 were allowed and the fields down to the Chess were developed. 
Regarding Little Chalfont and its infrastructure; the village itself has increased by over 10% in the last 10 years, and 
there has been no increased school/medical/emergency services provision. The roads, particularly the A404, have 
become increasingly congested and this would be exacerbated by extra housing/industrial units and businesses. 
I believe that there is other 'brownfield' sites that could be utilised.  The Green Belt MUST be saved for our future 
generations. 

  

Rep0673 
Mr Simon Savage 

I do not think that Little Chalfont should be designated as a 'Main Settlement for Growth'.  It has already swallowed 
more than its fair share of new housing, over the last 10 years, without any increased provision for education, 
medical provision, dentists, emergency services etc.  I do not believe that Green Belt should be declassified, as I 
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believe it will have a detrimental effect on the surrounding area.  All the villages will become one, and we will 
become part of London.  Green Belt was invented for a reason - to prevent London becoming one sprawling mass.  
In addition, much of the land that has been identified as residential development/employment development is also 
AONB.  We should not destroy such a valuable local asset. I believe it is the duty of Chiltern District Council to 
protect the Green Belt and AONB, and it would be derelict in its duty if it releases Green Belt Land for housing need. 

Rep0674 
Mr Joseph Savage 

I have grown up in Latimer overlooking the Chess Valley and I believe strongly that Chiltern DIstrict Council must 
protect the Green Belt and AONBs.  CDC must not declassify green belt land.  Housing need does not justify the 
release of Green Belt Land.  If you allow Green Belt Land to be declassified, then there is nothing to stop further 
Green Belt land going the same way in 5 years time, and then there will be no 'green lung' separating all the villages 
and preventing London becoming one massive urban sprawl.  The infrastructure of Little Chalfont cannot sustain 
further population growth, and the traffic along the A404 is already hugely congested at peak times.  Also, at peak 
times, it's standing room only on the tube from Chalfont & Latimer to London, and this will only get worse if lots of 
new houses and places of employment are built. It is my strong view that the CDC MUST NOT declassify Green Belt.   

  

Rep0675 
Miss Emma 
Savage 

I believe that Green Belt must not be de-classified to make land available for more housing and places of 
employment. The Chess Valley is one of the most beautiful and visited Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty and if 
housing is permitted all the way down to the Chess (which would happen in Phase 2), it will have a permanently 
detrimental effect on the beautiful valley. In particular, I believe that Little Chalfont is already struggling in terms of 
infrastructure, and cannot sustain further housing and places of employment.  Where is the money coming for for 
more doctors, dentists, schools, hospitals, roads, libraries etc?  You cannot just add housing stock without improving 
the infrastructure. 

  

Rep0676 
Miss Mary Savage 

Q.17 I am concerned that the proposed declassification of land in Little Chalfont will have a detrimental effect on 
the village of Chenies which is my local village and we can see it from our house.   Chenies is a rural village, and it is 
essential to preserve the current separation of it from Chorleywood and Little Chalfont to maintain its character.   
Development of the proposed land would be in full view of the Chenies and Latimer conservation Area especially 
from the Chess Valley Walk across the valley, from our house, and also from further away, affecting views from 
Sarratt and Flaunden. Infrastructure is currently unable to cope at peak times in Little Chalfont, with the A404 often 
tailing back to Chenies and Little Chalfont from the M25 during the rush hour.   There are no exceptional 
circumstances to warrant removal of this land from the Green Belt.  This Green Belt MUST be maintained and 
safeguarded. I strongly object to the proposals to declassify this Green Belt Land. CDC MUST protect Green Belt. 
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Rep0677 
Mr Chris 
Stapleton 

I am shocked and appalled at the suggestion of considering Green Belt land around Little Chalfont for any kind of 
development.   This land benefits from statutory protection for very good reasons. The nearby conurbations of 
Hertfordshire are the outer limits of urban and residential sprawl that now extends from Central London with little 
respite past Chorleywood and right to the county boundary. The Amersham and Chesham conurbation is not very 
far away on the other side.  Simply entering Buckinghamshire and the Green Belt is a psychological boon for 
everyone commuting along the A404. The open countryside around Little Chalfont provides relief from the city not 
only for returning commuters and the residents, but also for those living in London looking for open countryside for 
recreation at the weekends. Where else can the woodlands and fields of an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty be 
found within walking distance of an Underground Station?  Beauty is quickly degraded by views of buildings on the 
skyline and yet more noise from nearby developments and traffic.  The Chess Valley is unique in having no major 
road, railway line, or conurbation through it or next to it. It is absolutely essential for the residential areas to be kept 
at a distance if its amenity values are to be maintained. The Missenden Valley will soon be blighted by HS2 and it is 
all the more important that the Chess Valley is protected.  Little Chalfont itself has grown without any planning for 
the needs of its residents. There is now insufficient space at the centre for the infrastructure required by any further 
residential developments on the periphery. The retail, entertainment, employment and social facilities are stretched 
beyond their capacity, and the recent decisions to use the available land near the centre for residential purposes 
should have put paid to any further residential development anywhere else. Parking facilities are extremely limited, 
and it is now almost impossible to stop a vehicle to buy a loaf of bread.  The road has reached maximum capacity 
when schools are starting and finishing and in the rush hours. Further growth is simply not sustainable. Little 
Chalfont should not grow larger, the very name makes this abundantly clear! 

  

Rep0678 
 Lucy & Andrew 
Stow & Mepham 

I have inadvertently found out about the draft housing assessment thanks to my kind and community minded 
customers in Great Missenden.   Our Landlord, Frank Wicks, Wick Motors have put forward the Wicks Motors 
Garage site in Great Missenden for housing development / consideration in the plan.  Myself and my husband lease 
the site and run a successful MOT and repair garage from the site, trading as Great Missenden Garage LTD.  Mr 
Wicks didn’t consult us when he put forward the site and we haven’t been considered in this process.  We currently 
hold an 8 year lease on the site and had hoped to extend it.  For the past 8 years we have built up the business and 
have an annual turnover of £450,000 a year and provide garage service to a good proportion on the Great 
Missenden population.  We would be devastated to loose our livelihood and the business we have grown from 
virtually nothing.  With this plan in process it also means that our business is blighted and we have no way of 
business planning for the future.  I strongly urge you to involve us in the next stage of this assessment and the 
residents of Great Missenden. 

 The Council is responding to a 
request from the landowner to 
consider this site as part of the 
Housing and Economic Land 
Availability Assessment.  
Inclusion does not affect any 
legal rights over the land such 
as a current lease. 
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Rep0679 Mr 
Henry Mepham 

Great Missenden Garage has been built up by my parents over the last 8 years and serves the local community of 
Great Missenden. This business should not be destroyed by housing and as family we will lose our livelihood.  

  

Rep0680 
Mr Laurence 
Mepham 

I am writing to you today concerning the planned housing development on the Wicks Motors site.  Great Missenden 
Garage is a local business which has thrived within the local community and beyond for several years. If the planned 
development on the site goes ahead, a successful and well loved business will cease to exist. This would be a huge 
loss to the community as Great Missenden Garage has been a longstanding and consistent business throughout the 
last several years. The owners have built up the reputation of the business and have completely transformed it from 
an average business to an exceptional one. Many people rely on Great Missenden Garage to make sure that their 
cars are safe for the roads. Customers have faith and trust in the employees at Great Missenden Garage, and if this 
planned development goes ahead, who else will people turn to? Therefore, I am writing to you to urge for this 
planned development on the Wicks Motors site to not go ahead. The business of Great Missenden Garage will be a 
huge loss to many people. 

  

Rep0681 
Mr Michael 
Spargo 

I am writing to you to try and prevent another loss of a local business for the benefit of more housing. The Great 
Missenden Garage is a very popular, excellent local business that has the potential to thrive for many years. 
Please consider how many local residents will be affected by the loss of this business. 

  

Rep0682 
Mrs Anne Taylor 

My view is that areas of the green belt that fall within the Chiltern Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty should 
remain protected as part of the green belt. The benefits of the AONB are widely documented and the area has been 
conserved and enhanced by the Chiltern Conservation Board, set up by Parliament in 2004. Our local highlight is the 
Chess Valley, which is a chalk stream habitat of international importance. The stretch between Chorleywood and the 
outskirts of Chesham is the most beautiful and should remain unspoilt.  I have specific comments about the Built 
Area Extension Option and the Employment Area of Search to the north east of  Little Chalfont. Both of these areas 
are within the Chiltern AONB and border the bridleway from Chenies to West Wood. This track is well used for 
exercise and recreation and is especially valued for the rural setting and exceptional scenery. If these two areas 
under consideration were developed then the amenity value of the bridleway would be considerably diminished and 
many people would be discouraged from continuing their current activities, to the detriment of their health and 
wellbeing.  Having looked at some of the other areas under consideration, it appears to me that the M40/A40 
junction is a much less sensitive location for siting business premises. This would allow for good transport 
connections and would certainly have less impact on people enjoying active pursuits in the countryside. 
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Rep0683 
Mr Derek Parnell 

The National Epilepsy Society Site  - The proposed green belt site to the north of the development is accessed by 
Chesham Lane and Gorelands Lane  both narrow dangerous country lanes with no footpath which make it 
unsuitable for development. It is also over three miles to Gerrards Cross national rail station or Chalfont & Latimer 
underground and National Rail station the site is not served by any public bus service and, any development would 
be totally car-dependent with all the ramifications of increased vehicle on already busy lanes particular in the 
morning and evenings as it is used as cut through to the North Orbital Road / Maple Cross adding additional 
congestion and resulting pollution. Also the HS2 rail route 3 is proposed to pass under this site with an emergency 
access shaft to tunnel.   This part of the National Epilepsy Society site fulfils the purposes of the Green Belt and in 
particular provides an important buffer to stop the urban spread between Chalfont St. Giles and Chalfont St. Peter 
and embraces mature woodlands and attractive open scenery. It also provides important farming, agricultural, 
forestry and opportunities for outdoor sport and recreation, including the Brawlings Farm Riding Centre.  The 
existing residential and medical facilities part of the National Epilepsy Society site is currently undergoing Major 
Developed replacing the old resident’s accommodation and also providing two new care home developments and 
important recreational facilities which will increase available properties in the area.  Some now unoccupied 
premising such as Debenham House and others not now required could be developed without encroaching too 
much into the green belt ideal to provide further care home and/or medical facilities for the local area. The sheer 
size and scale of the proposed development in the consultation document is clearly excessive for Chalfont St Peter. 
Holy Cross Site - This would be a excellent opportunity to relocate the Chalfont St Peter Church of England School 
which is overcrowded with inadequate facilities including no secure playing field for outdoor actives, and releasing 
land near the village for development with all the advantages of bus services shops etc. 

  

Rep0685 
Ms Victoria 
Spencer 

I write further to the Chiltern and South Bucks Initial Planning Consultation and in particular the proposal for 
development of housing in Chalfont St Giles.   I am a village resident and object to the suggested development of 
500 homes on Upper Stone Meadow. Aside from the fact that the area is designated Green Belt and considered an 
area of natural beauty, the Meadow is a flood plain which has extensively flooded as recently as a couple of years 
ago. The notion that this area would be used to build houses, let alone 500, is astounding and in my opinion very 
short sighted. One assumes to avoid any further flooding of this area in the future, parts of the waterway (River 
Misbourne) would have to be diverted; it is noteworthy that the Initial Planning Consultation document is silent on 
how this will be managed.  In addition to the above concerns, it is clear that the village is not equipped to house the 
number of families 500 properties would bring. The following are some of the problems that I foresee if the 
proposed development were to take place:  ~ Increased level of traffic through a small village with narrow streets. 
~ Increase traffic accidents within the rural community high street.  ~ Loss of area for recreational use leading to a 
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reduction is areas within the village where people and their dogs could exercise and keep fit. This would mean 
people would have to drive a distance in order to have the same facility.  ~ Insufficient parking and therefore 
congestion leading to increase of carbon emissions.  ~ Insufficient schooling places for new residents (the village 
nursery and school is small and housed in historic buildings where extension is likely to be limited).  ~ Limited 
infrastructure/amenities within the village (no public transport links, small shops) which would likely mean further 
development would be necessary.  ~ Increased and quicker deterioration of already severely pot-holed roads at a 
cost to the council. Please take my objections into account in this consultation period and discount Chalfont St Giles 
from the proposed development options. 

Rep0686 
Mr & Mrs 
Maureen & 
Michael Robinson 

We have been informed of the proposed housing development on Green Belt land and as a resident in Little 
Chalfont wish to object very much to this policy.  Housing does not justify release of Green Belt land.   You will spoil 
areas of natural beauty and lots of lovely walks by building on this land. The doctors surgery, local schools, parking 
and other facilities would not be able to cope with the effects of this proposed development as they are all already 
under pressure. 
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Rep0687 
Mr Patrick Ruffles 

I wish to object to the possible designation of land for employment as shown on the Chalfont St Peter and Gerrards 
Cross map in Appendix 5, Areas of Search for Strategic Employment Options within the Green Belt listed in the Local 
Plan Initial Consultation document.  The proposal would cut across the lower part of the course at Gerrards Golf 
Club, including the Clubhouse, and so make the Club completely unviable.  It would further greatly reduce the 
sporting and recreational facilities in the local area and deny hundreds of members the enjoyment of playing golf in 
a beautiful part of the Misbourne valley.   Such development within the Green Belt would be considered harmful to 
the principles of such a designation while conversely, the existing use is an acceptable use within the Green Belt and 
wholly appropriate in maintaining the openness of the Green Belt.   The area is in The Colne Valley Park and is 
identified as being a particularly important green space for biodiversity and environmental priorities.  The area is 
within the Green Belt and provides the important function of separating the built-up areas of CSP and Tatling End, 
Gerrards Cross and Denham.  The A413 is a natural barrier for development.  To build to the east of it would erode 
the barrier and facilitate yet more development in the future on the open space to the east.  The area is also in a 
flood plain unsuitable for sustainable development of any significance.  The area is valued by residents and visitors 
as a green corridor and to destroy it would inevitably lead to further industrialisation and amalgamation of separate 
and distinct developed areas.  The council has a responsibility to protect the heritgae and history of the area, of 
which Gerrards Cross Golf club has been and remains an integral part of village life. The council's proposals would 
also cause  job losses as the plans would render the continuation of the Golf club untenable. Gerrards Cross Gold 
club remains a significant local employer.   The plans would also seriously impact on the local environment, causing 
irreversible damage to the wildlife and natural habitats that currently are protected and nurtured by the existence 
of the Golf Club. 

  

Rep0688 
Ms Janet Steel 

I have just learned that the site which includes Great Missenden Garage (formerly known as Wicks Garage) has been 
submitted by the land lord for planning permission under the local plan. This was done without any reference to the 
present owners of the garage.  I would like to submit most strongly that Great Missenden Garage provides an 
essential service to Great Missenden and the local area. If it is the policy of the council to maintain vibrant and 
complete communities surely the closure of a local garage would run counter to this. runs counter to this. I have 
lived  in Great Missenden for over40 years and there has always been a garage on this site. There is no other 
suitable land within the village to the garage could move , which would mean not only the loss of an essential facility 
for the local community but an incalculable loss to the owners of this excellent business which they have worked 
very hard to build up. I would therefore like to object most strongly to planning permission being given for the 
change of use of this site to allow domestic housing 
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Rep0689 
Mr Boris Ertl 

I am deeply concerned about the extent and impact of the developments proposed in the local plan. Some of these 
proposed changes could destroy the essential character of our area, not just for ourselves but for future 
generations. Thank you for the opportunity to share my comments. Question 1 - In your section 2.3d you state: 
"there are no significant market relationships between Chiltern/South Bucks and Hertfordshire." This is untrue for 
Little Chalfont / Chenies, one of the areas significantly impacted by your plan. Our nearest commercial centre is 
Watford, nearest major hospital is Watford, many children in the area go to Hertfordshire schools, notably St 
Clement Danes. Residents in Hertfordshire would be greatly affected by these proposals, in particular the impact on 
roads, the Metropolitan line underground, Chiltern line railway, hospitals and schools (which are already 
overloaded.) Question 4 - I would strongly urge retention of the existing Green Belt and AONB. Concreting over 
these special places would be irreversible destruction of a rare and precious commodity in our region. Before I 
moved to the region I lived in west London and travelled to the Chilterns at weekends to enjoy the fresh air and 
spectacular Chilterns countriside. It's not just local residents that would be impacted by the proposed destruction of 
green belt land, having these spaces accessible to public transport links gives access to a much wider population in 
the region. Question 5 - My preferred spatial strategy option for housing is to make more efficient use of existing 
urban areas. I would be opposed to any option that destroys green belt or AONB land. Development of employment 
areas should also be focussed on existing employment areas. Question 6 - Please ensure you look at the wider 
implications of your planning decisions, in particular the impact on infrastructure. Many of our roads are already 
overloaded, and some of the village roads have become dangerous as a result of drivers (including heavy vehicles) 
by-passing the main routes.  Your specific plans for Little Chalfont and Chesham have the potential to increase traffic 
in the village roads through Chenies, Latimer, Flaunden, etc.  2 of my children were recently involved in a road 
accident on the road from Chesham, and only saved from serious injury by an air bag and luck. I am terrified of the 
impact of increased traffic in our villages. Questions 11/12 - I believe the most precious heritage asset in our area is 
its essential rural character. I would urge you to put your boots on and come for a walk - at any time of year you will 
be among probably 1000s of people coming into the area from local communities and urban areas further afield to 
enjoy it. Surely that counts as a "heritage asset"? 
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Rep0690 
Mr Paul Goulding 

I wish to object to the possible designation of land for employment as shown on the Chalfont St Peter and Gerrards 
Cross map in Appendix 5, Areas of Search for Strategic Employment Options within the Green Belt listed in the Local 
Plan Initial Consultation document.  The proposal would cut across the lower part of the course at Gerrards Golf 
Club, including the Clubhouse, and so make the Club completely unviable.  It would further greatly reduce the 
sporting and recreational facilities in the local area and deny hundreds of members the enjoyment of playing golf in 
a beautiful part of the Misbourne valley.   Such development within the Green Belt would be considered harmful to 
the principles of such a designation while conversely, the existing use is an acceptable use within the Green Belt and 
wholly appropriate in maintaining the openness of the Green Belt.  The area is in The Colne Valley Park and is 
identified as being a particularly important green space for biodiversity and environmental priorities.  The area is 
within the Green Belt and provides the important function of separating the built-up areas of CSP and Tatling End, 
Gerrards Cross and Denham.  The A413 is a natural barrier for development.  To build to the east of it would erode 
the barrier and facilitate yet more development in the future on the open space to the east.  The area is also in a 
flood plain unsuitable for sustainable development of any significance.  The area is valued by residents and visitors 
as a green corridor and to destroy it would inevitably lead to further industrialisation and amalgamation of separate 
and distinct developed areas. 

  

Rep0691 
Mr John Campbell 

I would like to express my concern and disapproval to the development of Green Belt land in Little Chalfont as 
proposed in your “Local Plan Consultation” document. I can see no justification in any further major developments 
in a village(not to mention an Area Of Outstanding Beauty) that already has insufficient school places to 
accommodate existing numbers, a road system that cannot cope with the increased traffic following recent 
significant developments in Bell Lane and Chenies Parade and a parking system that was inadequate 10 years ago. 
To propose something that is obviously unsustainable, which is what further development in Little Chalfont would 
be, is at the very least irresponsible and I would therefore implore you to look carefully at the facts before making 
decisions which will have a devaststing effect on our village, its residents and this AONB. 

 The Local Plan will need to 
identify sustainable 
development options to meet 
needs taking into account the 
scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements.   

Rep0692 
Mr David Hurd 

Question 1:  Apart from the need for affordable housing, it is difficult to believe that the figure for general housing is 
15100. Any figure adopted is likely to be a self fulfilling prophesy as built units will attract that number of 
households into the area  Question 4: It is not complete and the aspects of protection of the Green Belt and AONB 
should be given the highest priority. The green belt is not a landbank to be raided when developers shout. 
 Question 5: Option A. (making more efficient and effective use of land within existing built-up areas such as 
increasing building density or heights, opportunities for relocating open space uses compatible with the Green Belt) 
should be considered fully before any of the other options are considered Question 7:  Chilterns AONB Management 
Plan 2014 – 2019.  The Council should not be seeking to maximise development within the plan area, a substantial 
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part of which is in the Chilterns Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB). Any significant expansion will create 
greater need for housing- another self -fulfilling prophesy. As suggested, the councils should explore all options for 
meeting their needs outside of the plan area through the Duty to Co-operate. Question 8:  The need for affordable 
housing (AH) should be met without encroaching on the Greenbelt, either by making more efficient and effective 
use of land within existing built-up areas or by collaboration with other bodies through the Duty to Co-operate. It is 
understood that AH has to proceed alongside general housing but Planning should not acept low ratios offered by 
developers.   Protection of the Green Belt should be a priority of the Authorities. It is disingenuous to say in the Plan 
that, although land may be identified as an option for removal from the Green Belt… this does not mean that if 
removed it will necessarily be appropriate for development. It should not be removed in the first place 
Question 17:   1 Any expansion of housing or industry will require additional resources such as new or widened 
roads, schools, medical facilities drainage and sewerage. These must be part of any planned development.   2 The 
Chilterns AONB Management Plan 2014-2019 is based on a vision for the Chilterns AONB and the Authority should 
take full cognisance of its objectives and policies. The Chilterns special and unique character ishould be conserved, 
cared for and cherished for future generations to enjoy. The retention of open space and the need to try and restrict 
the scale of new development are key to conserving the natural beauty of the AONB. It is the role of the Local 
Planning Authorities to firmly apply policies which safeguard the AONB from further detrimental change, while 
accommodating the small-scale development necessary for the continued economic and social wellbeing of Chiltern 
communities. Where new housing development is proposed this should only be permitted if its scale, massing and 
density reflect the local context and have regard to the special qualities of the AONB .  3 In the context of its position 
within the ANOB, Little Chalfont should not be subject to more development having recently seen a further 298 
homes built by Bell Lane and the Donkey Field.    4 Little Chalfont and Amersham already suffer by aving the A404, 
one of the busiest roads in the county and additional development will only make the existing excessive traffic 
worse. 
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Rep0693 
Mrs Lesley 
Johnston 

I wish to object to the several proposed residential developments in and around Chalfont St Peter, as laid out in the 
CDC and SBDC joint Local Plan.  I am objecting on the grounds of inadequate provision for:-  Schools, Health 
facilities, Utilities i.e. drainage and sewerage.  Transportation i.e. public transport, resident and commercial traffic, 
parking.  Chalfont St Peter has been suffering since the mid 1960s from poor quality design and high density 
residential and industrial developments inflicted against the wishes of the residents.  Each time insufficient thought 
has been given to the effect of such developments on the existing community and infrastructure such that now our 
local schools and medical facilities are overloaded, our roads are clogged with traffic and parked cars, our drainage 
cannot cope with the increased sewage and rainwater run-off.  What about the heritage of this once mediaeval 
village; the proposed development sites will increase the built area by over 50% and the effect will be devastating 
and will change our Domesday book village out of all recognition?  How on earth can you even consider removing 
the playing fields from the highly successful CSP Cof E Academy? You would not allow the school to move onto the 
Holy Cross site.  You are meant to consider the views from local residents not ride rough-shod over them. This is not 
democracy in action.  I recognise that there must be some future development but it must be sympathetic to the 
environment and provision must be made for current infrastructure to be improved and expanded to cope with the 
increased demands.  Please do not compound your past mistakes and destroy the spirit of Chalfont St Peter. 

  

Rep0694 
Mr Matthew 
Arnold 

I am writing to register my absolute opposition to plan to test areas currently within green belt, specifically around 
Little Chalfont and Amersham, as options for release from green belt for residential and employment development. 
I understood that as a result of the HS2 work the increasing population would be able to live in Manchester, Leeds 
etc. and commute down to London to work every day, if not then can you please let someone in government know 
as this seems to be the only reason for the waste of money and disruption that I as a tax paying resident close to the 
route will be having to put up with for the next 35 years.  More specifically the green belt was put in place for a 
reason and I see no reason at all to reverse this decision, if anything we will need the green belt more as the areas 
we live and work become more heavily populated not less.  Looking at the proposals this equates to at least half the 
current size of Little Chalfont and probably more intensely populated housing, I see no plans to increase roads, 
health care, shopping, leisure space. This will put even more stress into an already below standard infrastructure. 
 My family and I use the footpaths around the park to Stoney Lane and the other side of the road to Chorleywood on 
a weekly basis, we won’t be wanting to walk through housing or employment development areas. So our health will 
be impacted, as well as the areas of outstanding natural Beauty.  We have recently seen a large development off Bell 
Lane and a smaller estate off Burtons Lane, why should we have to have more development. I pay a premium for 
living where I live both directly and indirectly some of which you benefit from.  I note that “An evidence base is 
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being prepared for the emerging Local Plan and can be found here. “  this consists of 75 documents, I work so I can 
live in little Chalfont and pay the large council tax bills, therefore don’t have time to read the documents, sorry. 

Rep0695 
Mr & Mrs S 
Lawrenson 

We do not think that Little Chalfont should be identified as a ‘Main Settlement for Growth’ since it cannot easily 
accommodate significant new developments.     1.   In recent times significant new developments have already been 
built at the Donkey Field, Burtons Lane and Latimer Sawmills, Bell Lane, removing the ‘green’ character of their local 
areas forever. It is only fair now that other areas should be considered for expansion. Besides that, many other 
smaller scale building developments and an increase of commuters moving to the area (including Amersham and 
Chesham, further along the train lines) mean that the village facilities already cannot cope well. As residents we 
have noticed that this has become much more severe in very recent years. In particular:   a.       Parking in the village 
is already at full capacity at most times of day, as is the local train station parking. Where are all the new residents 
going to park when they want to use local shops or to commute by train? This has been exacerbated by increased 
parking controls removing previous capacity on village side roads – implemented precisely because people cannot 
find parking spaces in car parks and then park on nearby roads! Every day of the week there are already major 
parking challenges in the village centre and seemingly zero enforcement of parking restrictions. For example, the 
double yellow lines recently added along Burtons Lane are ignored every day.   b.      Peak time main line and 
underground trains are already full to capacity and this already often means standing all the way to (and someway 
from) – over an hour to the City of London.   c.       Many of the local roads and pavements are already in very poor 
condition (e.g. Burtons Lane) and local authorities do not seem to have the budget or will to maintain them in good 
condition. Increases in usage will exacerbate this problem.    d.      Are there sufficient school places and capacity of 
infrastructure such as sewage and water supply to support such an increase?    e.      Local health providers lists are 
already full. How will new residents obtain local health care when existing providers cannot even cope with current 
demand?    2.       The surrounding green belt to the village (much of which is an AONB) was created for good reason 
and is a large part of what gives the village its attraction and character. Building on green belt should not be 
allowed.    3.       Little Chalfont has already taken a 12.4% increase of new properties between 2006 and 2014 (many 
of which have two cars), whereas other local villages have only taken between 4% and 7.7%. Given that, the village 
should be removed from the shortlist as a ‘Main Settlement for Growth’. 
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Rep0696 
Mrs Gill Poulton 

1.Whilst I don't want to lose Green Belt land to development , if it has to happen then develop land adjacent to the 
M40.  2. We should protect the character of Beaconsfield and prevent intensive development within the town as 
well as protecting the surrounding area from losing Gree Belt status   3. There are very few open areas in 
Beaconsfield so no excess/unused areas exist suitable for development     4. The local plan must protect 
Beaconsfield from over development and the loss of its market town and semi rural nature. The large old houses 
along the main roads in the town should be preserved and no permission given for their demolition to replace with 
blocks of flats.   5. Beaconsfield is becoming overdeveloped and areas of special character must be preserved as a 
priority. If more housing is needed then use land between the A40 and M40.   6. Keep the single family dwellings in 
Beaconsfield and stop building flats.    7. There is no need to build more housing in Beaconsfield as we have had so 
many flats build here   8. Affordable housing should be built on affordable land not on land in and around 
beaconsfield which is so expensive     9. South Bucks already has enough traveller pitches   10. There is plenty of 
accommodation for elderley people in and around Beaconsfield. More provision is needed for caring for them in 
their home.      11. Beaconsfield's Areas of Special Character must be observed and the Old Town Conservation Areas 
must be protected    12. Penn Road, Burkes Road, Gregories Road Conservation Areas must be kept 
13. Wilton Park playing fields must be kept    14. Areas of ancient woodland must be preserved around Beaconsfield 
15. Keep the semi rural nature of Beaconsfield    16  Beaconsfield is already really congested with traffic and more 
housing will make it worse. Roads are congested with people parking for the station and more houses will just 
increase this     17 Whilst I understand the need for more housing in South Bucks I don't think that Beaconsfield is 
the place to do it. Resources are already under strain for schooling and medical facilities and I am sure the large 
number of new flats has already stretched the sewage etc systems 

  

Rep0697 
 M Gamble 

The purpose of this email is to express concern as a resident of Little Chalfont about the plan for additional housing 
estates as per the Local Plan proposals.   We have already had nearly 300 new homes in Little Chalfont of late.  It is a 
village and not a town. Many areas were designated as AONB and green belt to protect the open spaces and 
preserve character of the area. The infrastructure simply cannot support excessive plans for development - 
commuter trains are overcrowded, roads full and schools very oversubscribed (the local secondary grammar is 
frequently the most oversubscribed in The County).   For these reasons, we object to over-development of the 
village of Little Chalfont and trust that the District Council will take residents concerns into careful consideration. 

  

Rep0698 
Ms Clare Wilkes 

Please save this garage as it is a great family run and they always help you and as a single person I would find it hard 
to go somewhere else as I trust them with my car. 
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Rep0699 
Mr Jon Salmon 

As a resident of Loudhams Wood Lane, on the edge of Little Chalfont, I feel compelled to write to you to express my 
deep concern about plans for the village.  The Green belt is a national asset that should not be destroyed.  The green 
belt land around Little Chalfont is the essential characteristic of the area. It is why many local people including my 
family chose to live here. The Chilterns area is defined by green belt around villages, and provides an amenity and an 
escape for those who work in London. It is accepted that there are pressures to build more housing but to extend 
out from villages like Little Chalfont is not necessary. The Donkey Field Site, in Burton’s Lane is a good example of 
where in-fill sites can be used to provide housing without extending the village boundary into green belt. Its scale is 
manageable, in that existing services can be maintained. Any greater concentration of housing would overwhelm 
the village.  Increased need for housing has to be met, by increasing supply. However the location of development 
areas must be based on criteria that is acceptable to the majority of local people. The focus should be on finding 
brown field sites or in-fill sites surrounded by housing. The majority of people in this area would support this 
approach. It is obviously easier to carve out chunks of green belt and make them open to development, but in doing 
this you are sacrificing land that is used as an amenity instead of land that is standing idle providing no real value to 
local people. Again I would refer to the Donkey field site, as a model of how development should be. It served no 
purpose as an amenity and was essentially hidden. It has now been developed and will provide circa 40 dwellings.   
Compare this to the planned areas for residential development to the south of Little Chalfont. If approved and 
development were to take place they would destroy the amenity of the area, and eat into green belt. Apart from 
this the sheer scale of additional housing, and the resulting rise in the local population would put pressure on local 
roads to the point that may would be impassable at peak times. As you may know White Lion Road is a key route for 
many local people. It is blocked by traffic at peak times. Raising the population of Little Chalfont to the extent of the 
proposal, would choke road traffic in the area. Taking together with the effect of HS2 on local roads it may not be 
possible to traverse the area at peak times. In addition other services such as health care and schools would not 
cope as they are stretched to breaking point already. Local shops in Little Chalfont would see increasing demand, 
but could not service it because of insufficient parking.  Since 2006 Little Chalfont has taken more than its share of 
new development compared to other settlements in the Chiltern area. The Parish Council has calculated that the 
dwellings’ percentage growth in that period is over 12%, significantly more than Amersham, Chesham or Chalfont St 
Peter. As a smaller community we may seem an easy target for more development, but our less developed 
infrastructure means that in fact this affects us more adversely. A cynic might argue that by targeting smaller 
communities there will be fewer affected, and therefore less of any outcry. This approach goes against the concept 
of local democracy.   I would like to comment on the proposals to develop areas 29 and 35. This land is essential to 
provide a brake on urban sprawl between Chorleywood and Little Chalfont and prevent these two villages from 

 The councils consider that 
options in the Green Belt need 
to be considered in addition to 
infill or brownfield 
opportunities.  The Local Plan 
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scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements.   
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merging. If this occurred, there would be a sprawl from Watford and Rickmansworth to Chorleywood and across the 
county boundary to Little Chalfont and Amersham. This may happen over some years, but each small bite into green 
belt would lead to another, with reasons to oppose being eroded as the green belt size reduces. The loss of amenity 
to families in Loudhams Wood Lane would be significant. But in addition the sense that their views were not taken 
into account would reduce belief in local democracy.  To summarise I strongly oppose the use of what is commonly 
regarded as green belt, being used for large scale housing development. Using planning terms to somehow degrade 
some green belt e.g. green belt bordering railway lines; is a false attempt by planners to make the destruction of 
amenity palatable. Green belt whether bordered by a railway line or not, is important to people in Little Chalfont. 
The disused Golf Course is green belt and runs seamlessly into the area between Little Chalfont and Chorleywood.  I 
believe brownfield sites or small in-fill sites that do not extend significantly the size of the village, should be set aside 
for housing development. I also believe that there should be a limit on further development in villages and towns 
that have recently undergone a significant increase in the number of dwellings, such that local services and 
transport are at a tipping point.  Finally, the areas identified to the south of the village will destroy the amenity of 
local residents and lead to a joining up of Chorleywood, Little Chalfont and Amersham to the detriment of current 
and future generations of local people, who would expect their Council to preserve the essential characteristic of 
Little Chalfont and thus respect their views. 

Rep0700 
Mr & Mrs DM 
Turner 

It has just come to our attention that Great Missenden Garage site is under threat of use as a site for Housing 
Development in the Chiltern District Council Housing and Economic Availability Assessment and that, without any 
consultation, it has been accepted as a viable site. We are alarmed that such actions can be taken in a country, 
whose authorities trumpet consistently about the importance of our democracy.  My wife and I consider that Great 
Missenden Garage is an essential business that serves the local community and beyond.  If their site is built on, we 
understand that there is no other commercial land in Great Missenden that our garage can trade from and its loss 
would be unacceptable. 
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Rep0701 
 Sandra Barden 

Roads are too narrow to accommodate any increase in traffic volume -  we currently regularly use roads with 
'passing  places' in the local area and they would not take any volume increase.  For example Bell Lane which starts 
as a full road at White Lion Rd, becomes extremely narrow at the bottom and very difficult to negotiate in heavy 
traffic.  It already has to cope with the cut through from Chesham traffic and is treacherous during the morning rush 
hour.    Roads are in poor condition ( many, many potholes and failed sections).  Increased traffic volume would only 
speed up the deterioration and increase the liklihood of accidents.  Increased traffic volume will inevitably mean 
more traffic through all the surrounding villages which would be a blight on the area and once again the roads are 
utterly unsuitable for any increased volume.   Local roads cannot possibly cope with increased volume of heavy 
goods vehicles which would be necessary for  the long development process itself followed by the needs of the 
proposed industrial area.   We have already taken an increase of 12% without any investment in the local 
infrastructure.  (Amersham and Chesham have only seen a 4% increase).  Local schools do not have enough places 
for current residents, how can they take more children?  Local doctor has a full patient list already.  Trains to London 
are already completely full in the rush hour as is the attached car-park.  Where would commuters park?  They are 
already spilling along roads as far as  Chenies Ave and anywhere there are no restrictions - a nuisance to local 
residents and a danger to pedestrians.   Pollution levels would be increased due to the industrial area and increased 
traffic volumes, cars and lorries, in a Green Belt area and AONB.  Development of the valley is in Green Belt and 
AONB.  Development of the valley would almost merge Little Chalfont into Latimer and Chenies.   The valley is a 
beautiful area which is used by walkers, runners, fishermen . As well as this being local residents, at a weekend 
there is a regular stream of hikers etc coming  from other areas (many from London)  to enjoy the local beauty.  Do 
we really need to develop every 'green' area?   The potential development area in the Valley would affect all the 
surrounding villages as the views would be destroyed from all vantage points on both sides.  If AONB land is released 
for building work in the valley where would it stop as you are setting a precedent.   I understand there is a need 
nationally to increase our housing stock - but we have already taken a large increase, without the relevant 
improvement in infrastructure. It would seem fair and appropriate for other areas to be considered before we grow 
again.  The plans would result in Little Chalfont doubling in size within 4 years - once again how would this be 
possible with the current infrastructure 
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Rep0702 
 Samantha Payne 
Clerk 
Chesham Bois 
Parish Council 

The Council welcomes the collaboration between Chiltern District and South Bucks District in preparing a joint local 
plan, acknowledging the different needs, demands and opportunities arising in different areas of South Bucks.  We 
accept that a review of the Green Belt is necessary to meet the potential shortfall in housing need in the County and 
believe that in limited circumstances, particularly where land use has changed (for example, with the construction of 
a by-pass), there may be a case for de-classification of the Green Belt; however, this should not be considered in the 
Chilterns AONB, which was established 50 years ago precisely to conserve and enhance the special and unique 
character of this landscape as a whole.  The AONB is nationally protected and the Conservation Board is tasked to 
ensure that the setting of the Chilterns is valued and respected with regard to any adjacent development.  We 
believe that as the majority of the site identified in the Draft Local Plan between Chesham Bois and Amersham falls 
within the Chilterns AONB boundary, it would be totally inappropriate for development.   Detail of the Built Area 
Extension Option for Chesham Bois: the areas of the site designated 1 and 2 are both long-established, good quality 
woodland with difficult topography and issues of access, the Council fully endorses current planning policy TW6 
which resists any development which would result in the loss of woodland of amenity value.  Area 2, Blackwell 
Stubbs, is currently designated as Public Amenity Open Space.  Fields shown as 4, 5, 6 and 7 are all part of the 
Chilterns AONB and Field 3, although outside the AONB, frames the view of the AONB across the valley and is 
therefore important in the setting of the landscape.  The Council’s view is therefore that there should be no 
reduction in the Green Belt and Chilterns AONB by developing this site for housing.  The Council is also concerned 
that important settlements be properly delineated, otherwise there is a risk that they will merge into one; 
separation between Amersham, Chesham Bois and Chesham should be maintained.   We believe the continuation of 
existing core strategy into the Joint Plan Vision and Objectives is vital and special emphasis should continue to be 
placed on protecting the Green Belt and AONB.  In addition, the maintenance of the Conservation Area of Chesham 
Bois and the Established Residential Areas of Special Character continues to be extremely important in protecting 
and enhancing our heritage assets and giving Chesham Bois residents a sense of identity.  Therefore, we are 
opposed to Option B of the Spatial Strategy Options and would instead prioritise Option A, which is to make more 
efficient use of land within existing built-up areas.  The re-zoning of employment space to convert land to residential 
use would seem sensible, but not relevant to Chesham Bois, which is almost 100% residential already.  Comment by 
the Council on Options C to K, which affect other specific settlements and councils would seem inappropriate. 
The Council fully supports the Duty to Co-operate, which has been successful in the past in assisting the unmet 
housing needs of Chiltern District; however, we are concerned that significant increases in the population of 
surrounding areas will result in severe pressure on public services and infrastructure unless adequate planning and 
investment is carried out before development is allowed.  This is particularly the case for transport networks, both 
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road and rail, as there is already, for example, congestion in the Amersham to Chesham road network that passes 
through Chesham Bois.  Similarly, there are already frequent problems with the sewage network and the water 
authorities are forecasting large increases in the demand for water – it is crucial, therefore, that any proposed 
Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) takes account of these needs, is applied appropriately in advance and is levied 
wholly on developers. Health Care and Education would also come under increased pressure to meet the demands 
of a growing population. Investment in all levels of health care and educational facilities must be factored into to 
planning and budgeting.  The Local Plan needs to include adequate provision of affordable housing and older 
people’s accommodation.  Elderly care homes should be integrated within the community and the Council supports 
further development in this regard within Chesham Bois.  The centre of Chesham Bois has a special identity, which 
was recognised in 1992 with the establishment of the Conservation Area by Chiltern District Council, so we are 
concerned to ensure that the draft Heritage Strategy embraces this designation and indeed enhances its protection 
for the future.  The collection of 19th century cottages, old buildings, listed historic buildings and landmarks, 
including but not limited to St Anne’s Corner, the Old Rectory, The War Memorial, The Warren, Killaspy, High Bois 
House and The Manor House, gives a rich architectural heritage, while the elements of common, woodland and 
pond add a rural touch, which together combine to provide a special village character and sense of community, 
which is vital to preserve for future generations.  One heritage building not yet recognised is the Pioneer Hall in Bois 
Lane, which is the base for Chesham Bois 1st Scout Group, one of the oldest groups in the world, having been formed 
in 1908, the same year that scouting itself came into being.  The current building dates from 1932 after a fire burnt 
down the original of 1921. Summary  Chesham Bois is a small parish consisting of a heritage village centre and well 
established residential areas, some of special character; it is surrounded by countryside which is almost entirely 
designated as Green Belt and Chilterns Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty and the Parish Council feels strongly that 
this should continue to be protected in order to enhance the landscape character and amenity value of the area and 
to maintain the identity and special character of Chesham Bois as a distinct settlement.  The Council is therefore 
opposed to the development in the parish outlined in the Draft Local Plan. 

Rep0703 
 Tom Underwood 

It has come to my attention that Great Missenden Garage (also known as Wicks Garage) has been accepted as a 
viable site for housing development in the Chiltern District Council Housing and Economic Availability Assessment. I 
am a regular customer of the garage and consider it to be a vital local service that many in Great Missenden and the 
surrounding area would be lost without. As a thriving local business it is also an important feature of our local 
economy so I am greatly disturbed to hear that this decision was taken without any consultation with the business 
owners and local residents. Though I appreciate the need for affordable local housing in our county and indeed the 
whole country has never been greater, communities like ours are nothing without the businesses that serve them. I 
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urge you to please reconsider this decision and at the very least make provision for consultation with the Great 
Missenden community before a decision is reached. 

Rep0704 
 Peter Spagro 

Please do not use this land up for housing as this garage is so useful to us and our friends in Prestwood in keeping 
our cars safe and serviced.  A first class service is always assured. 

  

Rep0705 
Mr Adrian Marsh 

The Council is to be applauded for its careful selection of the Green Belt Strategic Option at Chalfont St Giles, 
referred to hereafter as the Development Area, as the site of the proposed sustainable town extension for Chalfont 
St Giles. The area appears to be extremely well suited to more of the same housing. 
Appropriate Character -  The Development Area is bounded to the west and north by existing developments. These 
dwellings are almost all replacement houses where the previous well-proportioned houses nestled sympathetically 
into established gardens with plenty of indigenous trees, the occasional pond and other features providing genuine 
habitat to encourage biodiversity. By contrast, the new houses are the pretentious identikit dwellings with minimal 
architectural merit surrounded by bland lawn mats so loved by developers in the £1m+ sales category. The units 
could be located anywhere in Britain and have not the slightest element of character that is related to the Chilterns 
or indeed to their presence close to open countryside. As the Development Area will almost certainly provide more 
of the same pretentious identikit dwellings, it seems an entirely logical place to site them. Affordable Housing 
Provision -  The Council will no doubt set out with a minimum proportion of ‘Affordable’ housing in mind. 
‘Affordable’ is of course a matter of perspective and for most people 80% of open market price is still completely 
unaffordable, or only affordable with a huge mortgage which stands a very good chance of placing the owners in 
serious financial trouble when interest rates trend back up to longer term normal levels. However, one can be 
confident that the target level of Affordable Homes will not be met in practice. It very rarely is, because developers 
are past masters at outwitting planning authorities with their site viability assessments. Indeed, so reliable is the 
failure of planning authorities to enforce Affordable Housing levels across the country that this is actually reflected 
in land values. If councils did stuck to their policies of ensuring full numbers of genuinely Affordable Housing this 
would be reflected in land values and the site viability would follow. Sustainable Location -  The Council has sensibly 
chosen a location where much of the land lies within the floodplain of the River Misbourne. Unsuspecting outsiders 
who move to Chalfont St Giles and purchase one of the new units will be blissfully unaware of the flooding 
problems. Hopefully, the bad publicity surrounding the first set of homes to be flooded will act as a deterrent 
afterwards to other outsiders with the temerity to want to move to St Giles.  Of course, the Council has already set a 
precedent for permitting building on the flood plain when it granted permission for a New House Adjacent To Linden 
Lea Stratton Chase Drive Chalfont St Giles Buckinghamshire HP8 4PZ (03/1902/CH). This site did subsequently flood, 
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but never mind. Under the new climate change allowances set by the Environment Agency 
(https://www.gov.uk/guidance/flood-risk-assessments-climate-change-allowances) the likelihood and severity of 
flooding is diminishing, isn’t it?  The eastern edge of the Development Area abuts the busy A413. Building a row of 
terraced houses (good to site the few affordable units here?) along the busy road side will have the benefit of acting 
as an acoustic barrier to the rest of the town. This row of houses will need to be fitted with glazing with an 
appropriate acoustic performance in accordance with the noise assessment. This, combined with providing the usual 
minimally-sized gardens that nobody wants to spend time in, will protect these residents from unacceptable noise 
pollution.   The Development Area also lies within 10 minutes walk (approximately 800m) of the village schools 
enabling parents to walk with their children to school, as is the practice for so many families in the area at present, 
isn’t it? Oh no, I was forgetting that busy ‘hard working families’ no longer have the time to walk. Apparently, people 
are so time-poor that they have to stay in and spend quality time on social media, thereby increasing their social 
value, so that when they drive their children to school and park their Chelsea Tractors on the double yellow lines 
close to the school their anti-social behaviour is negated. This ‘social offsetting’ is far easier for developers and 
residents than biodiversity offsetting. Hence, a financial contribution should be sought from developers of the 
Development Area to fund the painting by the Council of additional double yellow lines in the vicinity of the schools 
(and in the High Street) so that the new residents have additional ‘designated’ parking double yellow line zones on 
which to leave their Chelsea Tractors.  The sustainability of the location is further supported by the presence of the 
well-frequented public transport (bus) route along the A413. As above, there will of course be some additional cost 
to the Council in the form of new double yellow lines on the A413 in the vicinity of the bus stops so that spouses 
know where to park when they are dropping off their other halves to catch the bus.  Many hedges, trees and ponds 
will have to be sacrificed in the name of progress. This work is best done on a Saturday, ideally the Saturday before 
the planning application is submitted to the Council. Tree felling permits an unencumbered view of the architectural 
masterpiece and the garage and Chelsea Tractor squatting in front. Felling has the added benefit of allowing each 
house to be built so close to its neighbours so as to form a virtual terrace of ‘detached’ houses. This ensures that 
residents enjoy the feeling of a townscape, rather than being spooked by appearing to be in the countryside.  You 
might think that felling trees and filling ponds presented a risk to protected and endangered species. You would be 
wrong. This being the Chalfonts, developers set off for their second homes in the (real?) countryside at weekends. 
Before they depart they gather up all of the nesting birds, bats, amphibians and reptiles that might be affected by 
the felling and filling & carefully place them in translocation boxes in the boot of their Chelsea Tractor for a weekend 
away. This way no protected species are ever destroyed by large or small housing developers in the Chalfonts. 
High Speed Two - Finally, HM Government will be delighted to note that the Council now endorses the construction 
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and operation of HS2. By choosing the Development Area it acknowledges that there will be no significant lasting 
impacts from the railway tunnels that will pass beneath the area of proposed new housing.  Of course, the 
construction of the new housing development will not require any lorry movements; verges on the local lanes and 
roads will not be destroyed by delivery lorries (where it is not the developer’s but somebody else’s job to repair 
them); workman will not park in unsuitable and dangerous places partially blocking local roads; and residents will 
not be inconvenienced in any other way? This will be in stark contrast to the Council's predicted horrendous impacts 
from lorries and construction workers vehicles involved in the construction of HS2, which are plainly completely 
different from the benign lorries and workers used in housing development!  I trust that the Council will take 
account of my observations in deciding their policies and plans. 

Rep0706 
Mrs Marie Ertl 

I have strong reservation against the proposed development plan; the  proposed changes could forever destroy the 
character and attractiveness of our area. Additionally, as it stands, the infrastructure is barely adequate for the 
population's needs and any development will come at a heavy cost to already stretched ressources. Question 1 -  In 
section 2.3d you state: "there are no significant market relationships between Chiltern/South Bucks and 
Hertfordshire." This definitely not the case for Little Chalfont / Chenies, one of the areas significantly impacted by 
your plan. It is very simplistic to assume so and there would be a major impact to populations on both sides of the 
county border with added pressure on the roads, the train/underground, schools, hospitals, retail & sports centres… 
Question 4  I would strongly urge retention of the existing Green Belt and AONB. Concreting over these special 
places would be irreversible destruction of a rare and precious commodity in our region. Question 5   My preferred 
spatial strategy option for housing is to make more efficient use of existing urban areas. I would be opposed to any 
option that destroys green belt or AONB land. Devleopment of employment areas should also be focussed on 
existing employment areas. Question 6 - Your plans for Little Chalfont and Chesham will increase traffic on already 
congested roads and inevitably in the village roads through Chenies, Latimer, Flaunden… This will have a marked 
impact for local residents and visitors and could put at risk the safety of many walkers, cyclists, horse riders and 
could also have an impact on the fragile grade 2 listed buildings that characterise the area. Questions 11/12  I 
believe the most precious heritage asset in our area is its essential rural character which is enjoyed by local people 
just as much as visitors who can be seen in great numbers. 

  

Rep0707 
 Elizabeth 
Suddards 

I feel very concerned about the way the green belt is being considered to be released for the purposes of new 
building.   Whilst I know that there is a need for new houses, I do feel that brown sites should be used first. 
I also feel that there never seems to be taken into account the infrastructdure necessary to accompany these 
developments.   Where are the schools, doctors' surgeries and enough parking for all the extra cars going to be. 
Finally, once the green belt has gone the loss is permanent.  We must do our best to protect this precious asset. 
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Rep0708 
Mr Paul Whistler 

4. Chiltern District Council has already granted planning permission for in excess of 600 dwellings within Chalfont St 
Peter (CsP) in the last three years in line with the previous strategy.  This previous planning activity should be 
recognised and subtracted from the local plan numbers for CSP.  Any objectives which protect the green belt and 
the AONB should be a priority. 6. Chiltern District Council should only consider developments for land which is NOT 
Green Belt or AONB.  There has been extensive developments granted in Chalfont St Peter (Holy Cross, Newland 
Park) as opposed to other settlements over the past three years and Chalfont St Peter is already the biggest village 
in the country. Any further development in Chalfont St Peter, particularly on the outskirts will lead to urban sprawl 
and will merge adjoining settlements.  The effectiveness of the Green Belt function will be reduced by encroaching 
on the countryside and reducing the availability of the land for amenity, agricultural, forestry and recreational 
activities Brownfield sites should be developed as a first option wherever possible. Any urban extensions of the main 
settlements in the District should be in our greater built up towns of Amersham and Chesham where they can 
naturally support more sustainable developments.  Limited extension should be made to areas such as Great 
Missenden, Prestwood and Chalfont St Giles as there are clear opportunities in these villages for development. 
The policy should look to spread the developments throughout and across all the Districts Mill Meadow: CSP Area 1 
- Is a ridiculous choice for development. It is on a flood plain. It is home to recreational sites and school playing fields 
as well as community centres etc. Why this area has been dubious added to the list is worrying and appears to be a 
ploy to enable the Council to give up on it and appear to be following fair process, when it is obviously going to be 
an unsutable site. The site including Winkers Farm - I am echoing what I read in the Sustainability Appraisal with 
which I agree. Development at this location will lead to loss of Green Belt. It will encroach on features such as, 
hedgerows and mixed farmland. There are a number of habitats present here including mature hedgerows, rough 
grassland etc all of which are essential characters that should remain as Green Belt and would be lost following any 
development. The area is clearly not sustainable for transport and other infrastructure deficit reasons. Where only 
car use would be feasible which would lead to increased congestion and pollution.  Sewage and water supply large 
expansion here would lead to sewage issue further down the valley.  A useful recreational social area is currently 
located on the site which is well frequented and provides much needed facilities for young people to socialise in.  
The Epilepsy Society Site - Again this site has already been previously formally deemed to be unsustainable for 
development. The new Sustainability Appraisal document is littered with errors and in my opinion has overstated 
hugely the Transport options available to this site. It clearly should be marked a minus for Transport as it shares 
exactly the same conditions as CSP areas 1 and 2.   CSP Area 3 is currently a Major Developed Site (“MDS”) within 
the green belt and there are already two new care home developments currently in progress.   It provides important 
recreational facilities with nine football pitches plus a pavilion with toilets, showers and changing facilities which are 

 The Local Plan will need to 
identify sustainable 
development options to meet 
needs taking into account the 
scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements.  The councils 
consider that options in the 
Green Belt need to be 
considered in addition to the 
opportunities that are available 
on brownfield sites. 
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used by more than 24 teams.  Care home and medical facilities should be retained as within Green Belt. It is an ideal 
site to provide further care home and/or medical facilities for CSP.  The ES Site fulfils, as a whole, all five of the 
stated purposes of the green belt and in particular provides an important buffer between the settlements of 
Chalfont St Giles, Chalfont St Peter and Horn Hill. The ES Site contains important open views from Chesham Lane 
towards the Colne Valley Park.  It provides important agricultural, forestry and related employment uses and 
opportunities for outdoor sport and recreation, including the Model Farm, Rowan’s Nursery and Brawlings Farm 
Riding Centre.  The sheer size of this proposed development site is clearly excessive and could potentially double the 
number of dwellings in CSP, which is the biggest village in the country already. Several local businesses use the ES 
site apart from the agricultural use. The ES Society is one of CSP’s largest employers.8. Developments of high rises or 
flats should be avoided if possible.  Affordable housing is needed in some cases, but probably not as overstated in 
the proposals. However if needed they should be built in town’s centres and near transport links and certainly not 
on the edge of villages or in the Green Belt 9. Traveller’s sites should not be concentrated in Chalfont St Peter but 
dispersed more evenly throughout the District 16. Chalfont St Peter has an inadequate drainage system. No further 
significant development should take place in CSP without a major re-construction of the sewage system. 17. The 
London (Metropolitan) Green Belt performs a crucial function, especially in Chalfont St Peter where CDC should 
protected the Green Belt further by specifically allocating policies to maintain and invest in it despite any pressure it 
may be under.  Major Developed Sites that are currently in the Green Belt should remain in the Green Belt and the 
Core Strategy policies adopted in relation to these areas should be maintained.  It should be a condition of any 
redevelopment of Green Belt sites that current use and scale of the site is maintained. In particular the Epilepsy 
Society site, where building on that site should be allied to care home and medical use only with no loss of Green 
Belt area. Importantly retaining playing fields and maintaining green open space on that site. The Local Plan should 
disperse housing sensibly throughout the District with affordable housing in appropriate places and housing 
required only to meet established local needs. Generally any developments should be focused on Brownfield sites 
and town centres as a result 

Rep0709 
Mrs V Samson 

I have enjoyed living in Little Chalfont since 1974.  It is of very great concern that our beautiful countryside 
surrounding the village is being considered for development.  We live in an area of Outstanding Natural Beauty.  The 
green belt should not be touched, and surely this is by law!   Over the years more and, and yet more, buildings are 
going up in Little Chalfont.  If the proposed development takes place, how will our sewers cope?  Our schools are 
already oversubscribed.  We won't have enough health care.  The traffic coming through the A404 is already heavy, 
we shall be suffering more and more pollution.   By building on our Green Belt, our children will be deprived of what 
should be their right to enjoy the countryside, educationally, for exercise and fresh air.  We shall lose our wildlife, 
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flora and fauna.  Destroying and downgrading an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty is sacrilege. 

Rep0710 
 Jo Blowfield 

I have been shocked to read about the possible release of the precious Green Belt lands between Bell Lane and 
Chenies and Latimer for development. This most beautiful area is a huge part of the reason that people like myself 
enjoy living in Little Chalfont, the walks in these fields amongst the stunning surroundings is very important to us. I 
cannot believe it is being considered for development.  I have lived here for 40 years and have seen how the 'Village' 
has changed and expanded over the years with the resultant extra traffic causing congestion, not just at peak times. 
We have recently seen the huge Bell Lane housing development and the Donkey Field, both of which have provided 
many new homes.  Little Chalfont has no infrastructure for more, where will children go to school, where are the 
doctors, shops and other facilities that would be needed? I protest strongly against any further development, either 
of housing or industry as we've already had generous building , and please do not consider attacking our stunning 
green belt lands. 

 The Local Plan will need to 
identify sustainable 
development options to meet 
needs taking into account the 
scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements.   

Rep0711 
 Jayne Watts 

As Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty and the Green Belt were put in place for very special reasons, which have 
not changed, how can it be right to encroach on this land?  More housing is not a reason for taking this land as there 
are other sites which do not come under these special headings. Also, can Little Chalfont cope with more people?  
Already it is impossible to park by the shops and the car park is almost always full. 

  

Rep0712 
Katherin Jones 
Savills on behalf 
of Thames Water 

Thames Water Utilities Ltd (Thames Water) Property Services function is now being delivered by Savills (UK) Limited 
as Thames Water’s appointed supplier. Savills are therefore pleased to respond to the above consultation on behalf 
of Thames Water.    Thames Water is the statutory sewerage undertaker for the whole of the Chiltern and South 
Bucks District, and the statutory water undertaker for parts of the Districts. Affinity Water are the water undertaker 
for the remaining parts of the Districts. As such Thames Water are a “specific consultation body” in accordance with 
the Town & Country Planning (Local Planning) Regulations 2012. Question 16: A key sustainability objective for the 
preparation of the Local Plan should be for new development to be co-ordinated with the infrastructure it requires 
to serve it and to take into account the capacity of existing infrastructure.  Paragraph 156 of the National Planning 
Policy Framework (NPPF), March 2012, states: “Local planning authorities should set out strategic policies for the 
area in the Local Plan. This should include strategic policies to deliver: … the provision of infrastructure for water 
supply and wastewater...”  Paragraph 162 of the NPPF relates to infrastructure and states: “Local planning 
authorities should work with other authorities to: assess the quality and capacity of infrastructure for water supply 
and wastewater and its treatment … take account of the need for strategic infrastructure including nationally 
significant infrastructure within their areas.”   The web based National Planning Practice Guidance (NPPG) published 
in March 2014 includes a section on ‘water supply, wastewater and water quality’ and sets out that Local Plans 
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should be the focus for ensuring that investment plans of water and sewerage/wastewater companies align with 
development needs. The introduction to this section also sets out that: “Adequate water and wastewater 
infrastructure is needed to support sustainable development”  (Paragraph: 001, Reference ID: 34-001-20140306).  
Thames Water have worked closely with Chiltern District Council And South Bucks District Council over the last 18 
months, Thames Water would like to continue to work closely with both Council’s to ensure that a robust policy on 
utilities infrastructure is incorporated within their New Local Plan. Given the importance of water and waste water 
issues Thames Water would consider a specific Policy on water and sewerage infrastructure, within the New Local 
Plan, is required. We set out a suggested policy as follows: PROPOSED POLICY - WATER AND SEWERAGE 
INFRASTRUCTURE CAPACITY: Planning permission will only be granted for developments which increase the demand 
for off-site service infrastructure where:  1.   sufficient capacity already exists or  2.   extra capacity can be provided 
in time to serve the development which will ensure that  the environment and the amenity of local residents are not 
adversely affected. When there is a capacity constraint and improvements in off-site infrastructure are not 
programmed, the developer should set out how the infrastructure improvements will be completed prior to 
occupation of the development.” It is considered that text along the following lines should be added to the Local 
Plan to support the above proposed Policy:  “The Council will seek to ensure that there is adequate water supply, 
surface water, foul drainage and sewerage treatment capacity to serve all new developments. Developers will be 
required to demonstrate that there is adequate capacity both on and off the site to serve the development and that 
it would not lead to problems for existing users.  In some circumstances this may make it necessary for developers 
to carry out appropriate studies to ascertain whether the proposed development will lead to overloading of existing 
infrastructure. Where there is a capacity constraint and no improvements are programmed by the water company, 
the Council will require” 

Rep0713 
Mr Martin 
Rowland 
Director 
EFL Limited 

Land off Hollybsh Lane, Denham is opposite South Bucks District Council Offices. The site can be accessed from  
Holyybush Lane and Pinstone Way. The Site is 12.8 acres (5.16 hectares) and has level access. The site already abutts 
a residential settlement on Skylark Road, which was part of this land before Skylark Road was developed.  The site is 
too small to farm and the soil quality is very dense gravel which isnt any good for crop. We have a very apparent 
problem in Bucks with a lack of housing for first time buyers and sceondly senirr living. I would like to offer the site 
forward for potential housing for first time buyers and senior living as I believe the Local community would very 
much like to see there children and parents stay close by and not have to resort in moving away because of 
expensive housing.  This site would comfortably accommodate some well designed housing to facilitate an ever 
growing housing shortage within Bucks. The site is close to shops, travel links and provides easy access to the M25, 
M40, M1 motorways.  The most important fact is that the site is deliverable and available. 
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Rep0714 
Mr Rob Riddall 

The following points are provided in support of objection and opposition to the proposal to remove  Site 22b from 
Green Belt and to potentially designate Site 22b as suitable for future development.  a) Site 22b is located in an 
AONB  and is designated as Green Belt.  Development of this site would be detrimental to the local area, conflict 
with the character of the area and would be visually damaging in the landscape.  b) Development of  site 22b  and in 
particular Blackwell Stubbs wood within site 22b will require the destruction of  a large number of mature trees in a 
wooded valley and destroy the amenity used regularly by the local community.  c) Site 22b has no obvious road 
access infrastructure and any roads and resulting traffic generatde from developmenst would impact severely on 
the narrow connecting country lanes like Holloway Lane or Latimer Road. The existing surrounding  road system is 
inadequate to support large scale development.  d) Other fringe flatter sites also underconsideration and also areas 
not identified are likely to offer better alternative sites for more viable development, with reduced visual impact and 
more appropriate surrounding existing infratsructure. E) Site 22b is rich in local flora and fauna. Blackwell Stubbs 
wood provides  a valuable habitat on the urban fringe as a home to badgers, foxes, deer and a wide variety of 
different species of birds  and the adjacent agricultural land in Site 22b provides a regular hunting ground for red 
kites. Loss of this area would be the loss of a very valued amenity.  F) The development of Site 22b would be 
inappropriate as it would adversely impact the skyline vista from both sides of the Chess Valley. 

  

Rep0715 
Mrs Karen Reeve 

I wish it known that I object to any part of the plan that extends any additional housing onto the current green belt 
area that runs from the Southern edge of Leas Drive, Iver Recreation Ground, Dutton Way, Chequers Orchard and 
Barnes Way, as I feel this area is supporting its role as designated Green Belt land, acts as a boundary for the current 
housing perimeter and light industry, and that local infrastructure would be unable to successfully support 
additional housing without having a major detrimental impact on the area of Iver village.  I also wish it known that I 
object to any part of the plan that extends any additional housing and light industry onto the area adjacent to Old 
Slade Lane, as I also feel the local infrastructure would be unable to successfully support additional development 
without having a major detrimental impact on the local area of Richings Park. 

  

Rep0716 
Mrs Valerie 
Hewison 

I would like to object most strongly to the proposed development of upper Stone meadow from the village up to 
Mill lane and across Stratton woods , conker drive, and the green belt private land to Dodds Lane, part of which 
appears to be my garden.  This land includes the Misbourne flood plain, public footpaths as well as privately owned 
land.  Only two years ago the Misbourne was seriously flooded as were all the fields around. Water was pumped 
across the high street for weeks. This history makes the land in question highly unsuitable for housing.  To build 500 
houses would would seriously affect the village and all the surrounding area.The roads ,schools and all services 
would be overwhelmed and our village would become a town losing its identity.   We already have the upheaval of 
the HS2 route planned to go through the same parcel of land with the pressure on the road system it will bring. 
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Finally Chalfont St Giles is still a pretty village with its own character, this development threatens to destroy it. I 
appeal to the Council to prevent this from happening. 

Rep0717 
Mr Peter Waite 

My wife and I have just moved into Chess Cottage, 4 Latimer Road, Chenies Bottom.  We have always enjoyed the 
countryside and were therefore overjoyed to be able to secure Chess Cottage with its delightful location in and 
overlooking the Chess Valley. It was our belief that its position in an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty, a 
Conservation Area and Green Belt would ensure that we would be able to relax and enjoy its protected location, 
away from encroaching suburbia and the noisy trappings of modern day development. When we look out of our 
windows and see the ducks and swans gliding along the Chess and the Chess Valley sheep grazing in the meadows 
before us we think how lucky we are to be able to live in this beautiful Area. That may be an emotive response but 
that is what an AONB is all about. Now we find to our very real concern that the C&SB Local Plan is proposing to ride 
roughshod over all this protected area and seriously downgrade the hopes and expectations of its residents.  What 
is the point of designating areas such as the Chess Valley as an AONB, with all of its safeguards, and then planning to 
ignore all its caveats and cover that very special countryside with offices, warehouses and housing development. 
The local infrastructure is already overloaded  -  the traffic along the local section of the A404 is already a serious 
problem in the morning and evening. Adding all the building materials, equipment and personnel shipment cars and 
lorries on to that road and the related roads and lanes will generate a traffic overload nightmare. Schooling, 
healthcare and transportation in the area is already stretched and will be overwhelmed by the planned 
development and adding facilities to cope with the huge projected increase in population will surely ensure that 
South Bucks, its countryside generally, and its all too few Areas of Outstanding Beauty will eventually disappear into 
the everwidening spread of suburbia. We sincerely hope the review of all the responses to this Local Plan will 
conclude that our local stretch of this Green and Pleasant Land deserves much more consideration and that the 
security of this AONB should remain intact 

  

Rep0718 
Miss Laura Dunn 

Think it's terrible you are considering taking even more land from our green belt - HS2 will destroy the area this will 
make it an extension to London without being in London. 
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Rep0719 
Mr Ray Bennett 

As far as I can see the main area of interest in Prestwood is the 100 houses behind Lodge Lane.  Like many in 
Prestwood I am sure my comments will be similar. Firstly there is no natural entry in to the site under consideration, 
another road off the Wycombe road would presumably need demolition of existing houses hardly beneficial and 
chaotic with another turning off Wycombe Road.. Going through from Lodge Lane is another disaster and possibly 
means demolition of existing houses. These aspects are trivial compared to the impact on Prestwood itself already 
struggling to meet the existing need for schooling. Doctors and medical centres are overloaded at the moment so 
Prestwood will struggle to accommodate say 200 extra persons with the existing facilities. I am not an expert in 
these matters purely a layman offering opinions. As a long term resident of Prestwood, a village already out growing 
its facilities by the building of Lodge Lane estate. I believe a large part of the area under consideration is green belt 
but will that matter I think it does so that we have some fresh air left in the area. This expansion possibility spells a 
massive disaster for Prestwood creating a village beyond saturation point. 

  

Rep0720 
Mrs Sarah 
Williams 

As a resident od Little Chalfont, I strongly object to the proposed plans and green belt review.  In response to 
question 1, the target of 7300 homes in the Chiltern area seems to be rather large considering the proportion of 
land that is currently part of the green belt and AONB. In response to questions 2-4, I do not think that Little 
Chalfont should be allocated as one of the Main Settlements for Growth.  The proposed area at the entrance to 
Little Chalfont for employment development would completely change the character of the village and turn it into 
an industrial eyesore.  The increase in traffic from heavy goods vehicles and employees would clog the main A404 
through the village.  It is already exceptionally difficult in rush hour to pull out form the side roads onto the A404 
and this would exaggerate the problems to the point that delays would lead all the way from the M25 junction 
through the village and beyond.  Little Chalfont has over the past few years seen an increase of 307 new properties 
equating to a percentage growth of 12.4%, well in excess of neighbouring villages and is therefore unable to cope 
with further large increases of properties. The Green Belt was established in 1954 to prevent the outward sprawl of 
London.  The Green belt assessment that is being carried out is going against the whole reason why the Green Belt 
was originally put in place.  The current assessment by Arup seems to have identified areas which are known to have 
interest from developers and the partitioning of land into small parcels seems to have been done on purpose to 
make these areas weakly satisfy green belt criteria to make it easy to release the land for building purposes.  I 
question the integrity of Arup and if this assessment has been carried out on neutral grounds without prior 
knowledge of the sites proposed by developers around Little Chalfont.  The only people to benefit from building 
additional homes on Green belt land will be the greedy, selfish developers. In response to question 5, I think the 
council should seek to maximise housing within existing town boundaries, Option A. Followed by Option I – larger 
towns are better able to cope and already have the infrastructure to support the increase in housing. Option F – 

 The Local Plan will need to 
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settlements.   
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should look at other regions within the area which may be better placed to support the proposed increases. 
In response to question 8, the councils need to look at building in an area where costs are lower.  The accessibility of 
the South of the county to London will only push house prices up further making them unaffordable. New homes 
need to be further away from London in order to reduce house prices and bring them to an affordable level.  The 
proposed areas for release in Little Chalfont will have homes well in excess of half a million which is unattainable for 
first time buyers.  The new homes on the donkey field are a prime example of this where properties are currently 
being marketed for in excess of 1.9 million pounds.  Land if removed from the green belt needs to have well defined 
permanent boundaries.  Roughwood Lane, Lodge Lane and Stony Lane are all narrow roads with passing places 
which do not meet this criteria, nor would they be suitable for the level of traffic that would have to pass down 
them. In response to question 13, I propose that the land by Stony Lane (22a) in Little Chalfont should be protected 
as a local green space.  Every day numerous people walk through the fields and along the footpath to Chenies / 
Latimer.  From our windows we can see countless people taking advantage of the ability to walk through the fields 
from early in the morning until late at night.   This land is also AONB and features in several books of walks around 
the area.  Removing this land from the Green Belt will destroy the character and tranquillity of the area.  The land 
could become an extension of Westwood park and be used by the whole community.  In response to questions 16 
and 17 the infrastructure within Little Chalfont is barely able to cope with the current population.   The village is 
unable to sustain the level of housing that would be proposed on the areas that have been identified for residential 
testing.  It is already impossible to gain a place at Little Chalfont primary school from within the village and residents 
are forced to send their children to Chenies / Chalfont St Giles as there are no available school places in the village.  
The catchment area seems to be shrinking each year.  The doctors surgery and other services would also be unable 
to support an increased number of residents, it is already difficult to obtain an appointment to the see the doctor 
and on one occasion recently, I was told to wait until the doctors surgery closed then phone the out of hours service 
to get an appointment. Train services are already at capacity during rush hour, with commuters unable to get a seat 
on the train at Chalfont and Latimer and frequently having to stand on the journey in to London.  Increasing housing 
would only further increase these problems and the stations have no capacity for longer trains.  Traffic delays 
regularly occur in the village due to lack of parking outside the shops.  Building on the outskirts of the village would 
mean more people driving and trying to park in the village causing further problems. Where will all the children go 
to secondary school?  No new grammar schools can be built, and already there is pressure on the secondary schools 
in the area.  In summary, I feel very strongly, having moved further out of London because of the overcrowding and 
sense of being overlooked all the time that Chiltern District Council should seek to protect the Green Belt and the 
character of the area.  If land is declassified from the Green Belt it is only a matter of time before towns like Little 
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Chalfont, Chalfont St Peter, and Amersham become as over populated as greater London areas.  Do you want 
children to be going to primary schools in year groups of 120, to spend all your time sitting traffic jams or on 
overcrowded trains?  The quality and pace of life is protected by the Green Belt so please protect it from 
development. 

Rep0721 
Mr Martyn Reeve 

I wish it known that I object to any part of the plan that extends any additional housing onto the current green belt 
area that runs from the Southern edge of Leas Drive, Iver Recreation Ground, Dutton Way, Chequers Orchard and 
Barnes Way, as I feel this area is supporting its role as designated Green Belt land, acts as a boundary for the current 
housing perimeter and light industry, and that local infrastructure would be unable to successfully support 
additional housing without having a major detrimental impact on the area of Iver village. I also wish it known that I 
object to any part of the plan that extends any additional housing and light industry onto the area adjacent to Old 
Slade Lane, as I also feel the local infrastructure would be unable to successfully support additional development 
without having a major detrimental impact on the local area of Richings Park. 

  

Rep0722 
Mr Terence 
Russoff 

I am writing to register my strong concerns regarding the proposed developments in the Little Chalfont and Chenies 
areas.  While there is an undoubted need for housing nationally and within Buckinghamshire, the proposed plans 
would have a devastating impact on the character of a unique area and impose significant infrastructure issues. 
Specifically:  ANOB: The proposed developments would destroy the character and views of a unique Area of 
Outstanding National Beauty (ANOB). Only 9% of Green Belt land nationally is within an ANOB and this site is within 
the Chilterns ANOB. The proposed developments would significantly degrade a unique and irreplaceable national 
asset.  Green Belt: The proposed Stage 1 developments in Green Belt land and potential Stage 2 reclassifications 
would remove the separation /demarcation of local communities, and destroy their special character. The Green 
Belt serves a vital function in this area in protecting the demarcation between urban and rural, and its loss would 
lead to an urban sprawl.  Recreation: The ANOB and Green Belt in this area provides a vital recreational resource for 
not only the local communities but also for surrounding urban areas. Its amenity value would be significantly 
reduced if the proposed developments were to proceed.  Road traffic impact: The proposed developments would 
impose greatly increased congestion on already overcrowded roads. The A404 has long tail backs at peak times 
stretching from the M25 to Little Chalfont. The surrounding rural roads are narrow and would be overwhelmed by 
higher traffic volumes. There would be congestion in Chenies Village where the road narrows to a single vehicle 
width. In addition, there would be extensive additional business / shoppers pressure on car parking in Little Chalfont 
which is already over-crowded.  Community facilities: There is already excess pressure on the schools and health 
care facilities which would be significantly exacerbated by the proposed developments.  Conclusion: The areas of 
Little Chalfont, Latimer and Chenies are a unique collection of villages in an ANOB. It is remarkable to find such an 
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area so close to London and it is vital that is protected for future generations. There is no justification for destroying 
this ANOB or reducing the Green Belt which has successfully fulfilled the function for which it was created. 

Rep0723 
Mrs Charlotte 
Clarke 

As a local resident who has grown up in Beaconsfield and now have a 7 year old who plays at Beaconsfield Rugby 
Club I believe that the land either side of Windsor End used by Beaconsfield Rugby Club should stay within the green 
belt to continue to provide a sporting facility for local adults and children. 

  

Rep0724 
Mrs E 
Woodhouse 

Green belt and AONB should NEVER be built upon. For any reason.   

Rep0725 
Mrs Alison 
Murden 

We moved into Little Chalfont as we liked the thought of living in a village and also having such great train links to 
London.   I can not believe that Chiltern District Council wants to destroy this village.  The amount of traffic that 
extra developments would create would be awful. It is already a bottleneck between 7 and 9 am and 4 and 6pm 
through the village and shops.  There is already a storage of school places in the sort after schools. Not too mention 
the views, wildlife and the tranquility that the open spaces provide. 

  

Rep0726 
Mr Eddie Frost 

I am most worried about the Green Belt land between Howard's Wood & the M40 known as GREEN BELT PARCEL 
69.  I look at problems and work out whether there is a viable reason why something should be done. Looking at this 
development area :  1. The council's own consultants have said that this area of land should not be developed. 
2. To live shoehorned by the side of a very busy motorway would be unbearable on a noise level and health level. 
3. The woodlands form a natural barrier for pollution and noise to the surrounding houses.   4. Birds & animals 
would lies their habitat.   5. The trees mop up rainwater when it falls without that floods could be the result, there 
has been an on-going problem of flooding under the M40 motorway on the Windsor Road.   Can't see any positives 
of building houses here and if you did they could not have their windows open as it would be too noisy not thinking 
about the health issues. 

  

Rep0727 
Miss Lily Frost 

I am most worried about the Green Belt land between Howard's Wood & the M40 known as GREEN BELT PARCEL 
69. I really care about the environment - Green Belt is and should remain protected areas from development. Your 
own consultants have said that this area is not to be recommended for development.   I see Birds, Deer, Foxes in our 
garden, they all will life in that parcel of land that you are looking to flatten. It is madness to think about doing this - 
we need natural habitats and countryside for the animals to live. Please do not develop on this land. 

  

Rep0728 
Mr Ben Frost and 
Rep0729 
Mrs Michelle 

I am most worried about the Green Belt land between Howard's Wood & the M40 known as GREEN BELT PARCEL 
69.  I cannot understand why the council us pushing forward with this development plan when the South Bucks own 
planning consultant experts "ARUPS" have not recommended the area for development.  Noise - Environmental 
Planning advice "PG24" - these guidelines are set for noise levels near dwellings. I cannot imagine what it would be 
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Frost like to live next to that motorway it is so busy and noisy - when the trees have lost their leaves in the Winter it is 
incredibly noisy. I suggest you take some readings as you will find it will be intolerable to live there.  Please do not 
use this parcel of land for development it makes no sense. 

Rep0730 
Mr Jerry Frost 

Having recently found out about this planned development in our local area I am amazed that there is a proposal to 
develop the parcel of land which starts between M40 & Dukes Wood.  This buffer of Green Belt really helps the 
noise levels - when the trees are full of leaves in the Spring/Summer when we are sitting outside it really reduces 
the noise levels. In the Winter months the noise does getting extremely bad at times. 

  

Rep0731 
Mrs Keran 
Henderson 

I would like to know how come Bucks County Council advertises themselves as the 'green' Council, yet every inch of 
green in the County has plans to be built on.  Iver Heath is bursting at the seams already with more residents than 
the schools and doctors can cope with. The traffic is a nightmare 24/7 and is only going to get worse. Prevention is 
better than cure as far as Im concerned and Iver Heath is an accident zone waiting to happen.  Iver Heath is a proud 
community that is proud to call themselves a village and community. These plans are ruining all that we hold dear. 
Iver Heath fields are used regularly by the local schools and also by the local dog club. Children play daily in the 
fields and hundreds are out on the fields walking or walking their dogs -  so it would be a shame for it all to stop. We 
already have Project Pinewood on our doorstep and do not want or need any more constructions/houses in this 
rural village. Lets keep our village a Village. 

  

Rep0732 
Mr James Ray 

I object to the release of all of the proposed areas from green belt.  I am concerned that the impact upon the 
infrastructure and road systems will be too great. I am concerned that valuable wildlife and fauna will be damaged 
and ruined.  I object to the building of a commercial/business park in this area. 

  

Rep0733 
Mr Sean Lawless 

Q8 and Q17 - My objections to the release of land behind Chessfield Park are The destruction of  Green Belt land 
The loss of an area of outstanding natural beauty Where will this stop once these things get started they just seem 
to snowball We live in a village and do not want it to become a town or just a mass of urbanisation from Amersham 
to Chorelywood The countryside needs to be protected for future generations 
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Rep0734 
Mr & Mrs Russell 
& Fiona 
Thompson 

The area surrounding Little Chalfont is predominantly Green belt as well as being an Area of Outstanding Natural 
Beauty. These designations were put in place to protect the areas from building encroachment and should be 
maintained to ensure these beautiful surroundings are not destroyed.  There has already been significant 
development, Bell lane, Donkey Field and shortly Chenies Parade. Surely that is sufficient for this small area. Local 
facilities are already stretched, whether, it is Schools, Doctors, or parking at the Station, which is already spilling 
over into side roads where no parking restrictions exist.  Having a main  'A' road running through the village is 
already a source of significant congestion. We are already faced with huge disruption when construction of HS2 
commences and traffic will take the A404 through the village to avoid congestion on A413.  At peak times the 
'bottle-neck' at Chorleywood already backs up to Green Street or even Van Hage - a further increase in traffic 
volume would create gridlock!  If additional developments are undertaken, Little Chalfont will become  an urban 
sprawl if joined up with Chorleywood & Chalfont St Giles, losing its individual identity and destroying a beautiful land 
scape in the process. 

  

Rep0735 
Mr Phillip Baker 

You need to start building on brown belt. The road between Hemel,  Chesham,  amersham to Beaconsfield is already 
too congested and the roundabouts near testis can't cope 

 The councils consider that 
options in the Green Belt need 
to be considered in addition to 
the opportunities that are 
available on brownfield sites. 

Rep0736 
Mr Nicholas 
Piercy 

The joint local plan should strengthen / or at least protect the existing Green Belt around Burnham north of the 
mainline railway (Burnham to Taplow section of the Paddington to Maidenhead line).   To eliminate the requirement 
to build on existing Green Belt, existing brown field sites not included within the existing Green Belt should be 
developed.  To eliminate the requirement to build on existing Green Belt, planning permissions already granted 
should be acted upon & built. 

  

Rep0737 
Mrs Margret 
Brown 

I do not think that there should be any further building around Little Chalfont for the following reasons.   1.It is 
green belt land which was designed to prevent the spread of towns and to prevent  towns and villages merging 
together.    2.It is an area of outstanding natural beauty and walked by many not just locals.  Anyone who has 
walked from Amersham to Chorleywood knows just how beautiful it is.People need open spaces  for good quality of 
life.   3.Green Belt land covers only 13%of total land area--why use this land.   4.Little Chalfont has already had more 
than it's fair share of new houses recently.   5.Many of the roads around Little Chalfont are far too narrow to cope 
with more traffic. Having the A404 running through Little Chalfont causes a lot of traffic to merge on to it from the 
lanes.    6.The schools ,doctors etc. are already full.   he trains to London are overcrowded .  7.Parking in Little 
Chalfont is a real issue and no one can come up with a solution  now .What will happen when we have even more 

 The Local Plan will need to 
identify sustainable 
development options to meet 
needs taking into account the 
scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements.  The councils 
consider that options in the 
Green Belt need to be 
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cars to be parked somewhere?  8.As for employment  development, the suggested sites are totally unsuitable. 
It would urbanize Little Chalfont, destroy the views and walks through the ANOB and increase the traffic congestion. 
If building has to be done l am sure that there are Brown Field sites that could be used.   The Campaign to protect 
rural England states that Green Belt land can only be used for building if there is absolutely no other option.   

considered in addition to the 
opportunities that are available 
on brownfield sites. 

Rep0738 
Mrs Jackie Bastin 

1 Housing is not a justified reason for release of greenbelt, greenbelt is designed to protect existing housing and 
shoudl remain unchanged.    2 Much of the land around Little Chalfont, especially Stony Lane and A404 east of the 
village, in also an area of outstanding natural beauty and we should protect our local assets and the reason why the 
area is so popular.  3 Little Chalfont has already released two areas for developement, Bell Lane (253home) and 
chenies Parade area (45) houses.  Little Chalfont should be removed from the current shortlist of main settlements 
for growth in the Council's Core Strategy.  4 The infrastructure of school and roads and parking is already 
compromised and cannot support further development. The congestion since the M25 and further development 
since has made the village busier than ever I have known in 54 years of living here. We certainly cannot support 
more traffic with an industiral area being considered.  We shall no longer be a village and this area deserves 
protecting. 
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Rep0739 
Miss Vivian King 

Further to attending a local meeting at Chalfont St Peter Baptist Church, & reading several documents, I list below 
my objections to the additional housing proposals. I am astounded that the 600+ houses recently agreed around 
Newlands Park , Epilepsy site etc. are not included in the 7200+ houses planned for within the Chalfont St Peter 
Parish. This is unacceptable and must be included in the figures.  Whilst I appreciate, the need for more housing, it 
appears that CSP is being overdeveloped within Chiltern District Council, and this after all the future implications of 
HS2.  - The existing infrastructure of the area cannot sustain such an increase in population,( potentially twice the 
existing no of houses in CSP) schools, surgeries  & other local facilities & services are full to bursting. The 
surrounding road network consists of several country lanes, many of which are single track & most of which are in a 
terrible state of repair, subject to regular flooding, potholes and in many lanes, complete road surface failure, e.g. 
Deadhearn Lane, Shire Lane, Gorelands Lane, Brawlings Lane, the roundabout entrance to Chalfont St Peter, etc. The 
state of roads & lanes in Bucks & indeed Herts, are some of the worst in the country, surprising when these are 
amongst the most affluent counties in the country & not prone to some of the extreme weather in other parts of 
the UK.    -Greenbelt land has several purposes; including the prevention of towns & villages merging into one 
another, protecting the countryside from building, preservation of the setting & special character of historic towns, 
restricting unchecked sprawl of large built up areas. Surely we should focus on existing derelict & urban land, thus 
improving those areas.?There are more appropriate areas within CDC that are more suitable for development, and 
areas that provide a decent public transport infrastructure. For these reasons, plans should focus on areas as close 
to the centre of towns, rather than the outskirts.   -The Chalfonts are a very  aspirational & expensive towns in which 
to live, partly due to their location but also due to the attractive setting, & opportunities to enjoy the countryside, 
whether it be sports fields, horse tracks, or simply walking through woods & fields. It is imperative that we maintain 
a level of conservation & agricultural land.  -Focussing on the ES  site- this is part of the Colne Valley Park & must 
therefore be protected. There is no public transport, & the existing roads/lanes that service this area are narrow & 
in a bad state of repair, they struggle to cope with existing levels of traffic, with large coaches travelling to & from 
the Open Air museum, horse boxes visiting the Equine Clinic, and large lorries delivering to The Model Farm & 
Rowan Garden Centre. Added to which, these lanes are popular with horse riders & cyclists enjoying the 
countryside. 

  

Rep0740 
Mrs Lynn Piercy 

The Joint Local Plan should strengthen or at least protect existing green belt land at all cost particularly around 
Burnham, north of the main line railway ( Maidenhead to Paddington line).   The sites which have already received 
planning permission for development should be used to meet development requirements without the need to 
release any existing green belt land.  The needs of new development should be best be met by giving utmost priority 
to land outside of existing green belt which has already received planning permission and should be acted upon. 

 The councils consider that 
options in the Green Belt need 
to be considered in addition to 
the opportunities that are 
available on brownfield sites. 
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Rep0741 
Mr Stephen Hoy 

I welcome the opportunity to respond to the consultation paper on the use of green belt to build new and 
affordable homes. It is good to see a national joined up approach by government to what is a significant issue; albeit 
in light of population trend analysis it is not an uncontested view that the UK will see an inexorable rise in 
population over the next forty or so years.  While property developers and some commentators argue for 
unrestricted access to green belt , mainly in the south east, to allow this appears to fly in the face of what successive 
governments have attempted to achieve; namely to redress the north/south imbalance of relative prosperity. Is 
there not a once in many generations life time the opportunity to make a much more significant investment in the 
North East, North West, the Midlands and Yorkshire by allowing and encouraging these areas to be the main 
receipient of the new housing developments. The opportunity to create critical mass around a number of other 
cities would pave the way for increased prosperity beyond the south east and also help to alleviate the 
overcrowding and density issues there are in and around London.  Against this background it appears flawed to 
argue for a major incursion into the green belt within 50 or so miles of London at this stage. We should certainly 
look to use town centres better than is currently the case and encourage people to move back into them such that 
they don't need to use their cars. It appears counter intuitive to widen the apron of housing around towns by 
encroaching on green belt which, then extends the distance from housing areas to the associated town centre and 
given people's reluctance to walk means more car journeys to the town centre along inadequate and overcrowded 
infrastructure. Turning to the details in respect of Gerrards Cross I would comment on the following questions:  1. 
The proposal includes 7 sites in the Gerrards Cross/ Chalfont St Peter area but with no suggestion as to how many 
dwellings this would allow per site. The proposal also suggests the plan for South Bucks will mean five towns the size 
of Gerrards Cross. When the presenter at the public meeting on 25 February was challenged about this assertion he 
was not convincing and it appeared that he did not understood the numbers and the implications of what he was 
saying. Without a detailed picture of the numbers, not just for Gerrards Cross / Chalfont St Peter, but for South 
Bucks and Chiltern it is dangerous both for the potential loss of green belt but also on cost grounds given the high 
risk of incurring unnecessary expenditure in the assessing, developing, acquisition of land and potential rectification 
of mistakes as the project develops.   2. The plan proposes the building of 7,500 home in South Bucks. Given the 
higher density in South Bucks relative to other districts further north in Buckinghamshire an equilibrium needs to be 
established now between the various local councils to ensure there is not a permanent distortion in favour of 
development in the south of the County such that prosperity is not shared evenly across the County. This can really 
only be achieved by weighting the development in favour of those other districts with a lower density beyond South 
Bucks.  3. The consultation invites comments on individual local parcels of land and I now want to comment 
specifically on the area referred to as 47b, the land to the west of Bull Lane running along the A40 from Gerrards 

 The councils consider that 
options in the Green Belt need 
to be considered in addition to 
the opportunities that are 
available outside of the Green 
Belt. 
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Cross toward Beaconsfield.  Assessing this land against the ARUP criteria and local knowledge suggests there are 
better (ie less impactful use of green belt) sites available. ARUP comments that green belt be preserved to :  (a) 
Prevent development that would result in merging of or significant erosion of gap between neighbouring 
settlements, including ribbon development along transport corridors,  (b) Protects the openness of the countryside 
and is least covered by development, and (c) Prevents the outward sprawl of a large built up area area into open 
land and serves as a barrier at he edge of a large built up area in the absence of another durable boundary. All of 
which is aimed at safeguarding the countryside from encroachment. The land to the west of Bull Lane appears to 
satisfy all of these criteria. Of particular note is the aesthetic and visual quality of the land, particularly relevant in 
relation to the land going west from Gerrards Cross to Beaconsfield because the relief of the land affords pleasing 
rising views across the countryside in both directions. To allow this land to be lost to green belt would have the twin 
effect of making Gerrards Cross become more of an outward facing sprawl whilst also significantly reducing the gap 
to the neighbouring settlement of Beaconsfield. In this way the County would lose that first and all important view 
and sense of a green and pleasant land that one gets in passing through and beyond Gerrards Cross. The same sense 
is not present as one approaches Gerrards Cross from the east for a variety of reasons. ARUP's assessment that this 
land fails to meet the criteria should be accepted. They are internationally recognised and accepted as experts in 
this area so why now ignore their recommendation. Are the Council and individual Councillors not laying themselves 
open to potential civil action with all the cost this might entail to fly in the face of perceived wisdom and experience 
in this area? Turning to local factors in relation to the site and capacity of Bull Lane and potential implications if 
there were to be development on the west side of it. The triple junction of Bull Lane, Bulstrode Way and the A40 
creates a major bottleneck to the flow of traffic for up to three hours a day (90 minutes in the morning and the 
evening rush hour). This flows back into Layters Way which drivers use as a cut through (as a resident of Layters Way 
we find we cannot leave our drive at busy times because of parked cars and traffic speeding through). On one 
occasion a fire engine used Layters Way, I imagine to avoid the chaos of the Bull Lane/ A40 junction, but because of 
the traffic and parked cars it became trapped in Layters Way for several minutes. Further chaos ensued as 
complicated manoeuvres to reverse out of the road occurred. Additionally, ambulances frequently use Layters Way 
and Bull Lane as a cut through. If development is allowed to the parcel of land 47b it must necessarily increase the 
flow of traffic through the triple junction as drivers from any new development use it to travel north to Amersham 
and as a shortcut into the centre of Gerrards Cross and Chalfont St Peter.   The traffic at the junction is chaotic now 
and does not need a further absolute injection of cars. Bull Lane is just that, a narrow Lane with no pavement  and 
numerous  twists and turns with limited scope for expansion. Without a massive cost investment in infrastructure to 
allow development close to Bull Lane will only make a bad position terrible, which in turn will cost significantly more 
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in the intermediate term both in financial and green belt erosion terms. At the meeting a request was made for 
thoughts on other sites that might be considered. In Gerrards Cross there are two that stand out. Firstly the use of 
the 'airspace', 'flying freehold' that stands above the Waitrose and Tesco car parks. One of the requirements 
mentioned at he meeting was for development to move away from expensive flats and for there to be outside space 
for residents. The use of this 'air space' would create the opportunity to build circa 100 properties and if the lessons 
learned in some of the North London developments were captured each apartment could have its own outside 
space. It would also have the attraction of bringing people back into the town centre beyond shop hours. The other 
area that is curiously not on the plan is the land to the north of the A40, to the west of the M25 and the south of the 
A413. When this is considered against the ARUP it is odd that it is not included given it appears a hostage piece of 
land yet a smaller and equivalent piece of  land to the east of the M25 is included. I would urge you to rethink the 
inclusion of 47b. I would be happy to discuss the above in more detail and share you with you additional factors that 
could make the entire national plan of benefit to the country. 

Rep0742 
Mrs Iris Howell 

Iwish to object to the possible designation of land for employment as shown on the Chalfont St Peter and Gerrards 
Cross map in Appendix 5, Areas of Search for Strategic Employment Options within the Green Belt listed in the Local 
Plan Initial Consultation document.  The proposal would cut across the lower part of the course at Gerrards Golf 
Club, including the Clubhouse, and so make the Club completely unviable.  It would further greatly reduce the 
sporting and recreational facilities in the local area and deny hundreds of members the enjoyment of playing golf in 
a beautiful part of the Misbourne valley.   Such development within the Green Belt would be considered harmful to 
the principles of such a designation while conversely, the existing use is an acceptable use within the Green Belt and 
wholly appropriate in maintaining the openness of the Green Belt.  The area is in The Colne Valley Park and is 
identified as being a particularly important green space for biodiversity and environmental priorities.  The area is 
within the Green Belt and provides the important function of separating the built-up areas of CSP and Tatling End, 
Gerrards Cross and Denham.  The A413 is a natural barrier for development.  To build to the east of it would erode 
the barrier and facilitate yet more development in the future on the open space to the east.  The area is also in a 
flood plain unsuitable for sustainable development of any significance.  The area is valued by residents and visitors 
as a green corridor and to destroy it would inevitably lead to further industrialisation and amalgamation of separate 
and distinct developed areas. 
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Rep0743 
Mr Robert Clarke  
R Clarke Planning 
Ltd on behalf of 
Mr D Crisp 

The Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan Initial Consultation (Regulation 19) issues and Option document, identifies 
the site as forming part of a wider area to the south of Farnham Common which has been identifies as a possible 
option for release from the Green Belt (see plan below). The land stretches between Farnham Common in the north 
and Farnham Royal in the South.  The owner (Mr D Crisp) is supportive of a proposal to release “Old Oak Farm” and 
the neighbouring land from the Green Belt.  The land at Old Oak Farm is relatively flat and has no legal impediments 
to its development. For the most part trees are at the outer margins with a central line of trees running from north 
south.  The owner of Old Oak Farm is open minded regarding the future use of the land and recognises if the land 
were released from the Green Belt, the use of the land would have to be considered in the context of the use of the 
wider land. In this respect the owner would be supportive to taking an active role in discussions, in order to allow a 
balanced and sustainable form of development to be bought forward.  The site is well located to shops and 
community facilities minimising the reliance on car borne modes of transport. The site has direct access to 
Parsonage Lane and is within walking distances of the shops, services and public transport in Farnham Common. 
The area identified for possible release from the Green Belt, stretches between Farnham Common in the north and 
Farnham Royal in the South. The two settlements are already effectively linked. The current proposal represents a 
logical extension and infill between the developed areas, with minimal impact in the Green Belt.  The land identified 
for possible release from the Green Belt, is of a size and form that means it has the ability to accommodate a 
substantial number of new homes, as well as associated community facilities; thereby ensuring that a balanced and 
sustainable for of development is achieved. The overall size of the land, has the ability to make a significant and 
material contribution towards meeting local housing need. The land can accommodate a range of unit sizes with a 
significant proportion of the units being “affordable”.  In summary Old Oak Farm and the wider land offers a major 
opportunity to achieve new housing in a location which has good access to shops and community facilities. The 
benefits in terms of meeting housing need would outweigh the loss of the land from the Green Belt. 

  

Rep0744 
Mr Gary Blissett 

Question 1  - a definition of 'affordable' would be helpful. The market areas must protect the individuality of each of 
the areas concerned and represent local residents rather than a collective from across all areas. The needs are very 
different in Slough compared to some areas of the Chilterns. Question 2- existing built up areas/sites should be used 
wherever possible rather than green field site and adverse affects on whether the Green belt or AONB. Question 4 - 
the impact of HS2 MUST be taken into account as part of the bigger picture. e.g. additional traffic during 
construction will be added to that of increased housing and employment in the area. The Green Belt cannot be 
disregarded! Question 6 - villages should be maintained as villages. If not, we will become a region full of towns and 
settlements that disregard culture and history. having a series of smaller villages is what makes this area attractive 
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in the first place. The views of residents that moved here for this reason should be respected.  
Question 8 - develop a culture where high quality, affordable and desirable rental accommodation becomes a viable 
option rather than obsessing with accommodation for purchase. 

Rep0745 
Mr Stephen 
Incbald 

I have been a member of BRFC since 1958/59.  In this period the Club has become a significant community facility 
providing coaching and games for Minis through to successful senior league teams.  Over the years it has spent 
significant sums on the playing facilities including drainage and flood lights. Most recently it has extended the 
clubhouse to provide for its increasing membership.  To develop the lands which it presently enjoys the use of 
would deprive the town and local area of an increasingly important sporting asset. 

  

Rep0746 
Mrs Ann 
Chapman 

As a resident of Little Chalfont for 45 years I have seen many changes in the village and growth through 'infill' sites 
and most recently the development of Turners Field on the old Sawmill/Ercol site in Bell Lane.  I did not object to 
this development realising that there is a shortage of new homes in this area and recognising that this was a good 
plan for an ugly and derelict piece of waste land.  In general 'new builds' locally comprise mainly larger 'family' 
homes, and these do not benefit young local people as they are often unaffordable .  The declassification of existing 
Green Belt is wrong.  The Chess Valley area is designated AONB and I would expect Chiltern District Council to 
preserve that status.  The woods and fields are a wonderful source of wildlife and diversity and it is their duty to 
protect them for future generations.  I do not believe it makes good sense to increase the size of Little Chalfont by 
another third, we have already increased the population to a point where local facilities are struggling to serve the 
number of existing residents.    Proposed housing developments on this scale would further clog up our roads, 
overstretch our already overladen health surgeries, & put a further strain on the provision of education in this area. 

  

Rep0747 
Mr Simon Wane 

I wish it known that I object to any part of the plan that extends any additional housing onto the current green belt 
area that runs from the Southern edge of Leas Drive, Iver Recreation Ground, Dutton Way, Chequers Orchard and 
Barnes Way, as I feel this area is supporting its role as designated Green Belt land, acts as a boundary for the current 
housing perimeter and light industry, and that local infrastructure would be unable to successfully support 
additional housing without having a major detrimental impact on the area of Iver village.  I also wish it known that I 
object to any part of the plan that extends any additional housing and light industry onto the area adjacent to Old 
Slade Lane, as I also feel the local infrastructure would be unable to successfully support additional development 
without having a major detrimental impact on the local area of Richings Park. 

  

Rep0748 
Mr Harinder 
Kapur 

1.  I oppose further consideration of Green Belt Parcel 69 along with Arup`s own recommendation not to proceed. 
2. The woodland consists of ancient trees and is a wildlife sanctuary.  3. The parcel is too narrow a strip of land for 
practical consideration.   4. The area will be too noisy for new dwellings.   My comments confirm I am not in favour 
of development and are the same conclusion as that reached by Arup. 
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Rep0749 
Mrs Catherine 
Mort 

I wish to comment on the proposal to develop Green Belt Parcel 69 which is the parcel of land between Fulmer 
Drive and the M40 that is not already used for housing.  I oppose this proposal for the following reasons: -   
1. It is likely that some existing housing will need to be demolished to provide access to this site given its shape. This 
is inappropriate given that the objective is to increase the housing stock.   2. Should this parcel be chosen, then it is 
likely that a significant amount of housing will need to be built if the project is going to be commercially viable. Such 
a project would require a significant increase in amenities such as schools and GP surgeries. Both are already in 
relatively short supply in the area. With respect to GP provision, it would seem appropriate for this to be made 
available within a reasonable distance and, given the cost of land and the ongoing shortage of GPs, it is unlikely that 
this demand could be satisfactorily met via the provision of section 106 monies. The St Andrew's development on 
the old RAF Uxbridge site is a living example of this.  For several years, great efforts have been made to provide a GP 
surgery on this site without success. Given the current situation, there seems to be little prospect of it being possible 
to provide the amenties necessary to support population expansion in this vicinity.  3. Building in this area will result 
in envirommental destruction. This area of land has a large amount of wild life, which largely looks after itself, and 
which adds to the living experience of residents in the area. It would be impossible to replace, and its destruction 
would adversely affect the quality of life for the existing residents.   4. There are a lot of underground streams in the 
area which may increase the risk of flooding for certain dwellings. In adddtion, much of the land slopes towards the 
M40. The trees and shrubs in the parcel of land absorb water that might otherwise possibly flood the motorway.    5. 
Some houses in the area are already exposed to a significant degree of pollution as witnessed by, for example,  the 
grime that collects on some of our window frames already. Currently, this is mitigated by the woodland.  Should this 
be destroyed, and houses built nearer the motorway, then there may be increased health risks to present residents 
and to future residents in new houses from the carbon-containing and other particulates emitted by the motorway 
traffic. It is well known that exposure to motor generated pollution is linked to lung and circualtory disease.    6. This 
parcel of land has a pylon and overhead power cables.  There is ongoing controversy relating to the health effects of 
these in terms of increased cancer risk and childhood leukaemia.  This matter has been debated for years and whilst 
some authorities feel that there is no increased risk, this matter has not been robustly settled and scientific research 
continues. This remains a "hot topic" in some of the scientific journals; it is an uncertain area and the stakes are 
potentially high. 

  

Rep0750 
Mr Edward Mort 
Member 
Gerrards Cross 

With regards to the proposed development of land in the area of Gerrards Cross Golf Club, I oppose this proposal for 
the following reasons:    The proposal would cut across the lower part of the course at Gerrards Golf Club, including 
the Clubhouse, and so make the Club completely unviable.  It would further greatly reduce the sporting and 
recreational facilities in the local area and deny hundreds of members and visitors the enjoyment of playing golf in 
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Golf Club this spectacular part of the Misbourne valley.   Such development within the Green Belt would in direct 
contradiction to the principles of such a designation while conversely, the current use is an acceptable use within 
the Green Belt and wholly appropriate in maintaining the openness and environmental stability of the Green Belt. 
The area is in The Colne Valley Park and is identified as being a particularly important green space for biodiversity 
and environmental priorities and to develop on it could have drastic ecological consequences.  The area is within the 
Green Belt and provides the important function of separating the built-up areas of Chalfont St Peter and Tatling End, 
Gerrards Cross and Denham.   The A413 is a barrier for development.  To build to the east of it would erode this 
barrier and lead to yet more development in the future on the open space to the east, permanently damaging the 
Green Belt.   This area is on the flood plain for the River Misbourne which has burst its banks multiple times in living 
memory. To develop this area would be deeply irresponsible to not only the members of the community that enjoy 
the current facilities but also towards the future residents of this proposed development.   The area is valued by 
residents as a green corridor and destroying it would inevitably lead to further urbanisation and amalgamation of 
separate and distinct developed areas in an area that is renowned for its natural beauty. 

Rep0751 
Mr John Harding 
and Ms Valerie 
North 

It has come to our attention that the land on which stands Great Missenden Motors has been put forward for 
building of residential properties.   Can I say that my husband and I are against this as Wicks Garage serves a great 
deal of people in this vicinity and without their incredible help a lot of us would be greatly inconvenienced 

  

Rep0752 
Mrs P Jeffs 

I understand this currently commercial site is on the list for Housing Development in the Chiltern District Council 
Housing and Economic Availibilty Assessment (HELAA).  I am a very satisfied customer of this garage and would be 
very sad to see it disappear. The current tenants state there is no other commerial land in Great Missenden for them 
to move to.  Commercial enterprises are just as important to a community as its residents. One cannot work without 
the other. Please reconsider this proposal.  Great Missenden Garage is not a petrol outlet, but it begs me to point 
out that with the demise of the Deep Mill Garage, our parish residents can no longer buy petrol without travelling a 
minimum of 6 miles (to Amersham, High Wycombe, or Wendover). Bus transportation is also limited and the railway 
station is at the bottom of a steep hill making it an impossible pedestrian journey for many residents. Is this really 
the place to expand the population? 

  



Classification: OFFICIAL 
 

411 
 
Classification: OFFICIAL 

Name Summary of Representation 
Council Response (see also 

Volume 1 for generic response) 

Rep0754 
Mr Tim Lawrence 

I wish to object to the possible designation of land for employment as shown on the Chalfont St Peter and Gerrards 
Cross map in Appendix 5, Areas of Search for Strategic Employment Options within the Green Belt listed in the Local 
Plan Initial Consultation document.  The proposal would cut across the lower part of the course at Gerrards Golf 
Club, including the Clubhouse, and so make the Club completely unviable and would also cover the land now 
occupied by Chalfont Cricket Club.  It would further greatly reduce the sporting and recreational facilities in the local 
area and deny hundreds of members the enjoyment of playing golf and cricket in a beautiful part of the Misbourne 
valley. At a toime when the residential plans for the area include a substantial increase in residential development 
of Chalfont St Peter and the neighbouring area, recreational land use should be preserved and not reduced.  The 
proposed development within the Green Belt would be considered harmful to the principles of such a designation 
while conversely, the existing use is an acceptable use within the Green Belt and wholly appropriate in maintaining 
the openness of the Green Belt.  The area is in The Colne Valley Park and is identified as being a particularly 
important green space for biodiversity and environmental priorities.  The area is within the Green Belt and provides 
the important function of separating the built-up areas of CSP and Tatling End, Gerrards Cross and Denham.  The 
A413 is a natural barrier for development.  To build to the east of it would erode the barrier and facilitate yet more 
development in the future on the open space to the east.  The area is also in a flood plain unsuitable for sustainable 
development of any significance.  The area is valued by residents and visitors as a green corridor and to destroy it 
would inevitably lead to further industrialisation and amalgamation of separate and distinct developed areas. 
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Rep0755 
Mr Brian Turney 

I have recently been reading information regarding the above and wish to advise you that I am totally opposed to 
the suggestion that the Green Belt and Areas of Natural Beauty surrounding the village of Little Chalfont should be 
used for housing and economic development. I am also strongly of the opinion that Little Chalfont should not be 
considered as a main settlement for growth in the Council’s Core Strategy.  Reasons for my opposition to the 
proposals contained in the Local Plan Consultation are set out below:  • Land in the Green Belt was originally 
designated to check the unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas and to prevent neighbouring towns merging into 
one another. This Consultation seems to totally ignore such ideals. Housing and economic development should not 
justify release of Green Belt land. • Much of the land surrounding Little Chalfont is designated as an Area of 
Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB). We should not destroy such an asset which is highly valued by the residents of 
Little Chalfont and the Chilterns as well as the many visitors to the area. Once lost, this will never be recovered for 
future generations! • There has already been significant development within Little Chalfont (e.g. Bell Lane 253 
homes and behind Chenies Parade 45 homes). Indeed, illogically to my mind, the Council have also accepted an 
application to build a shop/office unit and flats on land at the end of Chenies Parade when the community are 
desperately seeking additional car parking spaces. As stated above, I believe that the village should not be 
considered as a main settlement for growth.  • The infrastructure in and around Little Chalfont is already under 
severe pressure and the new developments mentioned above will only make these matters much worse. This could 
not support new housing estates. For example, traffic is already excessive and we have the A404 running through 
the centre of the village and this produces light and heavy traffic from far and wide. Furthermore, if the area to the 
west of Lodge Lane was to be built upon Lodge Lane, with its narrow width and limited passing space, especially 
under the railway bridge, would be unable to cope.  • Damage to the environment. These sites are important as 
water drainage land, feeding the chalk streams which are already impacted by the extraction of water from the 
Chilterns. Ancient woodlands and hedgerows which are important for all sorts of wildlife will also be put at risk from 
pollution, root damage and water table changes. I would stress that I am not opposed to housing being built on 
appropriate brown field sites. I trust that my views are of assistance when formulating the Local Plan and will look 
forward to hearing what decisions are ultimately taken. 

 The councils consider that 
options in the Green Belt need 
to be considered in addition to 
the opportunities that are 
available on brownfield sites. 

Rep0756 
Mr & Mrs John & 
Penny Mitchell 

My wife and I would like to register our objection to the proposed housing and commercial developments at Little Chalfont. 
Whilst we fully support the need for new housing the scale appears to us to be right out of keeping with the environment 
they will occupy. The local shops will almost certainly be affected since parking in the village is congested at any time of day 
and customers will quite likely just go elsewhere with the increase in local traffic that the proposed developments will bring. 
Also will there be enough school places for the anticipated increase in children ? Will local doctors surgeries be able to cope 
with the increase in demand? How much more of our green belt will be eroded if these developments get the green light?   
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Rep0757 
Mr Roland 
Brewer 

Question 1.  Chalfont St Peter has had its fair share of new devolpments.  There are 600 new dwellings granted 
planning permission, which include The Holy Cross site, Newlands Park and Audley Homes at the epilepsy site. 
Chalfont St Peter has had well over its fair allocation. Question 3.  New developments should be concentrated 
towards the centre rather than the fringes of villages and towns. Which should be in line with green belt principles 
that brownfield sites should be developed first, along with sites closest to train and bus services.  All the schools, GP 
surgeries and the hospital are at or very nearly full capacity. They will not be able to meet the demand caused by the 
proposed developments. Many other parts of the district are significantly more substainable and better for 
development. Question 6.  Option G.   The Epilepsy Society Site is within the green belt, home of the Epilepsy 
Society, has two new care homes as well as important recreational facilities with nine football pitches, a pavilion 
with toilets, showers, and changing rooms that are used regularly. The site is situated on narrow and dangerous 
country lanes which make future development unsuitable.  There are no nearby railway or underground stations, is 
served by a very poor, infrequent bus service, thus making any new developments car dependent which causes 
more congestion and pollution.   Option K.  The Chalfont Grove business area, along with the cricket and golf clubs 
are situated in the Colne Valley Park and is extremelly important for its wonderful green space, biodiversity and 
enviromental priorities.  The area is within green belt land and seperates the urban locations of CSP, Tatling End, 
Gerrards Cross and Denham.  It is in a flood plain area making it unsuitable for any form of development.  It is well 
valued by residents and visitors as a green corridor and to destroy it would lead to more industrialisation and 
amalgamation of separate and district developed areas. Question 13.  The local plan is considering change of land 
use, particularly for green belt areas.  According to the National Planning Policy Framework there are five stated 
purposes of including land within the green belt. Question 17.   Mill Meadow, Chalfont St Peter.  With regard to ANY 
developments on this area please note-  The location is very much used by different activities, including the CSP 
community Centre, Parish Hall, nurseries, the football club, recreation park, cricket & football pitches, tennis courts 
and club and the Scout HQ.  There are no areas within  the centre of the village where any of these facilities could be 
relocated to.  The Chalfont St Peter C of E academy does not have a playing field within its own land so is reliant on 
Mill Meadow for its physical education timetable. The school would be unable to offer an effective curriculum if Mill 
Meadow is chosen for development. The area also includes a very popular nature reserve, the Jubilee Garden and 
The Lady Gibb Millennium Wood plus with the ability to walk alongside the Misbourne from the village, across Mill 
Meadow and to Chalfont St Giles. These ameneties are irreplacable due to the length of time taken for them to 
develop and their very position.  MIll meadow is also on a flood plain meaning a truly serious risk of flooding. 

 The Local Plan will need to 
identify sustainable 
development options to meet 
needs taking into account the 
scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements.   
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Rep0758 
Carter Planning 
Ltd on behalf of 
The Bursar 
Maltmans Green 
School 

Question 4 - The Vision and Objectives are ambiguous so far as the Green Belt is concerned.  They refer to both 
protection and accommodating development needs. The Green Belt and its boundaries should be comprehensively 
reviewed since it has already been acknowledged at a previous Examination that some Green Belt settlements need 
to be reconsidered. In addition as the Initial Consultation Document demonstrates more land may be required to 
satisfy housing requirements and most importantly sites which are anomalies or which no longer perform a Green 
Belt function such as Maltman’s Green School should be reviewed too. The NPPF suggests that the Green Belt 
should be reviewed when Local Plans are prepared especially where, in situations such as this, the Council are 
intending to rezone Green Belt settlements and release Green Belt for development. This represents the exceptional 
circumstances required by the NPPF and would allow the relative merits of such boundary changes to be examined 
and Maitman’s Green School to be excluded from the Green Belt. This issue is fundamental to the Initial  
Consultation Plan and to our Clients’ interests in land at Maltman’s Green School. The Vision and Objectives appear 
to be deficient as they do not propose to review Green Belt boundaries as a whole which is fundamental to the 
Document.  Nevertheless some individual extensions into the Green Belt are to suggested and others changes will 
be required to provide enduring Green Belt boundaries, ensure land that fulfils a Green Belt function is in the Green 
Belt, the additional housing required etc. The merits of the exclusion of the Maitman’s Green School site from the 
Green Belt as it no longer performs a Green Belt function and the relative merits of other boundary changes need to 
be examined further. Question 5  - The Spatial Strategy of the Initial Consultation Plan should be reviewing Green 
Belt boundaries as a whole to correct anomalies as well as accommodating development needs through urban 
extensions. This will ensure enduring Green Belt boundaries and that only land that fulfils a Green Belt function is in 
the Green Belt, etc Question 6 - We should like to make representations on behalf of the Maitman’s Green School in 
respect of the need for the Council to consider any minor corrections or alterations to the Green Belt boundary in 
the District. The School is situated in the Green Belt but immediately adjacent to the urban area and as a 
consequence we made representations at the time of the Examination into the Chiltern Core Strategy in respect of 
the Green Belt boundary (amongst other things) and the fact that it should be reviewed in our Client’s case because 
of the planning difficulties they are continually encountering in modernising and improving the School.  The Review 
of Green Belt Boundaries - Apparently Chiltern Councils Local Plan Policy Advisory Group (LPPAG), made a decision 
internally within the Council not to review Green Belt planning anomalies within the previous Delivery Development 
Plan Document (DDPD) and that decision was reflected in the previous DDPD document issued for final public 
comment and submission.  We had the benefit of attending the Examination by Mr Emerson and making 
submissions in 2011. The Inspector’s agenda for 13 April 2011 dealt with GB5 settlements and Green Belt 
boundaries generally. 
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We believe that guidance given by Inspector Emerson in his decision letter, made it very clear that all Green Belt 
anomalies were to be reviewed in the next DDPD (now this Local Plan) following the discussion at the Examination. 
He pointed out that these matters did not need to have been included in the Core Strategy as it is a strategic 
document and they were more detailed matters. In paragraph 63 of Issue 5 on Green Belt in the Inspector’s Final 
Report he commented as follows- “There are anomalies in the boundary where, for example, it does not follow an 
existing feature, bisects a residential curti/age or development has taken place beyond the boundary. Exceptional 
circumstances are required (the test in PPG2) for changing the boundary. The anomalies highlighted affect only 
small areas and do not have any strategic implications. It is not therefore necessary for the Core Strategy to signal 
that a Green Belt boundary review will be undertaken or for such a review to have already been done to deal with 
these small boundary problems.”  In paragraph 68 of the same report the Inspector concluded-”Most of the other 
comments on my suggested changes repeated previous comments on the need to review anomalies in the Green 
Belt, which were considered earlier in the examination and are addressed above”.  At the Hearings the Inspector 
discussed the point that anomalies were not strategic so the Core Strategy was not the appropriate DPD in which to 
consider them, but the DDPD was appropriate. This is now covered by the emerging Local Plan. In fact the 
Inspector was clear that anomalies must be addressed, as he says in paragraph 63 above ‘to deal with” them. Indeed 
my Clients have a “small boundary problem” and have a legitimate expectation that it be considered by the Council 
in this, the next, Local Plan and, failing this, by the Inspector at the Examination. We have revisited our 
contemporaneous notes of the Core Strategy Examination, where it was clear from the discussion that took place 
that a number of irregularities in the GB boundary needed to be looked at but that was considered to be a matter to 
be dealt with at a subsequent Local Plan because that was where the rest of the policies and the Proposals Map 
(including Green Belt boundaries) would be revisited. Indeed this approach is in full accord with the Planning 
Inspectorate’s publication, “Local Development Frameworks: Learning from Experience”, which supports the 
need to review boundary anomalies, on page 11, “Green Belt” in paragraph 45 it states :- “Minor adjustments to 
remove boundary anomalies that may, for example, have arisen because of changed patterns of development 
should be undertaken in a lower level DPD if possible”. All proposed boundary changes must therefore be included 
on the Proposals Map and included in the public consultation stage and submission stages of the next 
Local Plan for comment. Background to the Representations on the Delivery DPD In the light of its history the School 
is continually reviewing the need for improved accommodation and facilities and the need to meet increasing and 
ever more demanding standards to enable it to continue to meet curriculum changes and provide high quality 
education for at least another 20 years, the life of the net Local Plan. The role of the School is important since it 
clearly makes a significant contribution to the community and educational achievements in the District as 
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recognised by the Core Strategy and it contributes to the overall Vision and Objectives for Chiltern as expressed by 
the Council in that document and the emerging Local Plan.  The School may need to make substantive changes to 
the way education services are provided in future but to some degree is unable to forsee what these might be. 
The School is always keen to work with the District Council as such requirements and opportunities arise, but the 
School is also aware that the land use context which will be set by the Local Plan, will determine what is permissible. 
The School is therefore concerned that the Local Plan should provide clear policy guidance whilst at the same time 
not being too prescriptive. The Local Plan needs to jiave sufficient built in flexibility to cater for changing 
circumstances such as those that may be faced by the School in the foreseeable future. So far as the School is 
concerned the Council have always interpreted planning policies in a negative way. Indeed when the site was 
considered by the LPPAG it was stated that the School should remain in the Green Belt because the limited infilling 
and redevelopment of the School could be undertaken and the School had “scope for future development”. 
Regrettably the School do not consider that the Council have adopted that approach either before or after the NPPF 
and that is why the School have had to pursue appeals for its swimming pool, car park and security fence proposals. 
For those reasons the School believes that the site should be removed from the Green Belt and the fact that the site 
is largely urbanised supports that proposal. The Representations  The position of the School is that it requests that 
the Council’s review the Green Belt boundaries and correct anomalies as the School considers there is a good case 
for its grounds not being included in the Green Belt since it does not perform a Green Belt function. The School also 
consider that such a change would accord with the NPPF (paragraphs 83 and 84) and the Inspector’s conclusions on 
the Core Strategy.  Our principal contention is that Maltman’s Green School should be removed from the Green Belt.  
The Proposals Map should be amended by the exclusion of the built up area for Maltman’s Green School from the 
Green Belt and an extension of the urban area. Whilst considering this it may be pertinent for the Council to 
consider the position of St Josephs School which is similar. Clearly there has not been a Green Belt boundary review 
for many years and anomalies have grown up especially around the edges of urban areas. Maltman’s Green School 
is a case in point where the School grounds are now inappropriately included in the Green Belt. The NPPF states that 
Green Belt boundaries should only be altered in exceptional circumstances and they should be drawn bearing in 
mind the concept  of sustainability (paragraph 84). We do submit that the School should be excluded from the 
Green Belt because the site is now substantially developed and consequently no longer performs a Green Belt 
function but it is in a sustainable location. We are not seeking to have the land allocated for other purposes but 
merely for the School to be able to continue to improve and develop its facilities. We therefore contend that 
exceptional circumstances exist to amend the Green Belt boundary in this case. Those exceptional circumstances are 
that the site simply does not perform a Green Belt function any longer, and should, therefore, not be included 
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in the Green Belt. If the Green Belt can be shown to contain land that does not contribute to any of the five 
purposes of including land in the Green Belt (paragraph 80 of the NPPF), then as in our case that must constitute the 
exceptional circumstances necessary to warrant an amendment to the boundary. The alternative of not amending 
the Green Belt to exclude land that does not contribute to its purposes as open land does not simply perpetuate an 
error, but also undermines the credibility of the policy and devalues the concept of the Green Belt as a whole.  If the 
School site is specifically assessed against the 5 purposes of the Green Belt in paragraph 80 of the NPPF then our 
conclusions are that, since the site is substantially developed, it does not contribute to any of these 5 purposes. It is 
not a gap preventing urban sprawl or preventing neighbouring towns merging, it is not countryside, it is not  
important to the setting of a historic town and does not assist in urban regeneration. Nor does the site perform a 
Green Belt function. It does not provide open recreational land for the general public or for agricultural or 
conservation interests.  In the light of the above, we submit that a Green Belt boundary review should be 
undertaken as required by the Core Strategy Inspector. To retain the existing Green Belt boundary fails soundness 
tests and the Maltman’s Green School site should accordingly be excluded as part of the Green Belt boundary 
review. Question 15  Maltman’s Green School welcomes the statement in Appendix 7 under Development in the 
Green Belt on page 55 that the Plan will be ‘defining the extent of the Green Belt within the District and clarifying 
areas to be removed” provided that this applies to individual sites/anomalies settlements etc - as the general extent 
of the Green Belt is long established and generally recognised. 
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Rep0759 
Ms D Samson 

I was born in Bucks and raised in Little Chalfont, where I live today. Please do not allow the village and surrounding 
countryside to be spoilt forever with further development.   This country location was made to be an area of 
Outstanding Natural Beauty in order to protect it and the wildlife from harm.  Furthermore, outdoor spaces are 
important to physical and mental health. At a time when the NHS is stretched, surely prevention, and relief from 
illness, does not come with bricks and concrete over fields and woods, but with direct access to the countryside 
from the homes of the existing population. The plans will also have a terrible visual impact on the area. The loss of a 
view will not be for a few individuals but a whole community and the tourists that come here.  Destroying 
countryside will give way to more polluting cars, which can cause lung conditions such as asthma. Furthermore, the 
noise levels of the area will increase during the build and after with the increased population. Also a sufficient 
infrastructure is not in place for the proposed developments. The railway station will not have room for more 
commuters to take the extra footfall. Even now it is a wait to get an appointment with the GP and dentist. Little 
Chalfont has taken in disproportionally more new builds than the larger towns. The amount of traffic has increased 
dramatically over the years. The sewage system cannot cope in its existing state with more buildings. The schools do 
not have room. Little Chalfont does not have the capacity to cope with these huge changes which will have far-
reaching negative consequences. Only the brown field sites should ever be considered and Little Chalfont seems to 
have used these up now. Any further development of Little Chalfont, will change the character of the village from a 
friendly place to a population with such a high density that people will not know their neighbours anymore. This is a 
safe area, more people will increase the risk of crime and therefore, impact badly on the resources of the police and 
also emergency services.  Once parts of London was actually the countryside, that is not how Buckinghamshire 
should be. This is a County rich in wildlife, flora and fauna. Developing further, and also downgrading an Area of 
Outstanding Natural Beauty to allow for further destruction of the countryside, will ruin the most beautiful asset 
that Buckinghamshire holds. This could well have a negative effect on tourism and the revenue this creates. Many 
rambling groups turn up at Chalfont and Latimer station where they begin their walk through places such as 
Westwood Park, Stoney Lane and Chenies and Latimer. Once, this process of urbanisation begins there can be no 
going back. Please do not pave the way to the ugliness of a sprawling town. All these adverse effects comply with 
the legal considerations which ought to result in a denial of further planning permission on such a scale. 

  

Rep0760 
Mr John 
MacDonald 

My reading of the plans currently out for consultation indicate that green belt land is intended to be used for 
housing and industrial development in and around Little Chalfont, where I live.  I object to the proposals on the 
grounds that (a) the green belt should be regarded as sacrosanct, and as an area in trust for the present generation 
to hand on to our heirs to enjoy.  This is all the more relevant, as it appears that there are other areas more suitable 
for development, eg former industrial estates or offices and shops; (b) the local area is already barely supplied with 
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sufficient  infrastructure by way of medical and educational facilities; (c) the volume of extra traffic engendered by 
further development would cause even further disruption - as it is, Little Chalfont is already subject to severe 
blockage caused by traffic on the A404, which seems increasingly being used as an avenue between the M25 and 
M40; and (d) we have already taken more than our fair share of extra housing. 

Rep0762 
Mr Alan Baker 

I have seen information about the proposal to develop areas around Little Chalfont for residential or employment 
development.   I must register my concern about these proposals, in view of the severe congestion already 
experienced on the main routes in this area. The A404 in Little Chalfont, on the approach to Amersham, and in the 
area of Chorleywood/M25 exit 18, is at many times of day causing major delays and frustration. The A413 is almost 
as bad. These proposals will only significantly add to the problems currently endured by residents. The effect on 
other local services will be equally serious.   We are also facing the effects of the HS2 development, and the 
disruption to the area that this construction work will cause.  To add to that the destruction of areas of Outstanding 
Natural beauty that have been designated as Green Belt seems a very unwise course, and one that will severely 
damage the environment of all current and future residents of this community. I hope you will not proceed with the 
proposals as currently outlined. 

  

Rep0763 
Mr Ian Mills 

I object to the possible designation of land for employment as shown on the Chalfont St peter and Gerards Cross 
map in Appendix 5, Areas of search for strategic employmentoptions within the green beltlisted in the local plan 
initial consultation document. If implemented, the proposal would cut across the lower part of the courseof gerrards 
Cross Golf Club, including the clubhouse, thereby making the course completely non-viable. It would further greatly 
reduce the sporting and recreational facilities in the local area and deny hundreds of members the enjoyment of 
playing golf in a beautiful part of the Misbourne Valley.  Such development within the Green Belt is considered 
harmful to the principles of such a designation while conversely, the existing use is acceptable use within the Green 
Belt and wholly appropriate in maintaining the openness of the Green Belt.  The area is in the Colne Valley Park and 
is identified as being a particularly important green space for biodiversity and environmental priorities. The area 
provides the important function of separating the built up areas of Chalfont St Peter and Tatling End, Gerrards Cross 
and Denham. The A413 is a natural barrier for development. To build to the east of it would erode the barrier and 
facilitate yet more development in the future on the open space to the east. The area is also in a flood plain 
unsuitable for sustainable development of any significance. The area is valued by residents and visitors alike as a 
green corridor and to destroy it would could well lead to further industrialisation and amalgamation of separate and 
distinct developed areas. 
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Rep0764 
Mr Michael Amos 

Chalfont St Peter (CSP) has had its fair share of new development. CDC has already granted planning permission for 
over 600 dwellings within CSP, these include the Holy Cross site, Newland Park and the Audley Homes development 
at the Epilepsy site.  In the first three years of the previous Core Strategy (intended to run until 2026) CSP has 
already taken significantly more than its fair allocation and provides the largest single percentage of the 
development proposed for Chiltern District as a whole.  Mill Meadow  • The area is a much used amenity facility 
which includes the Community Centre, a football club, recreation park, playing pitches (football and cricket), tennis 
courts, a scout headquarters and parish council offices.  There are no areas within the centre of the village where 
any of these facilities could be relocated.  • The Chalfont St Peter C of E Academy, adjacent to Mill Meadow, does 
not have a playing field within the school grounds. The school currently uses Mill Meadow for physical education 
lessons on a daily basis and for team games, athletics and cross country activities. The school would be unable to 
deliver an effective curriculum if Mill Meadow is designated for development. • The area is also a much used public 
facility with a Nature Reserve, Jubilee Garden and The Lady Gibb Millennium Wood and with the ability to walk 
alongside the Misbourne from the Village Centre, across Mill Meadow and through to Chalfont St Giles.  These 
amenities are simply irreplaceable due to the length of time taken for them to develop and their very position.   
The Epilepsy Society site (“ES  Site”) • This is currently a Major Developed Site (“MDS”) within the green belt, is the 
home of the Epilepsy Society, and provides two new care home developments as well as important recreational 
facilities with nine football pitches plus a pavilion with toilets, showers and changing facilities which are used by 
more than 24 teams.  • The ES Site could notionally be divided into two parts.  The area to the south of Tate Road 
and Micholls road  (extended towards the long established and well used track from Tate Road to Skippings Farm)  
lies the current built up area (“ES South”) and the  area to the north of that line including (for this purpose) 
comprises the Model Farm, Rowan’s nursery  and Brawlings Farm.  (“ES North”) • ES North is within the Colne Valley 
Park and therefore deserves special protection in any event as part of that park.  ES South is currently used for care 
home and medical facilities and should be retained as such. It is an ideal site to provide further care home and/or 
medical facilities for CSP. • The ES Site fulfils, as a whole, all five of the stated purposes of the green belt and in 
particular provides an important buffer between the settlements of Chalfont St Giles, Chalfont St Peter and Horn 
Hill.  The ES Site contains important open views from Chesham Lane towards the Colne Valley Park.  It provides 
important agricultural, forestry and related employment uses and opportunities for outdoor sport and recreation, 
including the Model Farm, Rowan’s Nursery and Brawlings Farm Riding Centre.   • It is inherently unsustainable; it is 
not served by any appropriate bus service and is too far to walk to either Little Chalfont or Gerrards Cross which are 
the nearest rail stations.  Any development is car dependent.   • The ES Site is bounded on three sides by narrow 
and dangerous country lanes which make it even more unsuitable for development.  • A natural boundary between 
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ES South and ES North is easily defensible (excluding the playing fields which is identified as green open space in the 
Neighbourhood Plan). The ES North site should be retained in the green belt and Colne Valley Park with no 
development.   ES South should be retained as an MDS in the green belt for medical/care home use.  • The sheer 
size of this proposed development site is clearly excessive and could potentially double the number of dwellings in 
CSP.  • Several local businesses use the ES site apart from the agricultural use.  The ES Society is one of CSP’s largest 
employers. 

Rep0765 
Mr Mike Barrett 

CSP, with a population of 13,000, is already the largest village in the country. Approved developments will increase 
the population by 1,440 (11.1%). CSP is already bearing more than its proportionate share of development, not just 
for housing but for traveller sites also where far too many are being suggested. These must be dispersed more 
evenly across the district.  Chalfont St. Peter (CSP) has had its fair share of new development. Chiltern District 
Council (CDC) has already granted planning permission for over 600 dwellings within and the immediate environs of 
CSP, for example the Holy Cross site, Newland Park and the Audley Homes development at the National Epilepsy 
site. In the first three years alone of the previous Core Strategy (intended to run until 2026) CSP has already taken 
significantly more than its fair allocation and provides the largest single percentage of the development proposed 
for Chiltern District as a whole.  Currently and for many previous years there is a known and well-documented 
drainage and sewage/sewerage issue in CSP. Equally well-documented are the numerous occasions when open raw 
sewage has backed up in the centre of the village. Additional developments of the scale proposed in the 
Consultation Document would obviously greatly exacerbate the potential for increasing – indeed worsening - this 
problem. The proposals do not take account of the current and future provision of education facilities in CSP at 
Infant, Primary, Middle and Secondary levels. All schools, at all levels, within CSP are already at or very nearly at 
capacity (a factor made much worse by the demolition of Holy Cross School on the site mentioned in paragraph one 
above). The existing schools will be unable to accommodate children from the developments already scheduled 
within the Parish. The proposals also do not take account of the current and future Health provision of CSP at 
General Practice level. Currently there are only the Misbourne Surgery and the Calcot Medical Centre serving the 
inhabitants of CSP and its environs and the evidence is that these two facilities are already stretched to capacity. 
This does not take into reckoning the increasing number of patients that will result from the planning permission 
already granted by CDC for over 600 dwellings within CSP. The local roads of CSP and its environs are already 
congested, especially during the morning and evening rush periods and during the “school run” times when, as well 
as cars, there are numerous school buses and coaches. Parking in many of the local roads has been a well-
documented worsening problem for a number of years now and, hence, greatly worsened by a fairly recent large 
office development – conceived in the planning stage without consideration given for adequate parking for its 
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employees. The parking problem in CSP has, currently, no feasible solution for improvement. The recent approval 
for a large development on the Holy Cross site will greatly exacerbate the problems of local road congestion and 
parking within the next couple of years or so and large scale development of the kind set out in the Consultation 
Document would make the vehicle congestion/vehicle pollution situation of CSP unmanageable.   Development on 
the scale as set out in the Consultation Document appears to be at extreme variance with the tenets and objectives 
of the five stated purposes of including land within the Green Belt as stated in the National Planning Policy 
Framework: To check the unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas; To prevent neighbouring towns from merging 
into one another; To assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment; To preserve the setting and special 
character of historic towns; To assist in urban regeneration by encouraging the recycling of otherwise derelict and 
other urban land.  Much of which is set out in the Consultation Document would be greatly damaging and 
detrimental to the current and future residents of CSP and its environs in terms of gaining access to open spaces of 
the natural environment and greatly limiting the opportunities for outdoor sport and outdoor recreation. There is 
now a wealth of growing scientific and medical evidence that the access to and experience of pleasant open spaces, 
woodland and natural landscapes is very beneficial for peoples’ mental and physical well-being and will greatly assist 
in cutting the national bill of the Health Service.    It is also the case, a fact supported by both Medical Professionals 
and the Government, that the provision of sporting and recreational facilities are absolutely vital in assisting the 
physical and mental health of the nation. With regard to the development proposals in the Consultation Document 
appertaining to Mill Meadow. This area is a much used amenity facility which includes the Community Centre, a 
football club (whose facilities are also used for a pre-school), recreation park, playing pitches (football and cricket), 
tennis courts, a scout headquarters and Parish Council offices. There are no areas within the centre of CSP where 
any of these facilities could be relocated. Mill Meadow, a pleasant open space, much loved and used by many 
inhabitants of CSP for walking and relaxation. The Chalfont St. Peter C of E Academy, adjacent to Mill Meadow, does 
not have a playing field nor the space for a playing field within the existing school grounds. The school currently uses 
Mill Meadow for physical education lessons on a daily basis and for team games, athletics and cross country 
activities. The school would be unable to deliver an effective curriculum, as outlined in Government guidelines for 
physical education, if Mill Meadow is designated for development. This area is also a much used public facility with a 
nature reserve, Jubilee Garden and The Lady Gibb Millennium Wood. The Mill Meadow area allows the public the 
ability to walk alongside the River Misbourne from the Village Centre, across Mill Meadow and through to Chalfont 
St. Giles. These amenities are simply irreplaceable due to the length of time taken for them to develop and mature; 
the whole area of Mill Meadow and its environs is also important to safeguard the countryside from encroachment, 
unrestricted sprawl of built-up areas. It must also be remembered that the open space along the River Misbourne is 
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a valuable habitat for a wide range of wildlife and this area is a valuable asset to the local economy in terms of its 
attraction to tourists, ramblers and visitors to CSP. Mill Meadow is on the floodplain of the River Misbourne. Over 
the last few years especially there has been numerous, documented, incidences of flooding. 
The Consultation Document also contains proposals for the National Epilepsy Society (ES) site. This is currently a 
Major Developed Site (MDS) set within the Green Belt. The site provides two new care home developments and 
important recreational facilities with nine football pitches plus a pavilion with toilets, showers and changing facilities 
which are used by more than 24 teams across the whole age range.   South of the ES site lies the current built-up 
area and this portion of the site includes care home and medical facilities and these should be retained as such. It is 
an ideal site to provide further care home and/or medical facilities for CSP.  The north of the ES site includes the 
Model Farm, Rowan’s Nursery and Brawlings Farm Riding Centre; it is within the Colne Valley Park and therefore 
deserves special protection in any case as it is part of that park. The ES site fulfils, as a whole, all five of the stated 
purposes of the Green Belt and in particular provides an important buffer between the settlements of Chalfont St. 
Giles, Chalfont St. Peter and Horn Hill. The ES site contains important views from Chesham Lane towards the Colne 
Valley Park and embraces mature woodlands and attractive open scenery. It also provides important agricultural, 
forestry and related employment uses and opportunities for outdoor sport and recreation, including the Model 
Farm, Rowan’s Nursery and Brawlings Farm Riding Centre. The site is not served by any appropriate bus service and 
is too far to walk to either Little Chalfont or Gerrards Cross which are the nearest rail stations. Any development 
would be totally car-dependent with all the ramifications of increased vehicle congestion and resulting pollution. 
The ES site is bounded on three sides by narrow and dangerous country lanes which make it even more unsuitable 
for development. The north of the ES site should be retained in the green belt and Colne Valley Park with no 
development; the south of the site should be retained as an MDS in the Green Belt for care home/medical use.  
The sheer size and scale of the development proposed in the consultation document is clearly excessive and could 
potentially double the number of dwellings in CSP. The area identified for industrial development to the east of the 
A413 – The area referred to in the consultation document is within the Colne Valley Park and is identified as being a 
particularly important green space for biodiversity, wildlife and environmental priorities.  The area is within the 
Green Belt and provides the important function of separating the built-up areas of CSP and Tatling End, Gerrards 
Cross and Denham. Proposed industrial development would be against the tenets of National Planning Policy 
Framework, namely: to check the unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas. The A413 forms a natural barrier for 
development. To build to the east of this would erode this barrier and facilitate yet more development in the future 
on the open space to the east, and be in direct contrast to yet another tenet of the National Planning Policy 
Framework: to prevent neighbouring towns from merging into one another. The area outlined in the Consultation 
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Document is in a flood plain. The area is much valued by residents and visitors as a green corridor and to destroy it 
would inevitably lead to further industrialisation and amalgamation of separate and distinct developed areas. 
Providing industrial/commercial accommodation in the area is unnecessary for local employment reasons. For 
example, to the south of the proposed area for industrial development and adjacent to the A413 in CSP stands 
Chalfont Park which is currently occupied by three large office blocks. For several years now, a good proportion of 
these have remained unoccupied. One of the reasons often given for this being that the offices are located too far 
away from the centre of CSP and, more importantly, from the rail link at Gerrards Cross Station. Rylands Farm, the 
land opposite Bulstrode Park, between the A40 and the Chiltern Railway Lane. This area is a fine example of 
attractive, open land, known to be rich in fauna and flora in the Green Belt. As far as can be ascertained from the 
Consultation Document, the only possible access to the area, should it be developed, is from Bull Lane (a narrow, 
twisty road already exceedingly busy with through traffic – especially at school run time) or, alternatively from the 
A40, the main trunk road into London. Access from the A40 would be very hazardous to road users and would 
contribute to massive delays to traffic using the A40 (at times this road is used by traffic from the west and east 
when the nearby M40 is closed because of road traffic accidents). 

Rep0766 
Ms Claire Griffiths 

I have read the first draft of the response from LCCA and Little Chalfont Parish Council which is posted on the LCCA 
website at the time of writing this letter and I thank and commend both organisations for their hard work and am in 
agreement with their findings. I know this is not sufficient to constitute a proper response to the consultation so I 
set out my views below. (i) General Points -    A The first point I would like to raise is the lack of consultation with 
council tax payers on Chiltern District Council’s (CDC’s) decision to combine forces with South Buckinghamshire to 
prepare the Emerging Local Plan. My own view is that this will result in increased development in the CDC area to 
the advantage of South Bucks. CDC seems to me to have disregarded and put at risk the unique characteristics of its 
own area. This is most painfully apparent to me as a resident of Little Chalfont in CDC’s plans for the release of land 
in the Green Belt and AONB in and around Little Chalfont. B Green Belt and AONB - I am very surprised that 
residents are faced with a consultation on a second Local Plan so soon after the Chiltern Core Strategy was adopted 
in November 2011. I had understood that the Core Strategy was approved by the Planning Inspectorate. Moreover 
CDC invited consultations on its Development Plan, the submission draft of which was completed as recently as 
February 2014. Given the above, I am extremely concerned that CDC is now consulting on the release of land in the 
Green Belt and Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty. In Paragraphs 7,3 and 7.4 of the 2011 Core Strategy CDC stated 
that:- “It is neither necessary or appropriate to consider large-scale building on undeveloped countryside in the 
Green Belt or AONB” .  Little Chalfont has already shouldered more than its fair share of new development in the 
CDC area between 2006 and 2014, equating to a 12.4 percentage growth. I therefore particularly object to the 
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release of Green Belt land and land in the AONB in or around the village as shown in the consultation document.  
Having attended a recent public meeting, I endorse the concerns expressed by the speakers about CDC’s 
commissioning of and the methodology used in a Green Belt assessment. I support the assertion made by LCCA and 
Little Chalfont Parish Council that “ the CDC action to undertake a Green Belt assessment is inconsistent with its 
statutory duty to protect and enhance Green Belt and the published Core Strategy, Vision, Objectives and Spatial 
Strategies”.  I was particularly concerned to learn that for the purposes of the Green Belt assessment, CDC have 
subdivided parcels of land with durable boundaries into smaller parcels which do not have such durable boundaries. 
I understand this is contrary to the National Planning Policy Framework. Looking forward to Part 2 of the Green Belt 
assessment, I have very  grave concern about parcel of land described at the meeting as running from below Long 
Walk/Park Grove to Roughwood Lane, and bounded by Nightingales Lane and Lodge Lane (denominated in Kieron 
Brown’s you tube video as Green Belt parcel 29) and which I understand that CDC might be considering as suitable 
for release from the Green Belt. Firstly Roughwood Lane is a very narrow lane and cannot properly be described as a 
durable boundary. Secondly, if such land were to be released and subsequently built on, Little Chalfont and Chalfont 
St Giles would effectively merge into one another contrary to one of the stated purposes of the Green Belt. For this 
reason and to achieve another Green Belt purpose namely the prevention of unrestricted urban sprawl, I would 
argue strongly that this area of land ( Green Belt parcel 29) must remain in the Green Belt. It is unacceptable to 
subject Little Chalfont to any further risk of additional development. The same principle applies to Green Belt parcel 
22a, a parcel of land in the Chess Valley which is in both the Green Belt and the AONB. C Little Chalfont -  Firstly I 
repeat that Little Chalfont which has shouldered more than its fair share of new development between 2006 and 
2014, with percentage growth already equating to 12.4%.   I feel strongly that settlements such as Prestwood, Great 
Missenden and Seer Green should also take a fair share and that new development should be equitably spread 
throughout the district not simply “dumped” in Little Chalfont .  Little Chalfont is a village and the village centre 
straddles both sides of the busy A404 which is used by both local and non-local light and heavy traffic. Little Chalfont 
has a station BUT it does not have a town centre similar to those in Amersham, Chesham and Chalfont St Peter. 
There is already a woeful lack of parking in Little Chalfont. This quite often means that I make the decision to shop 
and visit restaurants and cafes in other places where there is adequate parking. At the recent public meeting, one of 
the speakers said that Little Chalfont could become the size of Amersham or Chesham if all the land to be tested for 
residential development were to be released. The infrastructure in Little Chalfont simply will not support this level 
of development. Roads such as Burtons Lane and Lodge Lane will not support the increased level of traffic and there 
will be increased pressure on schools and healthcare. Train services in rush hour are already often standing room 
only. In addition and perhaps most importantly large scale development would completely change the community in 

implications for individual 
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which many of us have chosen to live because Little Chalfont is still currently essentially a village surrounded by land 
in the Green Belt and AONB. D Planned area of search for employment development adjacent to the A404. - The 
approach to the village from Rickmansworth on the A404 is beautiful, well deserves to be in the AONB and is an 
important part of what makes Little Chalfont such a pleasant place in which to live.  I strongly object to this land 
being released for employment development as it would seriously affect the amenity of the village and would truly 
be a blot on the landscape. E. Land to the South of Station Road Little Chalfont - In the submission draft of the 
Development Plan the area south of Station Road in Little Chalfont was designated an area of Little Change in 
accordance with Policy CS21 of the Chiltern Core Strategy. This should mean that any development on the land on 
Long Walk should exhibit density which respects surrounding development and be well integrated and 
complimentary to neighbouring buildings and the local area. I am most concerned about the policy on “Housing 
mix” on page 56 of the consultation document which states “to require a mix of house types/sizes on large sites to 
reflect needs identified in the HEDNA to secure efficient use of land and to maximise affordable housing”. This 
would be highly inappropriate for any building on Long Walk.  I am already very disappointed about the density of 
the housing development on Harvard Grange which in my view does not complement the housing on Burtons Lane 
or Village Way. I would strongly object to any further dense development in the area in Little Chalfont which CDC 
itself recently designated as an Area of Little Change. Questions 1- 4 and 7 - I support the analysis by LCCA and Little 
Chalfont Parish Council. Questions 5 and 6  - I would support using all brown field land within all the settlements 
before looking at land which has not previously been developed and in particular the release of land in the Green 
Belt and within the AONB.  I do not believe that development close to train stations is per se sustainable and should 
be looked at on a case by case basis. The fact that there is a train station does not mean that a settlement can 
accommodate unrestricted growth. In my view, the lack of additional land to facilitate parking in or around Little 
Chalfont station, the existing infrastructure in the village and nature of surrounding roads makes any development 
of Green Belt land in Little Chalfont unsustainable.  As a general principle I would support the extension of a wide 
range of settlements so that development is proportionate throughout the district. It is totally inequitable that Little 
Chalfont, which has already accommodated more than its fair share of recent growth, should be required to 
accommodate what looks to me to be the majority of the proposed housing in Chiltern. This would completely 
change the village community. Question 10 -  At the time of the last consultation I commented that the affordable 
housing to be built in Harvard Grange would be ideal for elderly residents who would be able to walk to Little 
Chalfont village centre and enjoy its amenities. I am most disappointed this opportunity was disregarded. I strongly 
feel that accommodation for the elderly should be near to shops and healthcare. Elderly accommodation should not 
be built “in the middle of nowhere”. Question 15 - I object to the concept of settlement hierarchy in the 
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sustainability policies on page 54. This is divisive and precludes the consideration of whether a particular 
development is appropriate bearing in mind its effect on the settlement concerned. I repeat again that Little 
Chalfont is not sufficiently served by essential infrastructure. I would support the Design and Amenity policies on 
page 55 and would contend that these must always be applied when considering housing mix even on large sites. In 
particular I refer to the last paragraph of (i) B and Paragraph (i) E above. I do hope that CDC will see fit to take due 
cognisance of responses made by the residents of Little Chalfont. At the local meeting I attended there was 
vehement opposition to the proposed release of Green Belt land in and around the village and strong feeling that 
Little Chalfont had already accommodated its fair share of recent new development.  The views of Little Chalfont 
residents deserve to be treated with respect and its status as a village respected. I am sad to say I do not feel CDC or 
BCC have done this during the time I have been living here. Unfortunately, I feel that CDC seems to see Little 
Chalfont as the “dumping ground” for new development. 

Rep0767 
Mr Colin Richards 

1. Green Belt reasons to object ( Parcel 13a) - I object to the Strategic employment & housing sites to the north-east 
of Chesham, as proposed by the emerging Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan (2014-2036). initial Regulation 18 and 
issues and Options Consultation. a) The parcel of Green Belt land South of Lycrome Road has been rejected for use 
in the Part 1 HELAA assessment  Whilst I accept the the criteria may have changed for the Part 2 assessment I'm 
concerened that the Green Belt criteria may have been relaxed ie 'exceptional circumstances'. This piece of land is a 
delighful piece of green belt it is used recreationally by a large number of people from the Hill Top, Lye Green and 
Orchard Leigh who otherwise would find access to open land impossible. The huge park in Chesham based in the 
South of the town allows access primarily for those in the South, West  and centre of the town, to deprive the NE of 
this equivalent amenity seems a little churlish. b) A large number of non green field sites were rejected under Stage 
1, I notice in all your surveys that, other than developers, the huge majority would like 'other' sites to be developed 
shouldn't the exceptional circumstances for these sites be considered rather than the green belt. c) Living on the 
border of the Hamlet of Lye Green I'm surprised that both the national and local guidlines about 'sprawl' of towns 
into other communities has been ignored for this piece of Green Belt. For a millennia the Woods and hedges 
adjacent to Nashleigh hill have acted as natural buffer between the NE expansion of Chesham and the hamlet of Lye 
Green. Lye Green is a very close community with a village pub and all the benefits attributable to this 
quintessentially Chiltern Hamlet. You may find it interesting to read up on the internet in respect to its history. This 
is an aspect of this green belt that makes it quite unique and this impact has not been given the right level of 
importance. d)  I belong to the RSPB, my colleagues and I have had a number of field trips to this piece of Green 
Belt. It uniquely has Buzzards, Red Kites, Lesser Spotted Woodpeckers and a plethora of other wild life including 
feeding grounds for migratory birds. The afore mentioned wood have provided the nesting habitat for these birds 
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for years. The fields act as a fantastic feeding ground for the Buzzards with there dietry needs being satisfied by a 
profusion of small mamals in these fields, particularly in the spring when food is short and families need to be fed. 
All these birds are protected and other than the Red Kites their numbers have started to drop dramatically.Building 
over these fields would certainly detroy these habitats, as it would the endangered  species mentioned.  
e) Under previous legislation farmers were encouraged to plant trees on parts of their land to encourage wild life 
and prevent pollution. This was done on this piece of Green Belt, to now reverse this policy in an area of high 
pollution seem crazy and ill considered. f) Pollution, in my mind is where the NE of Chesham really has been ignored. 
I commute each day through Chesham as do thousands of other people to access  Amersham and the M40 avoiding 
the M25 which is always congested, I also use the Chesham Station as do massess of people from Berkhamsted as 
the Underground is half the price of Main Line. From 2007 the area of Newtown at the bottom of Nashleigh hill (NE 
Chesham) has been an Air Quality Management Area (AQMA) for this designation you have to be an area of high 
pollution/risk.  The topographic map enclosed shows the unique characteristics of Chesham, the only clear route for 
clearing polution is a NW wind blowing down through the Water End, Latimer route. The prevailing winds in the UK 
are SW which have the devastating effect of pushing pollution through Chesham to the NE where the exits are 
blocked by White Hill, Nashleigh Hill and the hill up to Bellingdon.   The Volume of traffic has incresed enormously 
over the last 9 years since this report was produced. Traffic is queueing back most mornings all the way up 
Nashleigh Hill to the Bellcote, in Newtown the traffic is stationary, I look with dread at the poor children walking to 
the Newtown primary school adjacent to this pollution  past the stationary cars, lorries and busses and can only 
thing of the now 'main stream' understanding of the devastating effects that Nitrogen Dioxide pollution has on the 
health of young childeren and the elderly (Lancet and Times articles from group of Thorasic and Paediatric 
Consultants ).  This not only ignores the wellbeing of our children and inhabitants of the NE but compounds it by 
proposing a housing estate of 'up too and may be more than a 1000 homes at the top of Nashleigh Hill ' Quote: 
Thursday 25th February council planning meeting.  It also proposed a manufacturing centre covering the area from 
Nashleigh Hill to Ashley Green. Why is the most polluted and impoverished areas of Chesham being sacrificed. Are 
the families of Newtown and Hill top of less inportance than those of Chartridge and Chesham Bois??? 
g) The Brushwood Junior school is right in the middle of this chosen piece of Green Belt, the impact of years of 
development, of a multi phase 1000 + housing estate would be devastating for a generation of children. 
h) There is an irony that my area (NE) Chesham, has a national high polution rating (AQMA). However being 
cognisant of this you propose to build a 1000 + homes on 30h of productive grazing and arable land adjacent to this 
area which will denude the area of the grassess and foilage that protects from Particulates and NO2 pollution. I 
believe this agricultural land is classed as 3a which makes it the very best and productive land.  
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e) As an aside 90% of the meeting was taken up with a debate on building a tunnel under Chesham, once again no 
benefit to the NE, it was seen generally as a egotistical folly put forwad by the Chesham society. And guess where 
ther monies come to fund it, a tax on the houses being built in the poor and polluted NE.  
An aside - This plan is ill considered, all the pain is put at the door of just one community in Chesham, the most 
polluted and in part the most dissadvantaged. No thought has been given to the devastating impact of the children 
and the population of this area in respect to additional traffic, disruption and quality of life. Two primary schools will 
be dramatically affected, as will some of the most picturesque parts of Chesham.  There must be someone on the 
Chesham Council who lives in the NE who could have put forward a plan that outlined the risks and assumtions 
associated with this plan. The land allocation should not have even been talked about until the Infrastructure, 
Pollution, Topographic  issues had been resolved or understood, you would then have a solid foundation to build a 
well suppoted plan understanding all the issues. You seem to have started at the top of an inverted pyramid with 
the number of houses and the tunnel, without understanding what's supporting that concept. My veiw is that when 
you OPEN MINDEDLY do that analysis you will realise that your assumptions on where to build eutopia will be 
woefully inadequate. The flip side of this is that you guys will get so bogged down with litigation over these 
proposals given your obvious lack of  analysis on some of the key issues that it will become a lifetimes work. 
This piece of Green Belt is the only piece of  recreational land for the inhabitants of this part of Chesham, it should 
be viewed not by the limited criteria of the consutants but as a whole including recereational need, wellbeing of the  
community and the wonderful natural attributes offered by it. Also its purpose as a divide  between Chesham and 
the delighful hamlet of Lye Green. This is not an AONB but these designations were offered decades ago and now 
with the maturity of the woods and planted trees I'm sure this area would now qualify. The flip side of this is should 
existing AONB be reveiwed to ensure they still satisfy this standard  or assessed against a broader set of Criteria 
would they pass. Debates will follow over the next decade or so, but the issue of pollution in the UK London and 
now the home counties is building up a huge head of steam and if not seriouly addressed in such an obvious 
candidate as Chesham will clog up the planning process for decades.  There will be towns like Chesham, uniquely 
situated in a 'Basin' which will have to bravely put forward a case to support the wellbeing of their inhabitants which 
may preclude large scale expansion. The easy option chosen may in the long term cause infinately more headaches, 
literally and figurativly. Looking at the housing figures on a population basis indicates a very unfair distribution 
disadvantaging Chesham, I accept there will be some need for new housing but this massive development will do 
nothing to help Chesham and a great deal to damage. The problem for Chesham is its general appearance and 
access, for shopping most people turn right out of Lycrome road and head for Berkhamsted. This is better than 
sitting in a traffic jam though the Newtown area and looking at swathes of pavement covered in Second hand 
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Furniture and Washing machines. The council has a lot to answer for. The plan needs to look at much larger 
population areas where there are real opportunities for jobs and expansion rather that picking off what were small 
Chiltern Country Towns and turning them into Wycombes' and Lutons'.  To give the general public just over 2 weeks 
from the shock of the meeting on the 25th is a nonsence. I've tried my best to wade through thousands of pages of 
documents and veiw areas where 'consultants' have made their judgments but its an impossible task. I would 
suggest 6 months would have been better. Proffesionals including , lawyers and planners could have been 'privately' 
employed to test some of your at best strange ideas. As it is these guys will be unable to challenge you  until Nov 
2016/ Jan 2017.  You all make your lives so difficult. The tunnel ?????????????????? 

Rep0768 
Mr Simon Hawley 
Harris  Lamb Ltd 
on behalf of  
GKN Group 
Services Ltd 

Question 1 - We have a number of concerns with the consultation draft Housing and Economic Development Needs 
Assessment 2015 (HEDNA).  This document is being used to inform the housing and employment requirement in the 
emerging plan and it is our view that there are a number of problems with the document.  We believe that these 
issues need to be addressed, in order for it to be a robust evidence based document that can be used to inform the 
plan making process.   The HEDNA is based upon the 2012 household projections.  These projections are based on 
data that reflects past trends.  The household formation rates used by the projections for individual authorities, is 
influenced by past rates of housing delivery, as the availability of housing stock impacts on the ability for households 
to form in an area.  It is appreciated that adjustments have been made to the household projections to take account 
of longer term trends by the HEDNA.  However, if they are simply taken at face value, and the household formation 
rates are not adjusted upwards, the Buckinghamshire authorities risk locking themselves into a permanent cycle of 
undersupply and ever rising house prices.  The HEDNA should analyse supply against demand to establish if this has 
surpressed household formations.  As set out in our response to the economic assessment written in the HEDNA 
below, it is our view that the HEDNA underestimates employment land requirements.  This is due to the fact that 
past employment land provision has been constrained by the Green Belt and as a consequence, supply has been 
supressed, which is refelected in employment growth rates.  As a consequence, the employment modelling does not 
reflect the growth requirements of the area.  This is evidenced by the fact there is very little vacant stock, the views 
of the commercial property sector and a range of Local Plan evidence based documents.  As a consequence, the 
economic growth projections that feed into the housing modelling are unlikely to be correct.  If an appropriate 
amount of employment land is allocated for development through the emerging plan, there will be an increase in 
workers in the local area.  Consequently, the housing modelling underestimates the demand for housing within the 
plan area. The HEDNA confirms that the affordable housing needs assessment within the study, has been based 
upon a "relatively stringent" assessment of affordablity. The HEDNA has identified an affordable housing need of a 
minimum of 10,100 dwellings, to a maximum of 16,000 dwellings.  The HEDNA opts to adopt an affordable housing 
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objectively assessed need figure of 10,500 dwellings for the plan period.  This figure is, therefore, at the bottom end 
of the suggested range. That being the case, the affordable housing element of the objectively assessed housing 
need, should be treated as an absolute minimum.  As a consequence, the overall objectively assessed housing need 
should also be considered a minimum.  The emerging plan should be prepared in this context.  It is noted that the 
HEDNA is a draft document and will continue to be updated through the course of the plan process.  The HEDNA 
should be updated to reflect more recent household projections as and when they are published.   It is noted that 
the housing requirements identified by the HEDNA are directly reflected by the table below paragraph 2.6 of the 
consultation draft Local Plan, which sets out the Plan's housing and employment requirements.  As such, the 
emerging Plan directly reflects the minimum housing requirement identified by the HEDNA.  There is no allowance 
within this table for non delivery.  It is good practice for local authorities to adopt a housing requirement over and 
above the objectively assessed housing needs figure.  This is due to the fact that not all allocations will deliver as 
expected.  It is, therefore, our opinion that the overall housing requirement should be increased by 10% to take 
account of non delivery.  Turning to the HEDNA's conclusions on the amount of employment land that is required 
during the course of the plan period it is useful to consider the general context for employment land provision in 
Chiltern and South Buckinghamshire district.  It should be noted that:  * The Buckingham Thames Valley Local 
Economic Partnership Strategic Economic Plan (2012 - 2031) produced in 2014 identifies a key sector for growth in 
the area as higher value manufacturing, particularly manufacturing of computers, ICT and media.  The Strategic 
Economic Plan makes it clear that the major viable strategic opportunties to boost productivity are to improve 
north-south connectivity between the M40 to the south to the M1 in the north.   * The Buckinghamshire Thames 
Valley Local Economic Partnership Growth Deal (2014) advises that by 2021 the Buckinghamshire Thames Valley 
Growth Deal aspires to create at least 4,000 jobs.  * The LEP has advised that Chiltern District needs to improve its 
economic productivity in order to keep up with its neighbouring authoritites. * The HEDNA suggests that one of the 
reasons that the office market is constrained is due to a lack of connectivity.  This suggests that development should 
be located towards areas with good connectivity.  * The HEDNA advises that there is a lack of suitable B1(b) and B2 
stock within Buckinghamshire.  There is an insufficient supply of employment locations with enough capacity to 
accommodate B1(c) and B2 users that want to expand their premises, and local commercial agents consider that 
additional sites need to be brought forward for development. * The HEDNA advises that 70% of all actively 
marketed office and industrial space in Buckinghamshire is second hand and grade B quality.  This limits the choice 
for companies looking to expand or relocate within Buckinghamshire.  * There is a low vacancy rate of 8% in 
Buckinghamshire for offices and industrial premises.  The majority of the vacancies are concentrated in poor quality 
second hand stock with highly limited vacancies in new premises.  There are particularly low levels of vacancy in 
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South Buckinghamshire and Chiltern, where vacancy rates are 6% and 4% respectively.  The HEDNA confirms that 
between 7% and 10% vacancy rate is required in order to allow the employment market to operate successfully and 
to allow for a churn of premises.   * The HEDNA advises industrial space in Chiltern District is relatively old with 
limited modern space built in recent years.  Older premises are not meeting the demands of the local businesses.  
There is very little land available for B8 use.  * The HEDNA also advises that South Bucks, Uxbridge to the south, and 
the M40/A40 corridor are attractive locations for employment development due to their connectivity.  There is 
relatively little strategic employment land for industrial purposes available, and the M40 is an attractive location for 
industrial occupiers, particularly within the food and drink sector. * In the surrounding towns of Uxbridge and 
Slough, and in the vicinity of the A40, there are constraints on employment supply forcing up rents.  This is causing 
some occupiers to have to look to relocate elsewhere.  * The Employment Land Review (ELR) notes that the Green 
Belt is a constraint to the development of employment land in South Bucks. A number of conclusions can be drawn 
from the above factors.  First of all, it is clear that there is significant lack of employment space available within 
Buckinghamshire, particularly in South Bucks and Chiltern.  This is evidenced by the fact that vacancy rates are 
extremely low, the acknowledgement by the HEDNA that there is a lack of good quality industrial and office sites, 
and that local commercial agents consider that additional sites need to be brought forward.  Furthermore, of the 
stock that is available, there is virtually no new employment stock on the market.  What is available is second hand, 
and Grade B.  Pressure to deliver additional employment land is likely to arise due to a lack of supply in Uxbridge, 
Slough and the A40 corridor.  This will inevitably result in additional pressure for employment land in the southern 
part of South Bucks, in close proximity to Uxbridge and around the A40/M40.  It is also clear that the market 
requires good quality locations with good access to the road and rail network.  It is, therefore appropriate for the 
local authority to fully consider the development potential of land within the vicinity of the M40/M25/A40, where 
there is excellent access to the motorway network.  It should also be noted that Denham, to the north of Junction 1 
of the M40, has a train station.  Oxbridge, which lies to the south of Junction 1 of the M40, has a London 
Underground station.  This strongly suggests that the Denham - A40 and M40 search area identified in Appendix 5 - 
'Areas of Search for Strategic Employment Options within the Green Belt', of the Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan 
Consultation Document, should be a priority area for search for employment land provision.  The above information 
also suggests that the proposed employment land requirements for Chiltern and South Bucks, included within the 
consultation draft Local Plan, are too low.  It is quite clear that employment growth within the authority areas, is 
constrained by the Green Belt, as confirmed by LEP.  This will have affected the way in which businesses in the area 
can expand and will have influenced the economic forecast used to predict future employment job growth and 
employment land requirements.  Clearly there will be highly limited growth in industrial land within the local 
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authority's areas if there are no sites available for its development.  It is, therefore, necessary for employment land 
requirements to be based not just on employment land modelling, but also having regard to the feedback of the 
local market and evidence on occupancy rates, and the quality of stock. Question 4 - We have no particular 
objection to the emerging Local Plan drawing from existing Core Strategy Visions and past Local Plan work to 
prepare a new Vision and Objective.  This is clearly relevant evidence, that should be a consideration.  However, the 
consultation draft version of the plan does not provide any set vision or objectives and it is not clear what the vision 
and objectives of the new emerging plan will be.  It is, therefore, not possible for us to specifically state whether we 
agree with the vision and objectives of the emerging plan.  The broad findings of the earlier Chiltern and District 
Local Plan and South Bucks District Local Plan Regulation 18 Consultation are noted.  In this regard, we have the 
following comments: * It is understood that the emerging plan will have a plan period up to 2036.  We support the 
use of the 2036 as an end date for the plan period, as this should allow the plan to have a 15 year time horizon from 
the date of adoption, as required by the National Planning Policy Framework.  However, aspects of the plan need to 
look beyond 2036.  It is our view that it is inevitable that Green Belt land will need to be released in order to 
accommodate the growth requirements of this plan period, and beyond, due to a lack of urban capacity.  The 
Framework (paragraph 83), makes it clear that Green Belt boundaries should endure and should not be reviewed in 
every itteration of the Development Plan.  As such, this plan should look to review potential Green Belt land 
released for the period up to 2050 and safeguard sites for development for the period 2036 - 2050.  * We fully 
support the emerging Local Plan seeking to deliver the full objectively assessed housing needs and employment land 
requirements of the authorities.  The Plan should include sufficient flexibility within its allocations, to take account 
of the fact that not all allocations will deliver during the course of the plan period.   * It should be part of the Plan's 
strategy to direct new residential and employment development to locations with good sustainable transport links.  
This is particularly important for employment development which will, in all likelihood, require good access to the 
strategic road network and the local labour force.  We therefore suggest that any strategic employment allocations 
are focused around motorway junctions. Question 7 - We set out our response to the growth requirements of the 
local authority areas in our response to Question 1.   The local authorities should seek to accommodate as much of 
their development needs within their administrative boundaries as possible.  Whilst joint working can be used to 
direct housing to an adjoining local authority area within the Housing Market Area (HMA), at the present time, there 
is no certainty how much development can be accommodated within the adjoining HMA authority.  In addition, the 
local authority will have limited control over the location of any housing directed to the neighbouring authority area, 
and a number of the surrounding authorities, are subject to constraints to development such as the Green Belt.  The 
appendices to the draft Plan include a series of potential Green Belt options, that should be subject to further 
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testing to meet the development requirements of the plan.  These options are broadly split into potential residential 
and employment development options.  However, as the Councils have initially identified these sites as being 
suitable for development, subject to further testing, it is our view that all potential development options within the 
appendices to the Plan should be tested for their suitability for both housing and employment development.  If the 
Councils reach the conclusion that it is necessary for a proportion of the housing employment requirement, to be 
directed to another authority area ,there must be categoric evidence why the sites identified within the appendix of 
the draft Plan cannot be allocated for development in the first instance.  The fact that these sites are within the 
Green Belt should not be considered to be an overriding constraint to development.  The Framework makes it clear 
that Green Belt boundaries can be amended to accommodate development in exceptional circumstances, if this is 
required.  It is our view that meeting the housing and employment needs of the local authority are an exceptional 
circumstance that warrants amendments to the Green Belt boundary.   Question 8 - If the level of deliverable 
affordable housing falls short of meeting the identified need, the Council should actively consider increasing the 
level of planned market housing, to meet the affordable housing requirement.  The provision of affordable housing 
during the plan period, is most likely to be secured through planning obligations associated with new residential 
developments.  This is the only realistic way of increasing the supply of affordable housing in the area.  It should also 
be noted that the Housing and Economic Development Needs Assessment (HEDNA) advises that the quantum of 
affordable housing needed, is based upon a "relatively stringent" assessment of affordablity.  An affordable housing 
figure towards the lower end of the proposal range is used for the housing modelling process. The affordable 
housing needs figure should, therefore, be considered to be a "minimum".  It is essential that the plan's housing 
policies are prepared on the basis of ensuring that identified affordable housing need is met in full.  Question 15 - 
We support the identification of a settlement hierarchy that confirms the likely scale of development for each 
settlement.  However, if a settlement hierarchy policy is included in the Plan, the settlement hierarchy policy should 
recognise that the Councils will support new development in sustainable locations, regardless of the settlement 
hierarchy groupings.  For example, a lower order settlement may be suitable for large scale employment 
development, due to its access to the strategic road network, and due to the availability of unconstrained market 
facing sites.  This will be difficult to reflect in a settlement hierarchy.  The settlement hierarchy policy, and any 
associated distribution of development policy, should not be used to prevent the development of sustainable and 
suitable sites.  We support the inclusion of a Green Belt policy.  However, the scope of the Green Belt policy should 
not just be limited to the requirements in paragraphs 79 and 82 of the Framework.  The emerging Green Belt policy 
should also deal with safeguarding land.  It is essential that the plan safeguards land for development beyond the 
plan period.  Paragraph 85 of the Framework confirms that when defining Green Belt boundaries, local planning 
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authorities should identify areas of safeguarding land, between the urban area and the Green Belt, in order to meet 
the longer term development needs stretching well beyond the plan period.  It is, therefore, our view that the plan 
should seek to safeguard land for development for the period up to 2050. Question 3 - It is noted that the HELAA 
only assesses sites within the built up areas and previously developed land in the Green Belt.  Other options for 
development in the Green Belt have been identified through the Green Belt Assessment Phase 1 and the Issues and 
Options consultation document.  These sites will be reconsidered in the subsequent version of the HELAA.   It is 
evident that Green Belt land release will be required to meet the development requirements of Chiltern and South 
Bucks, during the course of the current plan period and beyond.  It is, therefore, essential that subsequent versions 
of the HELAA reviews the development of Green Belt parcels in detail.  HLPC have provided a separate response that 
provides details of the land in GKN Group Services Limited's control, adjacent to Denham Village, in close proximity 
to Junction 1 of the M40.  We believe that this land should be allocated for development through the emerging plan, 
or if required, safeguarded to the long term development needs.  These representations should be considered in the 
preparation of the emerging Local Plan and the next revision of the HELAA.  Question 5 & Question 6 -  The spatial 
strategy for development will be influenced by a range of different factors, including the development requirements 
and the Green Belt. We support the recognition in paragraph 4.7 of the Local Plan consultation document, that the 
Council accepts that the overall levels of housing and employment need constitute exceptional circumstances to 
review the Green Belt.  The Green Belt review will be an essential piece of evidence to inform the plan making 
process and the distribution of development strategy.  In this regard it is necessary for the emerging plan to test 
different spatial strategies from those set out in the existing development plans and revisit the existing settlement 
hierarchy.  In establishing the preferred development distribution strategy in the first instance, it is necessary for the 
Councils to confirm how much housing and employment land release is required.  It is noted that the Issues and 
Options Consultation Document suggests that 15,100 dwellings and 15 hectares of employment land are required 
during the course of the plan period.  However, the Housing and Economic Development Needs Assessment 
(HEDNA) is currently in draft form and these figures could change.  As per our representations to Question 1 we are 
of the view that the housing and employment growth requirements are too low.  It is then necessary for the Council 
to complete its Green Belt land review work to establish the role that the various parcels of land contribute towards 
the purpose of the Green Belt land as identified by the Framework.  The local authority will then have to strike a 
balance between allocating the most sustainable and suitable sites for development and releasing the least sensitive 
areas of land from the Green Belt to accommodate this development.  This approach could result in a departure 
from the existing settlement hierarchy.  If, for example, Green Belt land adjacent to one of the existing higher order 
settlements plays an important Green Belt role it may be appropriate for the local authority to seek to direct 
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development to lower order settlements where the surrounding Green Belt land plays a less important Green Belt 
role.  Furthermore, the draft HEDNA provides a number of key comments about the local economic area.  These 
include the fact that there is a significant shortfall of available modern employment land.  The employment vacancy 
rates are below that which is required to allow for a healthy churn of premises.  Local agents have also reported a 
lack of available stock.  There is also clear support for directing additional employment development towards the 
principal transport routes including the A40/M40/M25.  The demands of the employment market is clearly a key 
consideration when identifying the most appropriate location to deliver employment land.  Any new employment 
land allocation should be market facing and in deliverable and accessible locations.  This could result in a departure 
from the adopted settlement hierarchy in terms of employment land provision.  In this context we have the 
following comments about the various spatial strategy distribution options the local authorities tend to test.   
* Option A - Making More Efficient and Effective Use of Land within Existing Built Up Areas - We fully support the 
intention to make more efficient and effective use of land within existing built up areas.  However, the draft Housing 
and Economic Land Availability Assessment (HELAA) identifies limited capacity within the urban area.  In addition, it 
is highly unlikely that all sites identified by this document within the urban area will deliver.  Whilst there may be an 
opportunity to increase density and building heights this issue needs to be carefully considered.  Increasing density 
and heights may adversely affect the character of settlements and sites meaning this is an unsuitable option.  
Careful consideration needs to be given to relocating areas of open space to the Green Belt to allow for them to 
developed.  The residents of the existing settlement should have easy and convenient access to areas of open space.  
If such areas are relocated to edge of settlement locations they may be less accessible to existing residents resulting 
in a lack of recreational and visual amenity space.  In addition, redeveloping employment land for housing is also 
unlikely to result in any significant new residential capacity.  The Council's draft Housing and Economic Development 
Needs Assessment, clearly advises that there is a distinct lack of employment land within the local authority's area 
highlighted by the extremely low vacancy rates which are available.  It would be undesireable for there to be any 
noteable loss of employment land, without additional employment land allocations being made elsewhere.  We are, 
therefore, of the view that Option A will provide extremely limited scope for additional development. * Option B - 
Test the Scope to Increase Development Options by Reviewing the Purpose and Function of Existing Areas of Special 
Control - This option is unlikely to result in any significant additional capacity being identified.  We have no reason to 
believe different conclusions will be reached about the sensitivity of the identified areas of special control through 
an updated assessment than through the original assessment work.   * Option C - Built Area Extensions to the 
Principal Settlements of Chesham, Ambersham, Little Chalfont, Beaconsfield, Chelfont St Peter, Druids Cross and 
Burnham - This is clearly an option the Council needs to explore.  However, as referred to above the benefits of 
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allocating land in the Green Belt for development adjacent to the settlements must be weighed against the impact 
upon the purposes of the Green Belt .  It may be the case that it is more appropriate to direct development to lower 
order settlements, where the Green Belt plays a less important role.  In addition, development should be distributed 
throughout the plan period ensuring that individual settlements are allocated sufficient development to 
accommodate their own growth requirements.  As such, the emerging Plan's approach to release land to the Green 
Belt, should not simply focus on sites adjacent to the principal settlements.  This is particularly important where 
lower order settlements have good connectivity to other areas both within and outside of the plan area.  As such 
settlements with good access to the strategic highway network (including the M40/A40/M25) and train stations and 
other public transport opportunities (such as London Underground connections in nearby settlements) should be 
prioritised.  For example, Denham Village is well related to the M40, and has a train station. Uxbridge, which is in 
close proximity to Denham, provides a range of services and facilities and has a London Underground station.  As 
such, whilst Denham Village is not a higher tier settlement in the existing settlement hierarchy, this is clearly a 
sustainable location for additional development.  * Option D - 'Built Area Extensions within Chiltern South Bucks 
Administrative Area on the Edge of Principal Settlements Outside the Plan Area'  - The local authority should 
consider the options for urban extensions adjacent to principal settlements outside of the plan area.  The role of the 
Green Belt in these locations will clearly be a key consideration.  In addition, the local authority should consider the 
option to extend existing settlements within Chiltern/South Bucks in close proximity to principal settlements outside 
of the plan area.  For example, the village of Denham is in close proximity to Uxbridge.  Uxbridge is a large 
settlement with a range of services, facilities and public transport and employment opportunities which Denham has 
access to.  * Option E - 'Built Extensions to a Wider Range of Settlements' - We fully support the Council exploring 
the option for built extensions to a wider range of settlements.  As per our response to Option C a comprehensive 
review should be undertaken of the opportunity to deliver additional development at a range of settlements 
throughout the plan area.  Whilst the existing settlement hierarchy will be a key consideration in the distribution of 
development, there are a range of other factors that must be considered.  This includes the relationship of 
settlements to the strategic road network and other higher order settlements to which they have connections.  In 
addition, in terms of employment land provision, it must be ensured that any allocations are market facing with 
good access to the strategic highways network.* Option F - 'A Review of Settlements within the Green Belt with a 
View to Removing Larger Settlements'.  Removing larger settlements from the Green Belt is unlikely to result in any 
significant additional development potential.  In accordance with the guidance at paragraph 86 of the Framework if 
any settlement within the Green Belt makes an important contribution to the open character of the Green Belt it 
would be inappropriate to remove it from the Green Belt in any event.  * Option G - 'A Detailed Review of the Inner 
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Green Belt Boundaries to Address any Existing Anomolies' - A review of the existing "anomolies" around settlements 
is unlikely to result in any significant development capacity.  * Option H - 'Review the Scope for Allowing Limited 
Infilling within the Villages within the Green Belt' - It is our view this option is likely to generate extremely limited 
development capacity.  * Option I - 'Extensions to Other Settlements such as the Large Villages' -  As referred to 
above we fully support the local authority reviewing the option to extend a range of settlements within the plan 
area including the larger villages.  Regard should be had to the role individual parcels of land around the settlement 
play as Green Belt land.  Regard should also be had to the proximity of larger villages to higher order centres and 
their connectivity including access to the strategic highway network and train stations. * Option J - 'Additional 
Sustainable Growth in Built Up Areas and/or in the Green Belt close to Train Stations' -   We fully support the Council 
exploring development options in close proximity to train stations.  In addition, the Council should explore the 
opportunity for development in settlements with good access to the strategic road network including the motorway 
network, for example Denham Village. * Option K - 'Specifically to Help Meet Office, Warehouse, Industrial 
Employment Needs Explore New Strategic Employment Opportunities in the Green Belt in Locations that are Most 
Likely to be Attractive to the Market and Meet Local Employment Needs' - We fully support this potential 
distribution option for employment floorspace.  It is quite clear that employment floorspace should be located in 
areas that meet the needs of the market.  As referred to in our response to Question 1 the Local Plan's evidence 
based documents clearly identify a constrained supply of existing employment land and a need for new high quality 
employment stock in appropriate locations with good access to the strategic road network.  It is our view that the 
site identified in Appendix 5 - 'Denham - A40 and M40 junction', should be a preferred location for employment land 
provision.  This site is immediately adjacent to Junction 1 of the M40.  It therefore provides convenient access to the 
A40 and M25.  It is also located in close proximity to the major urban areas of Uxbridge, Ickenham and Ruislip where 
there is a large workforce nearby.  The Council's Housing and Economic Development Needs Assessment confirms 
that Uxbridge has limited development capacity and this has forced up rents and resulted in firms located in this 
area looking further afield for new premises.  This location is, therefore, clearly a location that is of interest to the 
market.  It is, however, our view that the search area should be refined.  Additional land should be included to the 
north east of the search area to reflect the land in my client's control as shown on the attached plan.  This area will 
help the village of Denham and forms a logical location for employment development.  This parcel of land has direct 
access off the A40/M40 Junction 1 roundabout and should be the preferred location for development.  It is also our 
view that the area of search should concentrate on the land to the north of the M40.  One of the five purposes of 
Green Belt as identified by the Framework is to check the restricted sprawl of large built up areas.  Uxbridge to the 
south is a large built up area and the Green Belt plays a role in preventing it extending further.  The land between 
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Denham and the M40 motorway is clearly a suitable location for additional development with a well defined Green 
Belt boundary in the form of Denham Village to the north and the motorway to the south.  As per our response 
setting out the merits of the development of land in my client's control it is our view that the site is a suitable site 
for development that plays a highly limited Green Belt role. Attached to the representations is a plan showing the 
extent of the land in GKN Group Services Limited's control to the south east of Denham Village.  It is our view that 
the site is a suitable location for a residential or employment allocation or an area of safeguarded land to meet the 
growth requirements of the authorities beyond this plan period.  The development potential of the site has not 
been assessed through the Council's draft Housing and Economic Land Availability Assessment as it is currently 
within the Green Belt.  However, the Council's Green Belt Assessment Part 1 identifies the site as falling within 
General Area 66.  General Area 66 is a significant area extending from Denham Green to the north to the M40/A40 
to the south and washes over all of Denham Village.  The conclusions about the development potential of General 
Area 66 in the Green Belt assessment area are, therefore, wide reaching given the significant extent of this area.  It 
is, however, apparent that the land in my Client's control, when looked at in isolation, plays a highly limited Green 
Belt role when assessed against the 5 properties of Green Belt land: 1)  The site plays a highly limited role in 
restricting the sprawl of large built up areas.  In the first instance it should be noted that Green Belt land is required 
to meet the growth requirements of the authorities and therefore any limited impact in terms of urban sprawl 
needs to be looked at this context.  In addition, the site is well contained by Junction 1 of the M40 to the south, 
Denham Court Drive and an access track to the east and Colne Valley Regional Park to the north, where there is a 
well defined tree belt.  To the west of the site is the built up edge of Denham Village meaning the site has clear 
defensible boundaries.  It would not result in sprawl as it is an obvious extension to the village.  In addition, the 
proposed development would be unlikely to extend beyond Denham Court Drive in the future, given the two 
significant water bodies futher east.  2)  The development of the site would not result in towns merging into one 
another.  Whilst development of the land in my Client's control would extend Denham Village further eastwards, 
Ickenham, which is the nearest settlement to the east, is approximately 1.3 kilometres away from the eastern most 
edge of the land in my Client's control.  In addition, the two large water features to the east of Denham Court Drive 
along with the fields and Grand Union Canal inbetween Denham Village and Ickenham clearly create a significant 
degree of separation between the settlements.  The Green Belt assessment also confirms that the western part of 
this parcel is less important in terms of preventing coalescence. 3)  In terms of assisting in safeguarding the 
countryside from encroachment the Green Belt assessment notes that the general mixture of land uses and the 
configuration of buildings contributes to a sense of urban character within the development parcel.  As such, its role 
as an area of countryside is limited.    The land in my Client's control plays a highly limited role in safeguarding the 
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countryside from encroachment.  The surrounding road network and built extent of Denham Village make this area 
a transititional area.  It should also be noted that the entire site is used for car boot sales and for the 28 day sale 
which has an urbanising effect.   In addition, given that Green Belt land release is inevitable to meet the emerging 
Plan's growth requirements, any impact on safeguarding the countryside from encroachment must be considered in 
this context. 4)  The land in my Client's control does not preserve the setting or special character of a historic town.  
This is confirmed by the Green Belt strategy.  In addition, the only listed buildings of note in Denham Village are on 
the northern edge of the settlement, as opposed to being within close proximity to my Client's site. 
5)  The development of land in my Client's control would not prevent urban regeneration.  As referred to above it is 
clear that the Green Belt land released is required to meet the plan's emerging growth requirements.  In addition, 
the Council's Housing and Economic Availability Assessment identifies a highly limited urban development potential. 
The land in my Client's control clearly plays a highly limited Green Belt role. It is also useful to note that the site is in 
a sustainable location for development.  It has excellent connectivity.  It immediately abuts the A40/M40 Junction 1 
roundabout.  Denham train station is approximately 2 kilometres by road from the site.  The centre of Uxbridge is 
approximately 2 kilometres away by road.  Uxbridge has a London Underground station.  There are bus stops 
located on the A40 approximately 600 metres from the western edge of the site served by the numbers 331, 580, 
724, 730, 740 and A40 bus services.  These bus services provide frequent connections to Denham, Uxbridge and 
further afield.  As such the site is well connected to the wider area and has easy access to the range of services and 
facilities it provides.  In addition, Denham Village has a primary school, a village hall, a church, a number of pubs and 
top-up shopping opportunties.  All these facilities are within easy walking distance of the site.   The site is, therefore, 
a suitable and sustainable location for additional residential development.  The development of land in my Client's 
control forms a logical extension to residential developments on Priory Close and Lindsey Road.  My Client's site 
connects directly to Lindsey Road via an existing public footpath.  The site is also ideally located as an employment 
site given its proximity to the motorway network and a local workforce.  We provide futher information on this 
matter in our response to Question 5 and 6.  It is our view that the site should be allocated for development during 
the course of this plan period.  However, if the site is not required for development in this version of the Local Plan, 
it should be removed from the Green Belt and safeguarded to meet longer term development needs.  Paragraph 83 
of the Framework advises that Green Belt boundaries should endure.  Paragraph 85 confirms that safeguarded land 
should be identified between the urban areas in the Green Belt in order to meet long term development needs 
stretching beyond the development period.  Given the lack of available urban capacity it is inevitable that any review 
of the emerging plan will require further land to be developed outside of the existing urban areas.  The emerging 
plan should, therefore, seek to safeguard land for the period upto 2050. 
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Rep0769 
Ms Alyson Burn 

CSP, with a population of 13,000, is already the largest village in the country. Approved developments will increase 
the population by 1,440 (11.1%). CSP is already bearing more than its proportionate share of development, not just 
for housing but for traveller sites also where far too many are being suggested. These must be dispersed more 
evenly across the district.  Chalfont St. Peter (CSP) has had its fair share of new development. Chiltern District 
Council (CDC) has already granted planning permission for over 600 dwellings within and the immediate environs of 
CSP, for example the Holy Cross site, Newland Park and the Audley Homes development at the National Epilepsy 
site. In the first three years alone of the previous Core Strategy (intended to run until 2026) CSP has already taken 
significantly more than its fair allocation and provides the largest single percentage of the development proposed 
for Chiltern District as a whole. Currently and for many previous years there is a known and well-documented 
drainage and sewage/sewerage issue in CSP. Equally well-documented are the numerous occasions when open raw 
sewage has backed up in the centre of the village. Additional developments of the scale proposed in the 
Consultation Document would obviously greatly exacerbate the potential for increasing – indeed worsening - this 
problem.  The proposals do not take account of the current and future provision of education facilities in CSP at 
Infant, Primary, Middle and Secondary levels. All schools, at all levels, within CSP are already at or very nearly at 
capacity (a factor made much worse by the demolition of Holy Cross School on the site mentioned in paragraph one 
above). The existing schools will be unable to accommodate children from the developments already scheduled 
within the Parish.  The proposals also do not take account of the current and future Health provision of CSP at 
General Practice level. Currently there are only the Misbourne Surgery and the Calcot Medical Centre serving the 
inhabitants of CSP and its environs and the evidence is that these two facilities are already stretched to capacity. 
This does not take into reckoning the increasing number of patients that will result from the planning permission 
already granted by CDC for over 600 dwellings within CSP.  The local roads of CSP and its environs are already 
congested, especially during the morning and evening rush periods and during the “school run” times when, as well 
as cars, there are numerous school buses and coaches. Parking in many of the local roads has been a well-
documented worsening problem for a number of years now and, hence, greatly worsened by a fairly recent large 
office development – conceived in the planning stage without consideration given for adequate parking for its 
employees. The parking problem in CSP has, currently, no feasible solution for improvement. The recent approval 
for a large development on the Holy Cross site will greatly exacerbate the problems of local road congestion and 
parking within the next couple of years or so and large scale development of the kind set out in the Consultation 
Document would make the vehicle congestion/vehicle pollution situation of CSP unmanageable.   Development on 
the scale as set out in the Consultation Document appears to be at extreme variance with the tenets and objectives 
of the five stated purposes of including land within the Green Belt as stated in the National Planning Policy 
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Framework: To check the unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas; To prevent neighbouring towns from merging 
into one another; To assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment; To preserve the setting and special 
character of historic towns; To assist in urban regeneration by encouraging the recycling of otherwise derelict and 
other urban land. Much of which is set out in the Consultation Document would be greatly damaging and 
detrimental to the current and future residents of CSP and its environs in terms of gaining access to open spaces of 
the natural environment and greatly limiting the opportunities for outdoor sport and outdoor recreation. There is 
now a wealth of growing scientific and medical evidence that the access to and experience of pleasant open spaces, 
woodland and natural landscapes is very beneficial for peoples’ mental and physical well-being and will greatly assist 
in cutting the national bill of the Health Service.   It is also the case, a fact supported by both Medical Professionals 
and the Government, that the provision of sporting and recreational facilities are absolutely vital in assisting the 
physical and mental health of the nation.  With regard to the development proposals in the Consultation Document 
appertaining to Mill Meadow. This area is a much used amenity facility which includes the Community Centre, a 
football club (whose facilities are also used for a pre-school), recreation park, playing pitches (football and cricket), 
tennis courts, a scout headquarters and Parish Council offices. There are no areas within the centre of CSP where 
any of these facilities could be relocated. Mill Meadow, a pleasant open space, much loved and used by many 
inhabitants of CSP for walking and relaxation. The Chalfont St. Peter C of E Academy, adjacent to Mill Meadow, does 
not have a playing field nor the space for a playing field within the existing school grounds. The school currently uses 
Mill Meadow for physical education lessons on a daily basis and for team games, athletics and cross country 
activities. The school would be unable to deliver an effective curriculum, as outlined in Government guidelines for 
physical education, if Mill Meadow is designated for development. This area is also a much used public facility with a 
nature reserve, Jubilee Garden and The Lady Gibb Millennium Wood. The Mill Meadow area allows the public the 
ability to walk alongside the River Misbourne from the Village Centre, across Mill Meadow and through to Chalfont 
St. Giles. These amenities are simply irreplaceable due to the length of time taken for them to develop and mature; 
the whole area of Mill Meadow and its environs is also important to safeguard the countryside from encroachment, 
unrestricted sprawl of built-up areas. It must also be remembered that the open space along the River Misbourne is 
a valuable habitat for a wide range of wildlife and this area is a valuable asset to the local economy in terms of its 
attraction to tourists, ramblers and visitors to CSP. Mill Meadow is on the floodplain of the River Misbourne. Over 
the last few years especially there has been numerous, documented, incidences of flooding. The Consultation 
Document also contains proposals for the National Epilepsy Society (ES) site. This is currently a Major Developed Site 
(MDS) set within the Green Belt. The site provides two new care home developments and important recreational 
facilities with nine football pitches plus a pavilion with toilets, showers and changing facilities which are used by 
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more than 24 teams across the whole age range.   South of the ES site lies the current built-up area and this portion 
of the site includes care home and medical facilities and these should be retained as such. It is an ideal site to 
provide further care home and/or medical facilities for CSP.  The north of the ES site includes the Model Farm, 
Rowan’s Nursery and Brawlings Farm Riding Centre; it is within the Colne Valley Park and therefore deserves special 
protection in any case as it is part of that park.  The ES site fulfils, as a whole, all five of the stated purposes of the 
Green Belt and in particular provides an important buffer between the settlements of Chalfont St. Giles, Chalfont St. 
Peter and Horn Hill. The ES site contains important views from Chesham Lane towards the Colne Valley Park and 
embraces mature woodlands and attractive open scenery. It also provides important agricultural, forestry and 
related employment uses and opportunities for outdoor sport and recreation, including the Model Farm, Rowan’s 
Nursery and Brawlings Farm Riding Centre. The site is not served by any appropriate bus service and is too far to 
walk to either Little Chalfont or Gerrards Cross which are the nearest rail stations. Any development would be 
totally car-dependent with all the ramifications of increased vehicle congestion and resulting pollution. The ES site is 
bounded on three sides by narrow and dangerous country lanes which make it even more unsuitable for 
development. The north of the ES site should be retained in the green belt and Colne Valley Park with no 
development; the south of the site should be retained as an MDS in the Green Belt for care home/medical use.  The 
sheer size and scale of the development proposed in the consultation document is clearly excessive and could 
potentially double the number of dwellings in CSP. The area identified for industrial development to the east of the 
A413 – The area referred to in the consultation document is within the Colne Valley Park and is identified as being a 
particularly important green space for biodiversity, wildlife and environmental priorities.  The area is within the 
Green Belt and provides the important function of separating the built-up areas of CSP and Tatling End, Gerrards 
Cross and Denham. Proposed industrial development would be against the tenets of National Planning Policy 
Framework, namely: to check the unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas. The A413 forms a natural barrier for 
development. To build to the east of this would erode this barrier and facilitate yet more development in the future 
on the open space to the east, and be in direct contrast to yet another tenet of the National Planning Policy 
Framework: to prevent neighbouring towns from merging into one another. The area outlined in the Consultation 
Document is in a flood plain. The area is much valued by residents and visitors as a green corridor and to destroy it 
would inevitably lead to further industrialisation and amalgamation of separate and distinct developed areas. 
Providing industrial/commercial accommodation in the area is unnecessary for local employment reasons. For 
example, to the south of the proposed area for industrial development and adjacent to the A413 in CSP stands 
Chalfont Park which is currently occupied by three large office blocks. For several years now, a good proportion of 
these have remained unoccupied. One of the reasons often given for this being that the offices are located too far 



Classification: OFFICIAL 
 

444 
 
Classification: OFFICIAL 

Name Summary of Representation 
Council Response (see also 

Volume 1 for generic response) 

away from the centre of CSP and, more importantly, from the rail link at Gerrards Cross Station. Rylands Farm, the 
land opposite Bulstrode Park, between the A40 and the Chiltern Railway Lane. This area is a fine example of 
attractive, open land, known to be rich in fauna and flora in the Green Belt. As far as can be ascertained from the 
Consultation Document, the only possible access to the area, should it be developed, is from Bull Lane (a narrow, 
twisty road already exceedingly busy with through traffic – especially at school run time) or, alternatively from the 
A40, the main trunk road into London. Access from the A40 would be very hazardous to road users and would 
contribute to massive delays to traffic using the A40 (at times this road is used by traffic from the west and east 
when the nearby M40 is closed because of road traffic accidents). 

Rep0770 
Mr Adam Grint 
General Manager 
Gerrards Cross 
Golf Club 

I wish to object to the possible designation of land for employment as shown on the Chalfont St Peter and Gerrards 
Cross map in Appendix 5, Areas of Search for Strategic Employment Options within the Green Belt listed in the Local 
Plan Initial Consultation document.  The proposal would cut across the lower part of the course at Gerrards Golf 
Club, including the Clubhouse, and so make the Club completely unviable.  It would further greatly reduce the 
sporting and recreational facilities in the local area and deny hundreds of members the enjoyment of playing golf in 
a beautiful part of the Misbourne valley.  There will be an impact on employment due to the 30 employees currently 
working at Gerrards Cross Golf Club losing their jobs.  This could also be the same for other people currently 
employed by businesses that will be affected by the plan, such as the Chalfont St Peter Cricket Club. Such 
development within the Green Belt would be considered harmful to the principles of such a designation while 
conversely, the existing use is an acceptable use within the Green Belt and wholly appropriate in maintaining the 
openness of the Green Belt.  The area is in The Colne Valley Park and is identified as being a particularly important 
green space for biodiversity and environmental priorities.  The area is within the Green Belt and provides the 
important function of separating the built-up areas of CSP and Tatling End, Gerrards Cross and Denham.  The A413 is 
a natural barrier for development.  To build to the east of it would erode the barrier and facilitate yet more 
development in the future on the open space to the east.  The area is also in a flood plain unsuitable for sustainable 
development of any significance.  The area is valued by residents and visitors as a green corridor and to destroy it 
would inevitably lead to further industrialisation and amalgamation of separate and distinct developed areas. 

  

Rep0771 
Mr Robert Rolls 

I was saddened by this consultation process. For many years now development in this area has been limited to 
available space outside the green belt and AONB. There have only been minor changes and the planners have, in the 
main,carried out their duties in accordance with their legal resposibilities and protected these special areas. I cannot 
believe that local councillors have willingly agreed to this process and can only assume that it has been forced upon 
them by the dead hand of government.  The green belt was created to prevent urban sprawl and to ensure that local 
towns and villages retained their individual characters. The need for additional housing is not a good reason to 

 The Local Plan will need to 
identify sustainable 
development options to meet 
needs taking into account the 
scale of development and 
implications for individual 



Classification: OFFICIAL 
 

445 
 
Classification: OFFICIAL 

Name Summary of Representation 
Council Response (see also 

Volume 1 for generic response) 

declassify green belt land. In Little Chalfont we have already seen substantial developments in Bell lane and the land 
behind the shops in the village centre; this must mean that we have more than fulfilled our share compared with 
other local villages. Schools, roads and other essential services are already at breaking point and parking is already a 
contentious and difficult issue. Small residential side roads are filling up during the week with commuter or workers 
cars creating hazardous conditions for many pedestrians, local motorists and service vehilces such as waste 
collections.  I can see absolutely no merit in declassifying any of our precious green belt or the AONB for building, 
the main results of which will be very unhappy local residents, more homes that first time buyers will still not be 
able to afford and large profits for greedy developers.  I hope that common sense will prevail. 

settlements.   
 

Rep0772 
Mr Steve Dunning 

I am a resident : 92 Bell Lane, Little Chalfont, Bucks HP6 6PG . I am writing to comment on the local plan for Little 
Chalfont , please include my comments as part of your consultation process. 1) Green Belt Release: - Much of the 
plan for Little Chalfont involves the release of Green Belt land for development. This land was designated Green Belt 
to prevent the expansion and creep of villages. The proposal will ruin an area of outstanding natural beauty and 
make the merger of Chenies and Little Chalfont inevitable in time. This Green Belt land is a wonderful local asset 
enjoyed by people from the community and many other walkers who come out from London. Once built on, it will 
never be recovered and a great local  amenity will be lost forever.  2) Recent Housing Developments  - As a resident 
of Bell Lane where 253 houses were built the impact on the community has been significant with a further 45 
houses in the Parade already planned, given our relative size,  Little Chalfont seems to have already contributed to 
the need for new housing. These developments I support as they are on brown land - I would also support more in 
fill as we have many houses with large gardens that could be developed with much less impact on the Green Belt 
than the current proposal. 3) Infrastructure - The A404 runs through Little Chalfont and the existing infrastructure is 
already under severe pressure - it is extremely difficult to park near the shops at any time of day. Commuters have a 
hard time commuting and are parking further away from the station to avoid charges on roads that are not suitable 
for all day parking.   There are shortages of school places so where children in the new houses will go to school is a 
significant issue.  The population is aging and the need for services will increase. There seems to be nothing in the 
plan to address these problems that will only get worse if the planned developments proceed.  In conclusion, the 
development outlined for Little Chalfont is disproportionate and  unsustainable for  a small community and Little 
Chalfont should be removed from the  shortlist of main settlements for growth in the Council's Core Strategy. 
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Rep0773 
Mr Alan 
Shuttleworth 

I write in response to the Local Plan consultation for greenbelt land in Stoke Poges.  I think that the land identified 
by the SBDC, bordered by Park Rd, Grays Park Rd and West End Lane, is completely inappropriate for the following 
reasons:-      1. It is on the southern edge of the village and thus well away from the village amenities - doctors, 
schools, shops, village hall, sports and play area, which are all located in the village centre.      2. The land has acted 
as a safeguard against the encroachment of Slough on Stoke Poges and South Bucks. Indeed this area, I believe, 
performs a strong greenbelt function and therefore should retain it's greenbelt designation.    3. The fields in 
question are of historic significance, being crisis-crossed by footpaths which have been used for a millennium by 
parishioners attending St Giles church and as such, are part of the historic landscape immortalised by Thomas Gray. 
Also importantly, these footpaths are an amenity much enjoyed by Stoke Poges residents today.  I think the area 
identified by Arup, bordered by Church Lane, Park Rd and Duffield Park would be acceptable as it is already partially 
developed.  I would support the Parish Council's suggestions of the Bayer site at Stoke Court and the Plough Lane 
Recreation Ground, as long the developments were not too dense. As a better alternative to the area suggested by 
SBDC, I would suggest the fields east of the B416 (to Gerrards Cross), bordered to the south by Hollybush Hill and to 
the north by Stoke Common. These fields at present are used for horse grazing and car boot/dog training/paint 
balling and do not have public footpaths. A development here would have the advantage of close access to the 
village centre amenities and would have less impact on present residents.It would not add to the the sprawl towards 
Slough, indeed the increased population would make the centre of Stoke Poges more vibrant and the special 
character of the historic part of the village would be preserved. 

  

Rep0774 
Mr Manjinder 
Kalha 

I am writing to express my opposition to the proposals for increased residential and employment developments in 
Little Chalfont.  Below are the reasons for my opposition to this proposal:  1. Housing need should not justify the 
release of Green Belt land which was created for good reasons, as a constraint to building. It should not therefore be 
seen as a reserve space for building.  2. Much of the area around the village of Little Chalfont is in an Area of 
Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB). Building on this would destroy a vital local asset as well as destroying natural 
habitats.  3. Little Chalfont has already taken more of its share of new housing with the construction of 253 homes 
at the Sawmill estate on Bell Lane and 45 new homes behind Chenies Parade as well as several smaller 
developments. It is time the village was removed from the shortlist of main settlements for growth in the council's 
Core Strategy.  4. The infrastructure of the village could not sustain new housing estates which bring pressure on 
school places, parking, doctor and dentist surgeries and other essentials. Traffic is already excessive; unlike 
neighbouring settlements we have the A404 through the centre of the village producing non-local traffic both light 
and heavy.  For the above reasons I strongly urge you to reconsider these proposals. 
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Rep0776 
Mr Douglas 
Holbrook 

I have lived at the above address since 1995 and I am writing to register my serious concerns at the proposals within 
the Draft Local Plan, to reduce the area of Green Belt in order to allow significant housing and industrial 
development. I have had the privilege to enjoy what is an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty over the last twenty 
years. I would like this to continue not just for myself but for others including my children, my grandchildren and for 
the generations thereafter.  My objections to the Local Plan proposals are as follows: Green Belt - I strongly believe 
that it is the duty of Chiltem District Council to protect the existing Green Belt and not to reduce it. The Green Belt 
was designated in 1954 to prevent urban sprawl by keeping land permanently open so as to:  I. Check the 
unrestricted sprawl of large built up areas,  2. Prevent neighbouring towns merging into one another, 3. Assist in 
keeping the countryside safe from encroachment, 4. Preserve the setting and special character of towns and 
villages, 5. Assist in urban regeneration by recycling of derelict and other urban land.  In my view the proposals in 
the draft Local Plan to reduce the Green Belt would breach all of the above. The plans to introduce significant 
additional housing and industriai developments into Little Chalfont will change the entire character of the 
area for the worse. Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB) - I also strongly consider that Chiltern District 
Council should protect the land in and around Little Chalfont, much of which is presently designated as Areas of 
Outstanding National Beauty (AONB). The proposals in the Local Plan would destroy these designated areas and 
would be in conflict with: 1. The National Parks and Access to the Countryside Act of 1949 that said the purpose of 
the ANOB is “to conserve and enhance the natural beauty”.  2. The Countryside and Rights of Way Act of 2000 that 
placed a duty on public bodies to “have regard to the purpose of the AONB”.  3. The Chiltern Area of Outstanding 
Natural Beauty Management Plan 2014-2019 recognises that the Chiltems is one of the most heavily visited 
landscapes in the UK. Infrastructure - Little Chalfont is aLready overstretched when it comes to providing 
infrastructure and services to it’s existing residents. Recent developments such as the Donkey Field and the Old 
Sawmill have stretched the demand to breaking point. From investigations carried out, I believe that over the last 10 
years, Little Chalfont has been subjected to a share of new housing hat has risen by 12.4%, compared to between 
2% and 4% for other local areas. This seems to me to be overly disproportionate. Further significant housing 
developments would make life intolerable for the inhabitants of Little Chalfont and the surrounding areas because: 
1. Healthcare and social services cannot cope at the moment, let alone with an expanded population.  2. Schools 
cannot presently find places for local people within their catchment areas. Parents are having to travel impracticable 
distances to take their children to school.  3. Traffic is already congested with frequent long queues of cars and vans 
along the narrow roads and lanes. For example, White Lion Road, which frequently has traffic jams, is a narrow A 
road that is bounded by existing housing making it impossible to widen.  4. Parking is also very restricted, 
particularly in the vicinity of the Little Chalfont shops, where competition for sparse parking spaces already leads to 
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“parking rage”. Parking has recently overflowed into the bends and hills of Burtons Lane, making it necessary to 
introduce double yellow lines to avoid accidents.  5. Train Services from Chalfont and Latimer are already 
overcrowded with liffle potential to increase the service in any significant ‘way.   6. There are very limited sports or 
recreational facilities in Little Chalfont. There are limited parks and no children’s playgrounds. The nearest leisure 
centre in Mnersham would not be able cope with any significant increase in demand that would result from 
additional housing. It is already difficult to meet the recreational needs of the local schools, clubs and residents.  7. 
The present water, sewers and waste management facilities will be inadequate to deal with the increased demand 
that will arise from extra housing. 8. Access to many of the potential development sites that are currently  
designated as Green Belt is already very restricted. For example, the land adjoining Long Walk will not have access 
off Long Walk because this is a private road. The adjacent roads of Lodge Lane and Buttons Lane are narrow 
undulating lanes which could not cope with any significant increase in traffic. Burton Lane, as already mentioned, 
has double yellow lines for safety reasons. Lodge lane has restricted widths under the overhead railway bridge. 
Conclusion- I, together with my family, friends and other residents in the area, all enjoy the beautiful rural aspects, 
the country walks, the cycling routes, the horse riding pathways and the natural habitats that presently exist for 
numerous animals and birds. Much of all this would be devastated an&or made unsafe if the proposals in the Local 
Plan were to be imposed. Whilst I appreciate that there is a need to provide extra housing for a growing population, 
I would suggest that this would be better provided by using brown field and urban infill sites and not by destroying 
the Green Belt and the Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty that are presently enjoyed by so many and should 
continue to be enjoyed by future generations. Once lost, it would be gone forever. An unthinkable prospect. 
I hope that you will consider all the points that I have made when arriving at your own conclusions. 

Rep0777 
 Maire Stapleton 

It is with concern that I write to you regarding the extensive  plans which wil have negative impact on quality of life 
in Little Chalfont.  One of the best things about living here is that we can escape to unspoilt fields and woodland 
where there is a feeling of space after leaving the built up areas of Hertfordshire and the heavy traffic on the A404.   
Little Chalfon marks the entry into the Chilterns. The land planned for development is on the edge and at the entry 
to the Chilterns. By developing Green Belt land at the entry to the Chilterns, the pleasure and refreshment of the 
Chilterns will be marred and reduced.  The particular areas of concern are the land west of Stony Lane and 
straddling the A404 east of Little Chalfont together with the fields behind Chessfield Park.  Green belt land and areas 
of outstanding natural beauty have been fought for in the past for good reason - to maintain quality of life, preserve 
nature, our heritage etc. This should not be taken away on the basis of housing needs.  If building is allowed on 
Green Belt land on the edge of the AONB, it means that the AONBs - although left in tact, will actually be diminished, 
encroached upon and the space and tranquillity whilst entering and exiting from them will be dramatically reduced.  
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Housing in Little Chalfont has increased markedly in the last five years (Bell Lane and behind Chenies Parade). The 
village does not have the resources to support further housing development. The village is already at saturation 
point in terms of parking, schools and traffic throughput.  On the basis of the above concerns, it would be 
appreciated if the potential plans could be re-considered. 

Rep0778 
Ms Liz Williams 

I am contacting you with regards to the proposed planning on the site of great Missenden garage.  Myself and my 
family have been using the garage for many years.  I went there today for help with a problem with my car and was 
advised of the planning application.   Myself and my family would be very sad to see this business go. It is a 
wonderful garage, so friendly and helpful, they have been so good to us over the years.  I would like to show my 
support for their business with the hope that they are able to continue trading on the site for many years to come. 

  

Rep0779 
Mrs Tara 
Botwright 

I write to express my views regarding the declassification of Green Belt land in and around the Little Chalfont area.  I 
moved to Little Chalfont with my husband in 2001 with a view to raising a family in an area which would afford us 
the amenities of a small village: a friendly, local community; easy access to a number of larger towns and cities via 
the convenient road and rail connections, and perhaps most importantly, living near to and enjoying the benefits of 
the beautiful local countryside.  I am devastated to learn that our beautiful, local landscape is being considered for 
major change. The potential declassification of Green Belt land will change the entire face of our village and 
surrounding countryside. Our village could potentially change beyond recognition and become yet another suburb in 
the rapid expansion of London.  I feel strongly that Little Chalfont has already had it's fair share of redevelopment in 
recent months. Pockets of land - the Donkey Field and area behind Chenies Parade - swallowed up by numerous, 
multi-occupation residential properties; not to mention the burgeoning redevelopment of larger houses into a 
number of smaller dwellings; placing strain on the already limited infrastructure available.  The main trunk road 
(A404) which runs through the centre of the village is already an incredibly busy road. The sheer weight of traffic 
causes major congestion presenting challenges and dangers to road users and pedestrians alike; many of whom are 
children walking to and from school. The significant increase to traffic to support potentially hundreds, if not 
thousands of residential developments and business units would place an impossible demand on this road, not to 
mention the increased flow of traffic through the surrounding streets and lanes. Should the village and surrounding 
countryside sustain further redevelopment, we must be mindful to the devastating effects this would have to our 
local wildlife and their habitat. Furthermore, it is incomprehensible to begin to consider an Area of Outstanding 
Natural Beauty being swallowed up in a sea of concrete.  I do not wish to see the piecemeal demise of our village, 
it's community and beautiful countryside. 

 The Local Plan will need to 
identify sustainable 
development options to meet 
needs taking into account the 
scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements.   

Rep0780 Ms 
Michaela Clark 

I am stunned to read that the site that Great Missenden Garage is set to be knocked down and houses built upon it. 
This garage is essential and serves many people in and around Missenden. Please don't let this happen! 
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Rep0781 
Ms Fiona Lee 

I should like to lodge my concerns and opposition to the above, on the grounds that:  The village is already full! 
The areas of outstanding natural beauty won’t be if building works expand.  We have already had a large housing 
estate (Saw Mill, Bell Lane), increasing the population several fold by adding 250 houses on this site.  We have a 
current development being built of some 45-60 houses behind Chenies Parade - potentially an increase in 
population of between 180-240 residents.  Schools in the area already have waiting lists (Little Chalfont Primary 
School has had one since before I moved here in 2004).  Unless a further school is to be built, where will incoming 
children be schooled? Access to any proposed sites will severely disrupt residential areas and create further traffic 
congestion.  Traffic congestion has increased drastically in the past 12 years, with the A404 carrying a vast number 
of lorries and delivery trucks daily, already.  Commuting from Little Chalfont is already difficult.  Time taken to get to 
central London, far from the 35 minutes lauded by Estate Agents is in reality, much more like 1.5-2 hours with a 
mere 2-3 carriages on Chiltern Line trains in the mornings and evenings and endless signal failures/maintenance (so 
far 10 years) on the Metropolitan Line on a daily basis.  Further, works planned from the end of this year at Baker 
Street have heralded warnings to current commuters that the Metropolitan Line will be severely disrupted from 
here to London for up to 2 further years.  How then will incoming commuting residents’ pressure impact on the 
status quo?   Other resources such as water/electricity etc. will require implementation at further cost/disruption.  
Parking is at a premium, to say the least in the village and surrounds, already. I strongly oppose any further building 
works of residential or commercial property in this area. 

  

Rep0782 
Mr Peter Heffer 

Q8 - Green Belt was set-up for the sole purposes of stopping plans such as those proposed. Green Belt must remain. 
Q17 -  1) Green Belt was set-up for the sole purposes of stopping plans such as those proposed. Green Belt must 
remain.  2) The A404 is already too conjested. Any further development would choke up the Village and cause worse 
conjestion.  3) Chenies Parade and Bell Lane new developments have added further strain to the overloaded 
infastructure - please remove further growth from the Council's Core Startegy.  4) Schools are already at capacity. 
Further growth would have a knock-on effect to student performance.  5) Doctors surgeries  and local hospitals find 
it difficult to cope with the populus as is. Further growth may endanger residents  health care. 6) Much of the land 
has been classified as Area of Outstanding Beauty - please do not remove this asset from Village life! 

  

Rep0783 
Mr & Mrs Bruce 
& Patricia Neale 

WE are horrified to hear that there are plans to demolish our one garage in Great Missenden following your plans to 
erect housing on this site in the Rignall Road. This Garage provides an essential Service for an enormous amount of 
people in and around the area. In this day of car travel we have very limited facilities for the care of their facilities to 
keep us all on the move.  Public transport is limited too so the Garage is essential to our community.  The other 
point is the Rignall Road which is already at a standstill because of the lack of car parking facilities in this area. This, 
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too, is giving the Missenden Garage many difficulties with the constant traffic coming from our outlying villages and 
cut throuugh from Wendover and Stoke Mandeville. Can you imagine with the increase in traffic from your 
proposed housing what will happen to the Great Missenden area?  Please reconsider these plans in the light of our 
current situation. The business so efficiently run by the owners of Great Missenden Motors are a much needed 
facility in this area already bereft of such service. 

Rep0784 
Mr Nigel Hickman 

My father, Jack Hickman founded the Beaconsfield Rugby Club in 1952, and they played their first match in 1953 
against Windsor RFC.  I understand that the Chiltern District Council may be interested in obtaining our playing fields 
to build houses on. Bad move. It is only sports clubs like ours that provide sporting facilities to the youth of the area. 
I have no idea how many public tennis courts, basketball courts, playing fields etc the Council provide in 
Beaconsfield, but the answer I'm sure is not enough. Over 10000 school playing fields were sold off by the then 
government between  1979-1997, and even today one school playing field is sold off every three weeks. The 
Beaconsfield Rugby Club goes from strength to strength, and has over 650 mini and youth members, take their 
playing fields away, and where should they go ? In my humble opinion not enough leisure activities are provided to 
the youth of our area at this present time. The local Sports Clubs fill that void. 

  

Rep0785 
Mrs Lynn Piercy 

The Joint Local Plan should strengthen or at least protect existing green belt land at all cost particularly around 
Burnham, north of the main line railway ( Maidenhead to Paddington line).  The sites which have already received 
planning permission for development should be used to meet development requirements without the need to 
release any existing green belt land.  The needs of new development should be best be met by giving utmost priority 
to land outside of existing green belt which has already received planning permission and should be acted upon. 

  

Rep0786 
 Anonymous 

Re potential houses to be built in Little Chalfont. Little Chalfont is a small village. The impact on the village if these 
houses are built is as follows:  There are not enough school places to accommodate new families; There are not 
enough other facilities to support even more residents, Traffic is already constant and excessive through the village 
because a main A road runs through it. Large juggernauts come through the village now and the roads are already 
damaged because of this costing the council millions of pounds in repairs. More housing would only exacerbate this. 
There has already been two major housing developments in Little Chalfont so why is Lt Chalfont still on the main list 
on the councils core strategy of needing to be built on? Little Chalfont is situated within an Area of Outstanding 
Natural Beauty and the Green Belt Land was designated as such to protect this, How could this be ignored? Housing 
need is not a reason to destroy this asset to our countryside. As countryside is destroyed so is people's businesses. 
Please reconsider how extra housing could impact the local community. 

 The Local Plan will need to 
identify sustainable 
development options to meet 
needs taking into account the 
scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements.  
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Rep0787 
Mrs Gillian Wright 

Chalfont St Peter already has over 600 new homes being developed at the Holy Cross, Newland Park and the 
National Society for Epilepsy sites. In the first three years of the previous Core Strategy (intended to run until 2026) 
CSP has already taken a significant allocation and provides the largest single percentage of the development 
proposed for Chiltern District as a whole. There is a known drainage issue in CSP, particularly with open raw 
sewerage backing up in the centre of the village. Additional developments would make this situation worse.  
Chalfont-St-Peter does not have a rail station and bus services are sporadic while all schools within the village are at, 
or very nearly at, capacity. They will be unable to accommodate children from the developments already scheduled 
within the Parish.   The Local Plan is looking to change land use, particularly for Green Belt areas although according 
to the National Planning Policy Framework there are five stated purposes of including land within the green belt:   
1 To check the unrestricted sprawl of large built up areas. 2 To prevent neighbouring towns from merging into one 
another. 3 To assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment. 4 To preserve the setting and special 
character of historic towns. 5 To assist in urban regeneration by encouraging the recycling of derelict and other 
urban land .   Once an area of land has been defined as green belt the stated opportunities and benefits include: 
1 Providing opportunities for access to the open countryside for the urban population.  2 Providing opportunities for 
outdoor sport and outdoor recreation in the urban areas. 3 Retention of attractive landscapes and enhanced 
landscapes common to near where people live.  4 Improvement of damaged and derelict land around towns.  
5 The securing of nature conservation interests. 6 The retention of land in agricultural, forestry and related uses. 
The proposed sites would be in contradiction of the above: Mill Meadow, for example, is a much used amenity 
facility which includes the Community Centre, a football club, recreation park, playing pitches (football and cricket), 
tennis courts, a scout headquarters and parish council offices.  There are no areas within the centre of the village 
where any of these facilities could be relocated. The Chalfont St Peter C of E Academy, adjacent to Mill Meadow, 
does not have a playing field within the school grounds. The school currently uses Mill Meadow for physical 
education lessons on a daily basis and for team games, athletics and cross country activities. The school would be 
unable to deliver an effective curriculum if Mill Meadow is designated for development. Mill Meadow is on the flood 
plain. There is a serious risk of flooding. The Epilepsy Society site is currently a Major Developed Site within the 
green belt, is the home of the National Society for Epilepsy, provides two new care home developments as well as 
important recreational facilities with nine football pitches plus a pavilion with toilets, showers and changing facilities 
which are used by more than 24 teams.  Part of the site is within the Colne Valley Park and therefore deserves 
special protection in any event as part of that park. The developed part of the site is currently used for care home 
and medical facilities and should be retained as such and an ideal opportunity to provide further care home and/or 
medical facilities (and employment) for CSP. Several local businesses already use the Epilepsy site apart from the 
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agricultural use and the ES Society is one of CSP’s largest employers.  This site also fulfils all five of the stated 
purposes of the green belt and in particular provides an important buffer between the settlements of Chalfont St 
Giles, Chalfont St Peter and Horn Hill. It provides important agricultural, forestry and related employment uses and 
opportunities for outdoor sport and recreation, including the Model Farm, Rowan’s Nursery and Brawlings Farm 
Riding Centre. This site has no bus service and is not near a rail station. Residents would be entirely dependent on 
their own vehicles using narrow and dangerous country lanes. The area identified for industrial development to the 
east of the A413 is in The Colne Valley Park and is identified as being a particularly important green space for 
biodiversity and environmental priorities. It is within the Green Belt and provides the important function of 
separating the built-up areas of CSP and Tatling End, Gerrards Cross and Denham. It is also a flood plain and a 
natural barrier for development. To build to the east of it would erode the barrier and facilitate yet more 
development in the future on the open space to the east. 

Rep0788 
Mr Stefan Bates 

I have lived in Chenies village for 16 years. My hobbies are walking and cycling in the local area. The proposed 
expansion of Little Chalfont will destroy the local area and the footpaths and lanes my family and I use on a regular 
basis.  My home is on the A404 and as it is a Grade II listed building I will not have an opportunity to mitigate the 
impact of more traffic (by changing windows to double glazing, for example) due to the listed status of the building. 
In the weekday mornings traffic backs up from Chorleywood and the M25 to the garden centre and beyond. The 
proposed development in Little Chalfont would make the traffic problem worse and increase pollution. The District 
Council has concluded that my daughter's walking route to Challoner's High School in Little Chalfont is unsafe and 
she has to travel by car. Additional traffic caused by the proposed development will not make the route safer for any 
children in Chenies. My son has to travel to Challoner's Grammar School in Amersham by school taxi due to the 
distance. The school run is already heavily congested through the centre of Little Chalfont as it is.  Additional houses 
closer to the grammar schools in Little Chalfont and Amersham will deprive families in places like Chenies of a place 
at grammar school. This is deeply unfair for young families in our village and will clearly impact the life chances of 
those young people in Chenies.  The proposed development in Little Chalfont will put further strain on the public 
transport system. Many local residents commute to/from London using the Metropolitan line and Chiltern Railways. 
It would be reasonable to assume that many of the houses being proposed will be sold at market rates. These rates 
can realistically only be afforded by people with London salaries. Building industrial estates on green belt land hardly 
meets the needs of people servicing commercial residential mortgages on family homes in Little Chalfont.  
I strongly object to this proposed plan for the expansion of Little Chalfont. No green belt land in the area should be 
de-classified and used for development at the expense of the amenity of local people, many of who have lived in the 
area for decades and have preserved and maintained the local environment. The size of the proposed development 
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would have an unacceptably adverse impact on the amenities of local residents and visitors to the area. 

Rep0789 
Mrs Tracey Nagle 

I oppose all building on green belt land.  Amersham and Chesham are supposed to be protected by the council, not 
sold off to the highest bidder.  The area is over populated already, schools are full, doctors surgeries have a log 
waiting time and that doesnt even touch on issues such as parking in town, congestion on the small roads etc. We 
simply dont have the infrastructure to support such developments. There are other options. Greenbelt is supposed 
to be protected, not a  source of income for developers to ruin our small town.  These proposals will make a very 
small amount of people very rich and ruin Amersham and Chesham for 1000's now and many more in future. 
Amersham & Chesham councils are there to protect the wellbeing of the towns, not line developers pockets. 

  

Rep0790 
Mr Robert Hall 
Member of 
Management 
Committee 
Jordans Village 
Ltd 

This form is submitted on behalf of Jordans Village Ltd (JVL), a registered society set up in 1920 that is responsible 
for the management of Jordans.  Our response uses the Jordans section of the Chalfont St Giles Neighbouthood Plan 
which will be incorporated into the Parish Council's document once the Chalfont St Giles section has been compiled. 
JVL believes that the Jordans Plan is a valuable conttribution to the Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan process 
because it reflects the views of the residents on Jordans on how the village should be conserved and developed in 
the future. It is based on a questionnaire survey, which achieved a 50% response rate, and the results of a further 
consultation on the draft policies, which attracted a 45% response rate. The Jordans Plan is attached to this 
submission, and its Appendix summarises the evidence base and survey results that support the policies proposed in 
the document. JVL would be pleased to provide more details of the consultation process and its results to CDC.  The 
answers to CDC's specfic questions are as follows. The relevant sections of the Jordans plan should be read in 
conjunction with these answers. Question 1:  The HEDNA proposes that the Objectively Assessed Need in Chiltern 
DC should be increased by 20% in response to “market signals”, which are identified as higher house and rental 
prices in the area (page 9 and 153). We suggest that this analysis ignores the importance of income levels (which are 
driven by higher salary levels in London) and higher quality housing stock in the area, neither of which are indicators 
of a lack of housing in the area. We therefore suggest that the increase of 20% is excessive, and that the total 
housing need set out in the HEDNA for Chiltern and South Bucks can be reduced. Question 2:  Cherry Tree Corner in 
Jordans has been included as a suitable site for housing development in Appendix 4, and JVL, as the site owner, 
welcomes this. JVL is actively pursuing plans to develop this site. We note that the comments in Appendix 4 refer to 
a “care home”.  This is incorrect – there are flats for the elderly on the site, but this is not a care home.  
Question 3: JVL is not aware of any such sites. Question 4:  We consider that the vision for the area should include: - 
the need to ensure that the area  is not overwhelmed by large houses, which are beyond the means of low and 
medium income residents - the need to provide safe routes for walkers, cyclists and horse riders.  The vision should 
include a vision for the smaller settlements in the area.  Jordans has discussed its own vision (section 1 of  the 

As a general response, there is 
no need to duplicate parts of a 
proosed Neighbourhood Plan in 
the emerging Local Plan as a 
made neighbourhood plan will 
also form part of the 
Development Plan and local 
planning authorities should 
seek to avoid duplication.    
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Jordans Plan). The residents consider Jordans to be a sociable community and they value its variety of ages and 
backgrounds, and its rural and wildlife environment. The residents wish to maintain these attributes in the future, to 
see the community become more involved in wider issues and to become more sustainable and resilient.  The 
objectives for the Jordans Plan are set out in section 1, as:  - To support a sociable and outward looking community  - 
To protect the area’s peaceful and rural environment - To maintain a variety of ages and backgrounds amongst the 
area’s population  - To assist the community to become more sustainable and resilient.   We consider that the Local 
Plan should acknowledge that the objectives for smaller communities such as Jordans, are different from the larger 
communities. Question 5: We support Options A – D, in that order. Question 6:  Jordans is mentioned in Option F. 
The public consultation carried out during the preparation of the Jordans Plan showed a majority felt that Jordans 
Village had sufficient housing and that most people do not want to see more large houses (5 bedrooms plus), either 
as new developments or through extensions to existing houses.  The maojority wished to see the Green Belt 
designation of the Village retained.   We can therefore be confident in saying that Jordans Village is strongly 
opposed to the removal of Jordans from the Green Belt designation and the exploration of development potential in 
the Village and surrounding area, as proposed in Option F. Question 7:  It is clear from the HEDNA and HELAA that 
the Chiltern and South Bucks area will be hard pressed to cater for the needs identified in these documents, and will 
not have the capacity to cater for unmet needs from adjacent council areas. Question 8:  In its plans for the 
redevelopment of Cherry Tree Corner, JVL intends to provide housing available to rent, and considers that Plan 
should address the needs for rented social housing in the area Question 9: No.Question 10: No comment 
Question 11 and 12: JVL would like to underline the importance of local heritage assets, in particular the local 
landscape. The environment of the Jordans area is valued greatly by its residents, as evidenced by the response to 
our public consultation, with almost all residents agreeing that the area’s woodlands, fields, hedges, wildlife, historic 
buildings and sense of peace and quiet are either important or very important. The Village Green and the local path 
network were also mentioned as important local features. Question 13:  Jordans Village Green is already protected 
by its inclusion in the Jordans Conservation Area/ JVL would like to propose the designation of Chalky Field and the 
area around Jordans Meeting House as a Local Green Space. These areas are important visually and provide a sense 
of tranquility around the Meeting House. Question 14: The Jordans Plan has identified a number of policies and 
proposals which should be included as Local Measures:   1. Planning permissions should not be given for 
developments and changes of use outside the current built up area of Jordans, unless they are essential to the rural 
economy. Any developments associated with the rural economy should have planning conditions that prevent 
changes of use to activities not associated with the rural economy.  2. Local landowners are encouraged to:    • Use 
local species when planting woodland  • Maintain and retain hedgerows • Retain fields as pastureland.  3.
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 Local landowners are encouraged to carry out environmental improvements, especially the creation of 
ponds, wild flower meadows, copses and orchards.   4. A small number of new dwellings should be permitted in 
Jordans, where these adjust the balance of housing in the village towards smaller houses (starter/downsizing) /flats/ 
4 bed family homes, and are in the designated Area of Little Change (see section 7).    5. Demolition of an existing 
property in Jordans should only be permitted if a strong case can be made on structural grounds.     6. Normally 
alterations to properties in Jordans should be permitted, subject to maintaining the character of the property in 
question.     7. Extensions to buildings in Jordans should not result in a building that is out of scale, height or 
proportion with neighbouring buildings in the local area, or that is excessive for the size of its plot. Extensions that 
go to the edge of the plot boundary should generally be discouraged and the materials to be used in any extension 
should match those used in the existing building.  8. Extensions and alterations at Jordans Youth Hostel should be 
permitted, provided that they retain the character of existing buildings and site.   9. Solar panels should be 
permitted in the Jordans Conservation Area where they do not affect the character of the local area.    10.
 Owners of Listed Buildings and properties in the Conservation Area should be permitted to install double 
glazing and other energy efficiency measures provided that the visual appearance of the building is not 
detrimentally affected.    11. Buckinghamshire County Council, Chiltern District Council and Chalfont St Giles 
Parish Council should collaborate together and, with other interested parties such as the Chiltern Society and cycling 
and horse riding associations, plan and introduce suitable new facilities to resolve road safety issues around Jordans.   
12. For walkers, Buckinghamshire County Council, Chiltern District Council and Chalfont St Giles Parish Council 
and the relevant land owners are encouraged to introduce new access routes to the footpath network for those 
groups of houses that do not have safe and convenient access at the moment.    13. Buckinghamshire County 
Council, Chiltern District Council and Chalfont St Giles Parish Council  and the relevant land owners should 
investigate the possibility of providing pedestrian paths alongside the roads in the district with particular attention 
to routes from Seer Green station to the Jordans Meeting House and Youth Hostel.  Such footpaths should be 
suitable for walkers without specialist hiking footwear.     14. For cyclists, Buckinghamshire County Council, Chiltern 
District Council and Chalfont St Giles Parish Council should develop safe routes in the Jordans area including links to 
nearby towns and villages with particular emphasis on resolving the problems associated with Jordans Lane and 
Twitchells Lane.  At the same time ensure that the existing arrangements for walkers are not compromised.     15.
 For horse riders, Buckinghamshire County Council, Chiltern District Council and Chalfont St Giles Parish 
Council should develop safe routes in the Jordans area with particular emphasis on access to Hodgemoor Woods 
and other such exercise areas whilst avoiding the need for horses to use Jordans Lane and Twitchells Lane.  At the 
same time ensure that the existing arrangements for walkers are not compromised. 
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16.  Buckinghamshire County Council should consider further ways to reduce the speed of traffic on Jordans and 
Twitchells Lanes without resorting to unrealistic speed limits below 30 mph which would be ignored by the majority 
of motorists.       17. The demolition of original Jordans village houses (those designed by Fred Rowntree) will be 
allowed only in exceptional circumstances.   18. Important trees in Jordans (those that are visible from a public 
viewpoint and make a significant contribution to the amenity of the area) should be protected by Tree Preservation 
Orders if they are under threat from development. If they die they should be replaced by a sapling of the same or 
similar species. Questions 15 to 17: No comments at this stage.  Additional info submitted regarding Jordans Village. 

Rep0791 
Mr Alan Brown 

I attended the public information/ consultation meeting at the Colston Hall, Gerrards Cross, on 25 February,on the 
subject shown above.I wish now to submit my response for consideration.   My wife and I have lived in North 
Park,Gerrards Cross since 1984 and enjoyed this location,due to the protection of green belt land and tree 
preservation protection. Many other people choose to live here,more than work here as a dormitory town with 
excellent road and rail connections.   .We should therefore avoid  discouraging the local population by overriding 
green belt and tree protection.  As this is a 20 year period of planning and control of development, surely in the next 
few years the focus should be on developing the existing vacant built-on land, whether for housing or offices .  Many 
sites in Gerrards Cross have remained empty for many years e.g. Marsham House office block on Station Road and 
Chalfont Park office complex, and many other sites.  My particular concern relates to employment/office 
development on  land parcel 57A between Lower Road and the busy A413. It it strongly wooded and protected and 
controls noise and pollution. Tree preservation order TP012950.2 applies .  Finally,it is worrying that the advice of 
experts Arup, have been ignored in vital areas.   I hope  that the feedback from the public is seriously taken into 
account in the coming years 

  

Rep0792 
Ms Hilary McLean 

1. The local schools, medical practices, dentists are already under strain.  The catchment areas of the local schools 
have reduced with each succeeding year;  they are already oversubscribed without additional families applying for 
places.  Equally, the recruitment of teachers to fill existing positions has been extremely difficult.  More houses 
would not necessarilily make the prices fall to within the price bracket of teachers so that they might be encouraged 
to move into the area to live and work.  More houses clearly means more students, not necessarily more available 
teachers (even if the issue of the physical buildings could be addressed).  The same issues hold true for medial 
facilities and practitioners.  With London as the largest / nearest employment base it would be fair to assume that a 
greater nunber of people will need to travel to London and back on a daily basis.  It is not possible that the Met / 
Chiltern lines can cope with substantially increased passenger numbers.  This leaves aside the large issue of parking 
for those cars that commuters will naturally bring.  Already the Little Chalfont area is hard pressed for parking and 
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Amersham itself can bear little increase.  Parking is already at a premium, and unless multi-storey car parks are 
envisioned then the problems will be huge 2. More houses and commercial properties will mean more cars and 
heavy goods vehicles.  Although the A404 is properly two lanes wide, few other roads in the area actually are. 
Burtons Lane itself is barely two cars wide, and the badly pot-holed edges mean that in most places it is less than 
that.  Lodge Lane is badly constricted on both sides of the railway bridge and is barely two cars wide elsewhere.  
Roughwood Lane is one lane with passing places.  Long Walk is wider, but a private road.  Major road widening and 
railway bridge widening will be a huge financial burden to the area, but would be necessary;  who is to pay for that? 
All these roads are currently used by cars, lorries, horses, pedestrians and cyclists, and are not without dangers and 
accidents.  There are three equestrian facilities near the Burtons Lane / Lodge Lane / Heronsgate junctions and 
access to bridleways involves riding on public roads.  The new "Metro" bridleway at the top of Lodge Lane near the 
A404 necessitates riding the length of Lodge Lane and / or some of Burtons Lane where it is at it's most narrow.  All 
of these riding stables could tell you of the frequent near-accidents and several instances of injury to horses and 
riders.  This would only worsen with increased traffic.  There are no pavements on most of these roads and 
pedestrians / families walking to school are forced to walk in the road.  More accidents are inevitable with increased 
traffic 3. Little Chafont is a small close-knit thriving community;  the library is run by the local residents, the 
communal garden areas are cared for by locals and there is a strong support for the privately owned / run family 
businesses in the parade of shops.  An influx of new residents on the scale proposed, would competely disrupt that 
cohesion.  Little Chalfont would likely become little more that a giant residential commuter area;  a London borough 
outside the M25.  The proposed areas for development either are, or abutt areas of true natural beauty in the 
Chilterns.  The addition of hundreds of new homes and industrial / "employment" sites will have to impinge on 
these if only because of road widening, traffic and ease of access, to say nothing about the increased numbers of 
people trying to use the footpaths and bridleways.  The natural beauty and quiet will be lost forever.  How valuable 
are the green spaces if they can be easily given away.  Although I appreciate that there is a need for new homes in 
the South East I believe that the scale of these proposals is the main negative factor.  Pockets of a dozen homes 
might more readily be absorbed into the existing environment and the local infastructures might be given time to 
slowly adapt.  Hundreds of new homes with workers, children and cars cannot "slot in" without major upheaval and 
that upheaval may not benefit anyone in the end (except perhaps the builders themselves). 

Rep0793 
Mrs Caroline 
Oliveira 

Q4. - The new approach to the Joint Local Plan Vision and Objective references previous comments and feedback 
from the Regulation 18 Consultation in 2015. Here, it is obvious that protection of Green Belt and AONB were 
requested from respondents and only those in favour of any change to classification were developers who desire to 
profit from the area. It is unacceptable to disregard all this feedback. This issue is unchanged. Our Green Belt should 

  



Classification: OFFICIAL 
 

459 
 
Classification: OFFICIAL 

Name Summary of Representation 
Council Response (see also 

Volume 1 for generic response) 

be protected and boundaries maintained. The Green Belt and AONB of the Chilterns is recognized nationally as an 
attribute to our country and makes Buckinghamshire a desirable place to live, visit and enjoy. To build and develop 
these areas and turn our villages into suburbia would be catastrophic to our countryside and its residents and tourist 
visitors. Q5. - With reference to the Spatial Strategy options, Options C, H, I and J should NOT be considered. These 
areas are already over populated and balancing on the edge of a lack of infrastructure. Our Green Belt allows these 
boundaries to be maintained. Q6. & 17. - With reference specifically to Little Chalfont Proposals; Little Chalfont 
should NOT be considered for additional development for housing or employment. The areas surrounding the village 
are classified as Green Belt and AONB for a reason. They define borders and they allow the sense of village and 
community. Urban sprawl will detract from the vibrancy of the village and countryside and the desire to live in the 
Chilterns and its outstanding villages.   The previous Core Strategy vision outlined the need for  i) “A place where we 
can lead safe lives free from the fear of crime and anti social behaviour” .  If development continues is will not be 
possible to maintain and achieve.   Safety is key to residents and services. The A404 is a dangerous and busy road for 
speed and road safety for drivers and pedestrians is a concern. Crime in the area is at a higher level that desired and 
residents are constantly told that local police departments do not have the resources to increase current service 
levels let alone if there was further population.  Additional housing has already been built in Bell Lane (253 homes) 
and behind Chenies Parade (45 homes). The village is at capacity for infrastructure. The local school and the Doctors 
surgery are over subscribed and sometimes impossible to use.  The A404 road is busier by the day and becoming a 
danger to pedestrians, particularly school children crossing.  The shops at Chenies Parade are overwhelmed and 
parking is inadequate. It can take 15 minutes to queue and park your car, which is tantamount to ridiculous. As a 
pedestrian myself with a pushchair it is hard to negotiate past the cars parked on the pavement and safety is a 
constant concern for my children walking on the pavement here. This is not how a village shopping area should be 
and is only like this due to over population from residents and those working in the village where employment is 
already much larger than that in nearby areas.  The Chalfont and Latimer station car park is already at capacity and 
the trains are also filled to capacity every morning and afternoon for commuters. There is not surplus capacity for 
extra commuters to utilise this facility. With reference to release of Green Belt and reclassification of AONB: 
Development on any AONB site should in no circumstances be granted. If this was to happen the precedent would 
be set for other sites and a steady erosion of the countryside would happen. This would be an irreversible erosion of 
the joy and pleasure many people have from the countryside, which many travel from London to benefit from.  
Development should be taking place firstly in Brownfield sites, then infill sites and only when these sites are 
saturated should any additional development be considered.  Alternatively a new settlement with designated 
infrastructure would be ideal for CDC to consider. This would allow for ratios of population to infrastructure to be 
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correct rather than over subscribed and village or town boundaries can be maintained without the erosion of our 
Green Belt and AONB surely CDCs most weighty asset for desirability for living, heritage and tourism. 

Rep0794 
Mr Graham Mead 

The BRFC should be protected from any development.  It is on green belt for a start.  I played as a mini 40 years ago. 
I played as a senior until last year.  My son the same!  If anything the council should be supporting investment into 
the club 

  

Rep0795 
Mrs Olwyn 
Davison-Oakley 
Headteacher and 
Parish Councillor 
SG CE School and 
SG Parish Council 

I write in my capacity as Headteacher of Seer Green School. As part of the Joint Emerging Local Plan Consultation, 
the School have some specific comments as follows:  Whilst recognizing the future need for additional housing in 
Chiltern and South Bucks, I am gravely concerned about the proposed building plans for south Bucks as a whole.   I 
am well aware of the status of the HELAA as regards Seer Green but feel it incumbent on me to raise the following 
points.   These are of a general nature, but can be applied to Seer Green specifically.   Buckinghamshire prides itself 
for the excellent education that it offers its children.  However, in Chiltern/ South Bucks, schools are extremely 
popular and are all at, or very nearly at, capacity. Additional housing will mean that education for extra children will 
not be available and competition for places will be even fiercer than it is currently. The additional strain on the 
schools will be disastrous, not only for those children seeking new places but also for those children already being 
taught within these settings as they become even more overcrowded.    Seer Green CE School is a popular and 
successful school at the heart of its village community.  Each year the school is unable to accommodate all of the 
children that apply for places, even though these children live in the school’s catchment area.  If additional housing 
were built in Seer Green and its surrounding catchment area, it would only add to the distress of families who are 
forced to fight for places in their village school, and children would be required to travel to schools which may be a 
number of miles from their home.  I have seen what detrimental effects this can have on children’s emotional well-
being as they as segregated from their peers in the place where they live. The current version of the Settlement 
Infrastructure Capacity Study recognizes the need for the school infrastructure to keep pace with developments but 
Seer Green CE School has not been approached with any current plans or proposals. Seer Green CE School currently 
has no expansion plans of its own.  Many of the proposed developments would impact greatly in the existing road 
systems in and around the villages of Chiltern South Bucks. The main road through Seer Green is the direct route to 
the A40 from Chalfont St Giles and goes directly past Seer Green School where we encourage children and families 
to walk to school each day. The road has been identified by its Parish Council and residents as a hazard due to the 
narrowness of it at several points as it passes through the village. Additional housing in Seer Green or Chalfont St 
Giles would inevitably increase the amount of traffic using this road, and increase the chance of a serious accident. 
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Rep0796 
Mr Anthony Rees 
Youth Chairman 
Beaconsfield 
Rugby Club 

Current plans to extend the land available to build on in Bucks include the Rugby Club at Beaconsfield .  
Membership at the club extends from a child 4 years old through to a veteran who has been with the club since 
opening over half a century ago.  Playing membership , those who are actively participating in the sport on a weekly 
basis September through to May has dramatically increased with the popularity of the sport to a phenomenal 750+ 
members .  Add to these enthusiastic individuals each of their parents and you have a community of over 2000 
people enjoying friendships and close social interaction with relatives, neighbors and piers.  The Rugby Facility at 
Beaconsfield has seen a large investment from all of these members to improve the environment and safety of the 
facilities in the last two years and has achieved recognition  from the governing body of the sport the RFU in  
maintaining and upholding their core values. It would be a massive loss to the community of Beaconsfield and its 
residence to allow the threat of losing their playing fields and their ability to work with Sporting bodies to continue 
to develop this further,to hang over us like a dark cloud for the foreseeable future.  We require direct action to 
protect and a commitment to help build the sporting future of Beaconsfield , not a pledge to irradiate community 
involvement in sport by removing the land we use. 

  

Rep0797 
Mr Tony Hoare 

The proposed area of Upper Stone Meadow is not suitable for any housing development. It is Green Belt and AONB. 
Most importantly it is also in an Environment Agency designated flood plain. Furthermore this area runs alongside 
the Chiltern Way footpath which is an amenity which is much used by residents and visitors to the area. 
The potential development of the Newlands Park site, with perhaps 300 dwellings, will put a significant load onto 
the infrastructure of Chalfont St Giles. This will include demands made on the schools, doctor’s surgery and volume 
of traffic on the roads to and from the village centre.  I therefore do not think that there can be any major 
developments within the Parish of Chalfont St Giles.  There are possible infill sites available the village which would 
provide a modest number of new dwellings. Question 1:  There is no means of judging whether the total number of 
dwellings that Bucks are required to provide is correct or not. Outside influences like the level of immigration and 
regional development plans over the next 20 years could change this need significantly. Question 2:  The site marked 
in Appendix 4 in CSG is not ‘built up’. Question 3: There may be infill areas in ‘built up areas’ in the village. 
Question 4: We agree with the approach which protects the Green Belt and AONB. Question 5:  Agree that all 
options listed should be considered. Question 6:  The extension to CSG in appendix 4 is totally inappropriate as it is 
in an Environment Agency designated flood plain, its Green Belt and AONB.  This area is alongside the public 
footpath to Amersham much used by residents and visitors. Furthermore the proposed development of Newlands 
Park will add a significant load to the infrastructure requirements of the village. Question 7:  Expansion in Aylesbury 
Vale will reduce the load on other parts of Bucks. It would be valuable if there was a matching expansion of 
employment in this area to reduce traffic movement in the County. Question 8: The maximum 4700 affordable 
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dwellings should developed. Question 9: Need to consider the issues of access and infrastructure support. No 
obvious sites in CSG. Question 10: Accommodation for the elderly is needed in the village. None at present. 
Question 11: The heritage of CSG is important for the residents and the many visitors to the area. Milton’s cottage, 
the Parish Church, Jordans Meeting House, Captain Cook’s Memorial and the Open Air Museum are among the key 
heritage sites. Question 12: The Chiltern Way footpath, the village pond and path. Question 13: The playing fields, 
the allotments and the fields either side of the Misbourne are all most important leisure facilities. Question 14: We 
ought to have some but don’t know what they are. Question 15: Don’t understand the question. Question 16: This is 
an absolutely key issue. The agreed development at Newlands Park will have a very large impact on the 
infrastructure requirements for the village. I don’t believe that the village could absorb any other major housing 
development Question 17: At any development there is a need to make public transport, walking and cycling easy to 
do and to make travel by car less attractive. If everyone who is housed in Aylesbury or Chesham ends up working in 
London the A413 will not be able to cope with the increased traffic.  

Rep0798 
Mr Henry Fox 

The questionnaire is drawn up by people who know the plans and 'jargon' and is expressed in their language that 
can only be understood by those in the know.  If you want to seek the opinions of the general public, the questions 
should be in layman's language.Yes, you ask 17 questions (technical, not really understandable) that you think 
relevant and no explanation of what you will do with the answers. Consultation - 'I will consult with you and then do 
what I want anyway.'  May I suggest that you ask people for their questions and then you answer them according to 
what you hope for or intend. 
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Rep0799 
Mr Adam Webb 

1. Comments on Needs Assessment (HEDNA) - Best overall fit for the functional housing market in Buckinghamshire 
are the areas of Aylesbury Vale and Wycombe 2. Comments on Availability Assessment (HELAA). The majority of the 
HELAA sites in South Bucks are unimplemented planning applications and withdrawn applications. Specifically for 
Gerrards Cross over the last 20 years there has always been and abundance of commercially available property. For 
example, the very large multi building Chalfont Park office complex next to Gerrards Cross Golf Club has never been 
substanially occupied since it was built despite its easy access from the A413 and its excellent parking facility. 
Currently several thousand of sq ft office space is available there now.5.  Select from 12 Spatial Strategy Options on 
page 12. - Option A is supported. A more efficient use of existing land is suggested along with converting unused 
office space into residential properties. Over the past 20 years, in and around the Gerrards Cross town centre, 
several old houses and brown sites have been converted into apartments and town houses. This is an effective and 
efficient use of land that could successfully continue to be exploited further minimising the need to develop 
precious green belt areas. 6.  Comments on specific sites. - Unused office space and other commercial properties in 
the town centre of Gerrards Cross could be converted to residential apartments. 10.  Meet Elderly Accommodation. 
Any housing for the elderly should be an integral part of housing (re)development as per suggestions and comments 
under Questions 5 and 6 above in order to include the aging population into the community and allow for relatives 
easy access for visits etc. 13.  Identify Local Green Space designations. I refer to General Area 47b as green space. 
This is located to the east of Beaconsfield, west of Gerrards Cross and south of Seer Green. It is bounded to the 
south by the A40 (Oxford Road) and the boundaries of Wilton Park (General Area 47a), and to the north by a railway 
line. It directly adjoins Gerrards Cross along its eastern edge, and Beaconsfield along its western edge. The land 
parcel is at the edge of the Beaconsfield and Gerrards Cross large built-up areas preventing their outward sprawl 
into open land. In both instances, the large built-up areas are bordered by physical features which are prominent 
and durable. In the case of Gerrards Cross, the boundary follows Bull Lane, and at Beaconsfield the boundary follows 
the A355. The Green Belt acts an additional barrier to sprawl.The parcel forms the whole of the wider gap between 
the nonGreen Belt settlements of Beaconsfield and Gerrards Cross, as well as part of the narrow gap between 
Beaconsfield and Seer Green. Less than 5% is covered by built form and, overall, the land parcel maintains a very 
open and rural character with very little encroachment. Overall, the parcel maintains a strong, unspoilt rural 
character. This parcel is specifically NOT recommended for further consideration by Arups.   PLEASE NOTE THAT I 
VEHEMENTLY OPPOSE THE USE OF PARCEL GENERAL AREA 54 BEING CONSIDERED FOR ANY DEVELOPMENT NOW 
OR IN THE FUTURE. General Area 54 is located to the south-east of Beaconsfield and the west of Gerrards Cross. It is 
bounded to the south by the M40, to the north by the A40 (Oxford Road), to the west by the A355, and to the east 
by the built-up area of Gerrards Cross and the B416 (Windsor Road).  The land parcel is connected to the large built-
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up area of Gerrards Cross at its eastern edge, preventing its outward sprawl into open land.   The boundary between 
the land parcel and the built-up area is inconsistent, much following the backs of properties with large, irregular 
gardens bounded by softer, less durable features. In some instances, the boundaries are not readily recognisable, 
cutting across open land (for example, north of Hedgerley Lane).  Overall, the Green Belt frequently performs as a 
barrier to sprawl in the absence of another durable boundary. The parcel forms most of the wider gap between the 
non-Green Belt settlements of Beaconsfield and Gerrards Cross. Although the parcel maintains the overall scale and 
openness of the gap and prevents ribbon development along the A40 (Oxford Road), which may reduce the 
perceptual distance between the settlements, the east of the parcel is less important for preventing the coalescence 
of settlements. The parcel also forms a very small part of the less essential gap between Farnham Royal / Farnham 
Common and Gerrards Cross / Beaconsfield, though in respect of this gap its overall contribution is limited. The 
majority of the parcel has a more open character, encompassing the historic parkland of Bulstrode Park in the west, 
as well as rough grazing fields and patches of woodland. Bulstrode Park is registered under the Historic Building and 
Ancient Monument Act 1953, within the register of Historic Parks and Gardens by English Heritage for its special 
historic interest. List entry no. 1001371. This parcel is specifically NOT recommended for further consideration by 
Arups. 16.  I support the Community Infrastructure Levy.  Infrastructure is a key issue and must be an integral part of 
this plan. Gerrards Cross is a commuter's town with many of the residents in employment working in and around 
London. People choose to live here because of the high quality of the countryside (AONB), the excellent schools and 
the good public transport (rail service).  Unfortunately the existing infrastructure supporting the rail service is 
inadequate e.g. poor parking facilities. Any further housing development will put additional stress onto the already 
deteriorating infrastructure. It is important that this issue is addressed in the plan. 

Rep0800 
Mr Patrick Hogan 

This response sets out a vision for Beaconsfield on the premise that, in consideration of its geographical location and 
relative to its neighbours and London, its vitality and prosperity depend on planned development and investment 
over the coming 20 years.  NB: Whilst some items are Beaconsfield specific, others have District wide applicability. 
The predicted construction of the A355 Relief Road from Pyebush Roundabout to a Maxwell Road interchange, on 
an easterly alignment, is taken as to proceed as are up to 350 homes at Wilton Park with supporting infrastructure 
(with the Wilton Park SPD to be incorporated in the new Local Plan).  Question 1:  It is noted that following housing 
and employment assessments, retail, leisure and open space assessments are planned. However constraints of 
existing infrastructure, from service mains to roads, as well as health and education provision require assessment, as 
without improvements planned in those areas they are a serious constraint on development. The provision of new 
supporting infrastructure must be a precursor to execution of development works. Question 2:  It is noted that this 
is a work in progress, particularly with regard to assessments for South Bucks which are only at Stage 1. Limited 
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scope is shown within the Beaconsfield area, both settlement and PDL, with most sites generated by the previous 
‘Call for Sites’ being in the Green Belt. Question 3:  Some redistribution of uses in Beaconsfield could release land for 
housing (see below). Other uses where high land costs and/or changing business patterns might consider relocating 
if alternative edge/out of town sites available eg car dealerships, larger office users. Question 4:  The principle is 
sound. The Green Belt should not be treated lightly maintaining a constraint on the sprawl of London and the 
coalescence of smaller settlements, retaining quality of life, character, environment and safe pollution levels.  
Beaconsfield Town Council and SBDC in the 2011 Core Strategy, have sought to protect the Green Belt from new 
development. Whilst a considerable amount of unmet housing need might transfer out of the District, the reliability 
of the DCLG base projections are open to question and should be subject to a regular review mechanism during the 
lengthy Plan period for appropriate reassessment and consultation. Robust testing of fringe and low grade Green 
Belt should help reinforce protection of the Green Belt and areas by reaffirming their value and sustainability whilst 
removing those parts not fulfilling criteria, whilst answering calls to make provisions towards unmet needs in the 
long term. Improved design reflecting local identity and green characteristics is essential, as are retention and 
supplementing of townscape, residential design, historic & conservation appraisals, scientific and woodland special 
areas supporting documents and due weighting given in planning matters with SPDs as appropriate. Question 5:  
Increased building density, by for example plot size and housing mix, on brownfield land within established 
settlements, and consideration of other PDL where not detrimental to Green Belt objectives. Where character 
policies have dictated house size or density, visually equivalent solutions may be suitable eg flats in the style of large 
houses, or semi-detached in the style of large houses, such as found in Cherry Tree Road south or Wattleton Road 
east. Flat developments should avoid overscaled designs, extensive ramps and limited green space adverse to local 
character, as found in Gregories or Grove Roads. Cramped developments with for example garage blocks obscuring 
garden and house frontages should be avoided eg 113 Gregories Road. RAEC policies should be maintained in 
essence, and could be adaptable as the basis for wider good design guidance. Question 6:  Beaconsfield is due to 
have a planned built area extension Wilton Park, which together with the A355 Relief Road could realistically 
determine further development to the east of the Town, subject to Green Belt assessment and providing any 
development is integrated with adequate infrastructure. Land to the south adjacent to the A40 offers opportunities 
for development, subject to noise and other M40/A40 related matters.. Question 7:  It is prudent to plan for a 
realistic current assessment of what may be the case, bearing in mind that certain weightings and unknowns may 
skew the actual demand. Flexibility in any plan is necessary to respond to changes revealed by regular monitoring, 
as per the response to Question 4 above. Question 8:  Existing policies of 40% affordable homes on larger sites 
would have appeared sufficient. Limited on-site provision, smaller sites, financial viability, and payments for off-site 
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provision has achieved under the current plan a low level of affordable home provision of just 13% (199/1454). Best 
value might be achieved by maximising the opportunity for planning obligation funds, and proactively directing 
them to seed non-profit private registered providers’ developments to adequately subsidise the building or 
acquisition of basic new homes such that 80% market rents can be charged without further subsidy. 
Provision on-site for key worker affordable housing in Beaconsfield would be desirable, for local families and 
assisted starter homes for purchase. Question 9: Options a) and b) seem reasonable. Question 10: By assessing the 
level of need, and identifying sites/locations in established residential areas, where small scale scheme provision for 
assisted living could be integrated. This would permit downsizing and retention within known communities. A 
proportion of dwellings in a scheme could be secured/funded as affordable by the Council in co-operation with 
specialist providers. Question 11: When subject to development pressures it is too easy to forget the value of 
heritage, as noted in the Strategy, not least undervaluing a sense of identity, continuity, security and place. These 
assets also have educational, historic and tourist value. It is essential therefore with ambitious targets for housing 
and business that there is a robust and protective Heritage Strategy in place and that it is suitably positively 
weighted in importance and supported by qualified Conservation & Design staff. The draft once developed should 
be a key planning document and heritage assets of whatever kind must be conserved and enhanced by any 
development. Question 12: Bekonscot Model Village. It is a world famous type of its sort and a popular tourist 
destination, although constrained by access and parking. Profits raised go to charitable causes. Question 13: There is 
a reasonable disposition of green spaces and woodland around the Town actively used for community, civic, 
recreational and leisure purposes which should be retained and protected:  Green / open spaces: Town Green (Penn 
Road), North Drive Green (Oxford Road), Hyde Green, Chesterton Green, Malthouse Square (north).  Recreation 
grounds: Holtspur Park (Holtspur Way), Malthouse Square (south), The Oval, Cricket ground (London Road), Sports 
ground (Wooburn Green Lane), Rugby Football ground (Oak Lodge Meadow, Windsor End), Beaconsfield Golf 
course, Garvin Avenue play area.  Nature Reserves: Holtspur Bank Local Nature Reserve (Riding Lane). Holtspur 
Bottom Butterfly Reserve (Riding Lane).  Village Greens: Candlemas Lane/Mead, Hampden Hill, One Tree Meadow.  
Woodland: Cut Throat Wood (Beaconsfield & Wooburn Parishes), Hogback Wood (Penn Parish), Ledborough Wood 
and other AONB, Walk Wood & Meadow (Walkwood).  Historic Park: Hall Barn. Question 14: The Beacon Centre site 
to be released for mixed housing. A new Public Health Facility to be developed south of the A40 comprising outdoor 
& indoor games areas, gym and 'pay to swim' pool (the first in South Bucks) together with medical practice facilities, 
physiotherapy and other specialist health services to meet the growing needs of Beaconsfield’s changing and 
shifting demographics. This facility to be well supported by parking and accessible directly from the A40 and from 
local bus services.  Parking to be provided in restricted short term parking zones in all local centres at shops, in order 
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to support and maintain the local retail offering. Additionally with County a pavement parking order to be made 
covering Old Town and New Town centres. Parking provision in the Old Town to be clearly delineated in conjunction 
with the landowners by metal studs or similar. Relief parking provision for the Old Town to be provided to the west, 
south of the A40. Consideration to be given to park'n'ride and tourist bus waiting provision in the vicinity of the MSA 
(Hedgerley Parish).  Parking provision in the New Town to be enhanced with additional capacity at the Altons and 
Penn Road car parks. Parking provision to be balanced between long and short term provision, with charging 
regimes removing differentials between town centre and railway car parks for commuters. Season tickets for long 
term to provide preferential rates to validated local employees. Short term provision to be priced to encourage local 
shopping. Surrounding residential roads to have one hour midday parking restrictions to deter long term parkers. 
Businesses with their own parking to provide for their own employees, and to be nudged to encourage sustainable 
alternatives. Any Sunday trading changes to be accounted for in car park policy. With the advent of the new relief 
road and in conjunction with County, the 30mph Park Lane limit to be extended along the Amersham Road to the 
Maxwell Road roundabout. The 40mph limit on the A40 Loudwater roundabout (Wycombe District) to be extended 
up White Hill to the Beaconsfield Town boundary. At the top of White Hill the speed limit to drop to 30mph and 
continue through to the Old Town 30mph limit. The A40 Beaconsfield town sign to be relocated to the boundary 
denoting the start of the built up area, the reduced speed limit, and inclusion of Holtspur. An additional County 
Beaconsfield town sign to be provided on Wooburn Green Lane. The 30mph limit at Wooburn Green to extend up 
Wooburn Green Lane to the A40. Controlled pedestrian crossings to be provided across the A40, at Holtspur and 
elsewhere as needed, and across Park Lane for pedestrian & cycle users to Wilton Park. Question 15: Even in 
determining sustainable development the policies should ensure due weight is attached to all other factors and the 
presumption in favour should be duly tempered.  Existence of infrastructure alone is not sufficient, the condition 
and replacement or enhancement have to form part of the policy. Terms such as ‘well designed’ should be defined. 
Appropriately qualified professional Conservation & Design staff to ensure good quality of design, with major 
schemes subject to an independent Design Review Panel. Detached residential annexes, which are prone to 
subletting to be accounted for in Council Tax provisions. Rear servicing should be balanced against restricted time 
front servicing to minimise land take and formation of back neglected areas. Parking Standards should recognise 
new research that car usage is increasing where public transport is inadequate, and South Bucks is an area of high 
car ownership. Historic Environment should include policies to prevent inappropriate street furniture by statutory 
providers and others eg in Conservation Areas.  Question 16: There is currently a serious lack of Education (County) 
and Health (NHS) information, which must be forthcoming. Likewise inadequate public utilies data. The Study to 
date marks little progress.  CIL is one desirable funding source for local infrastructure. Other or complementary 



Classification: OFFICIAL 
 

468 
 
Classification: OFFICIAL 

Name Summary of Representation 
Council Response (see also 

Volume 1 for generic response) 

planning obligations might be required for large infrastructure needs. Question 17:  A Penn Road car park 
development to maximize its site including incorporation of the old Town Hall. A new Community Hub to be 
provided as an asset to the Town bringing facilities together and addressing a shortfall in Beaconsfield. With for 
example a community meeting space and an auditorium, suitable for theatre, music and cinema. conferences, 
seminars & exhibitions. Serving council & registrar functions as well as leisure, together with a community café with 
catering support. Fronted by information facilities of a new library (allowing County to release the existing library 
site for housing), museum, police office, council, advisory and tourist office/s. together with improved access from 
the car park to the shopping centre perhaps with boutique shops. The Town Green to be reimagined, and the 
Railway Station car park access road junction with Penn Road improved. The railway bridge to have an innovative 
engineering solution to improve the width of pavement/s for pedestrians. Other : Views on the Plan or other 
documents referred to which can be found on the SBDC website. Planning applications should be supported by the 
details required for validation without relaxation. Heritage and/or Design & Access Statements should be applied as 
far as possible to ensure applicants have taken all reasonable steps in understanding policy and preparing their 
submission, providing requisite supporting information. 

Rep0801 
Mr Brian Williams 

I cannot understand why an area which has been flooded in the recent past has been selected for the building of 
houses, in addition the location would increase the traffic on an already busy road(A413), also I have not noticed 
any plans for an increase in already scarce school places. 

  



Classification: OFFICIAL 
 

469 
 
Classification: OFFICIAL 

Name Summary of Representation 
Council Response (see also 

Volume 1 for generic response) 

Rep0802 
Mr Peter Landon 

Firstly, I request that the Hatched area of land owned by Chiltern District Council, presented on p40 of ‘The Plan’ 
(commonly known as Upper Stone Meadow) be protected from all future development and any ‘change of use’. 
Secondly I would like to extend the Hatched area as above and incorporate the area more commonly known as 
Lower Stone Meadow. Both Upper and Lower Stone Meadow are currently owned by Chiltern District Council see 
Ordinance Survey Map reference SU9993NW. Land Registry Title Number BM294098.  I request all land at Upper 
and Lower Stone meadow as defined in the above Title number have a binding and legal covenant imposed on it 
that binds Chiltern District Council to protect it for the good of the village and to never allow development of any 
kind, on any scale, including but not exclusively housing, commercial buildings or offices.  My supporting evidence is 
that this land is already recognised as An Area of National Interest. It contains a rare and precious chalk stream, 
wildlife, flora and fauna, and fulfils its existing classification as An Area Of Outstanding Natural Beauty in Green Belt. 
It is physically unsuitable for any development as it is on a flood plain, above the proposed HS2 Tunnel, in an area 
safeguarded by HS2 and therefore not deliverable before 2036.  I am opposed to any future development of the 
land owned by Chiltern District Council known as Stone Meadow (upper and lower) - 1. AN AREA OF OUTSTANDING 
NATURAL BEAUTY (AONB),  A. The area is designated an AONB and contains precious chalk stream river.   B. Rich 
wildlife, flora and fauna including deer, woodpeckers, bats etc..  C. Used as a key area for walkers, horse riding, 
scouts groups, dog walking, cyclists. D. Contains woodland which should be or is already protected. E. Contains the 
Chiltern Way (public right of way for walkers).   2. THE AREA SITS WITHIN THE FLOOD PLAIN, A. The village flooded 
most recently 2008 - 2012- 2014 the meadows are a natural flood plain.  B. Any building in this area would worsen 
future flooding for village centre   C. Houses built on this area would be uninsurable  D. Measures to reduce future 
flooding have not been implemented    E. Governments are advising that Flood plains should be considered for 
development.     3. IMPACT ON THE VILLAGE INFRASTRUCTURE AND CHARACTER, A. The village resources are 
already stretched i.e. doctors, parking, schools etc.  B. Traffic on the A413 is already at maximum capacity at rush 
hour.  C. The character of the village would be negatively impacted by such a large development.  D. The character 
of the village has already been negatively impacted by HS2 and the possible waste transfer station. E. Already likely 
to suffer congestion and impact on village resources from other plans to build near Epilepsy Centre on border with 
Chalfont St Peter. 
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Rep0803 
Mr Peter Kelly 
Clerk & 
Responsible 
Finance Officer 
Fulmer Parish 
Council 

Q 1 – Acceptable Q 2 - No comment Q 3 – None Q 4 - OK except that Fulmer Parish Council would wish to be advised 
and consulted on any proposed M25 Service Station location. Q 5 - Accept that some extensions may be necessary 
but need more  detail on Green Belt options and we have concerns re increase in traffic flow through Fulmer 
particularly of HGV vehicles. Q 6 ( K iii ) No further development at Pinewood, particularly Green Belt areas. Q 7 - OK 
Q 8 - Green Belt should not be utilised, except perhaps in exceptional circumstances. Q 9 - Increased facilities 
unlikely to be acceptable with particular reference to nomadic infiltration. Q10 - No scope in Fulmer Q11 - OK. No 
change Q12 - None known in Fulmer Q13 - None in Fulmer Q14 - OK. None Q15 - )  Not relevant Q16 - )  to Fulmer 
Q17 - None. 

  

Rep0804 
Mrs Karen 
Schafer 

This is an awful idea which will ruin the area and change little Chalfont.  It is a green belt and should remain a green 
belt area. 

  

Rep0805 
Mrs Elizabeth 
Wright 

Chalfont St Peter (CSP) has had its share of new development.  CDC has already granted planning permission for 
over 600 dwellings within CSP, these include the Holy Cross site, Newland Park and the Audley Homes development 
at the Epilepsy site.  In the first three years of the previous Core Strategy (intended to run until 2026) CSP has 
already taken significantly more than its fair allocation and provides the largest single percentage of the 
development proposed for the Chiltern district as a whole.  There is a known drainage issue in CSP, particularly with 
open raw sewerage backing up in the centre of the village.  Additional developments of the scale proposed are 
simply not possible with the current infrastructure.  Further development is not needed in this area and will wreck 
the rural nature of Chalfont St Peter.  Local democracy empowers the Council to note objections of residents and 
defend objections particularly where there is a significant impact to local residents and Council Tax payers.  Where 
development is granted these should be concentrated towards the centre rather than the fringes of towns and 
villages to be in line with green belt principles that brownfield sites should be developed first, along with sites closes 
to train, tube and bus services.  CSP has no train or tube station, and bus services are very limited.  All schools within 
Chalfont St Peter are at or very nearly at, capacity.  They will be unable to accommodate children from the 
developments already scheduled within the Parish.  At secondary age Buckinghamshire has a shortage of places and 
the Grammar schools are  full meaning that children have to travel further to reach their school and relationships 
with friends are broken.  Many other parts of the District are significantly more sustainable and appropriate for 
development.  Green Belt land is intended to provide a separation between settlements, and assist in the 
regeneration of derelict or brown field sites rather than utilising green belt land.  The proposals are focussed on 
removing green belt land rather than building on currently utilised land.  Much of the land within CSP that is being 
considered for development is currently used for recreation, particularly for children, and if development were to 

 The Local Plan will need to 
identify sustainable 
development options to meet 
needs taking into account the 
scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements.   
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occur the demand for such open space would increase but the ability to service that demand will have been reduced 
in the area.  In addition to the recreational usage of land, much of the land being considered is farmland – another 
deemed benefit of green belt land. Mill Meadow:   The area is a much used amenity facility which includes the 
Community Centre, a football club, recreation park, sports pitches, tennis courts, a scout headquarters, allotments 
and parish council offices.  There are no areas within the centre of the village where any of these facilities could be 
relocated.  The Chalfont St Peter Academy, adjacent to Mill Meadow, has no sports field of its own and uses the 
Meadow for daily sports lessons (team games, athletics, cross country etc).  The school would be unable to deliver 
an effective curriculum if Mill Meadow is designated for development.  The area is also a much used public facility 
with Nature Reserve, gardens, woods and walks along the Misbourne to Chalfont St Giles and beyond.  These 
facilities could not be replaced due to both the time taken to develop them and their position.  Mill Meadow is on 
the flood plain and regularly floods during the winter.  If there was further development the risk of flooding in both 
the immediate area and down-stream would be substantially increased. The Epilepsy Society site (ESS):  This is 
currently a Major Developed Site (MDS) within the greenbelt, that is the home of the Epilepsy Society, provides two 
new care home developments plus important recreational facilities with nine football pitches plus a pavilion with 
toilets, showers and changing facilities which are used by more than 24 teams, most of which are for local children.  
The ESS could notionally be divided into two parts.  The area to the south of Tate Road and Micholls Road (extended 
towards the long established and well used track from Tate Road to Skippings Farm) lies the current built up area 
(ESS South) and the  area to the north of that line including (for this purpose) comprises the Model Farm, Rowan’s 
nursery  and Brawlings Farm.  (ESS North)   ESS North is within the Colne Valley Park and therefore deserves special 
protection in any event as part of that park.  ESS South is currently used for care home and medical facilities and 
should be retained as such. It is an ideal site to provide further care home and/or medical facilities for CSP.  The ESS 
Site fulfils, as a whole, all five of the stated purposes of the green belt and in particular provides an important buffer 
between the settlements of Chalfont St Giles, Chalfont St Peter and Horn Hill.  The ES Site contains important open 
views from Chesham Lane towards the Colne Valley Park.  It provides important agricultural, forestry and related 
employment uses and opportunities for outdoor sport and recreation, including the Model Farm, Rowan’s Nursery 
and Brawlings Farm Riding Centre.  It is inherently unsustainable; it is not served by any appropriate bus service and 
is too far to walk to either Little Chalfont or Gerrards Cross which are the nearest rail stations.  Any development is 
car dependent.   The ESS Site is bounded on three sides by narrow country lanes that require passing places for 
traffic; which make it even more unsuitable for development.   A natural boundary between ESS South and ESS 
North is easily defensible (excluding the playing fields which is identified as green open space in the Neighbourhood 
Plan). The ESS North site should be retained in the green belt and Colne Valley Park with no development.   ESS 
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South should be retained as an MDS in the green belt for medical/care home use.     The sheer size of this proposed 
development site is clearly excessive and could potentially double the number of dwellings in CSP. Several local 
businesses use the ESS site apart from the agricultural use.  The ESS Society is one of CSP’s largest employers. 

Rep0806 
Ms Lucy Summers 

I am specifically addressing the plans to develop the Green Belt in Beaconsfield.  I believe the lose of Green Belt land 
in the areas which are being considered for development is so great that the council should reconsider. We are in a 
global environmental crisis, and the loss of this land will only impede the slow progress we are making in tackling 
issues like climate change. Although it may not appear a lot of land to be developed, it is the same scenario as in an 
election, when one person does not vote because they believe their vote does not matter. Unfortunately, it is never 
only one person, but scores of people. This seemingly tiny amount of land adds to a much greater portion of 
'development' happening worldwide.  The Green Belt in this area is not wasted land. It is used by local people, 
including Beaconsfield Rugby Club. Oak Lodge Meadows have been let to BRFC for the past 64 years. The rugby club 
is a huge part of the local community, hosting the country's second largest mini's and youth section, as well as 3 
senior teams. We have sent players up to play for England, and created a community which anyone can be a part of. 
It has been my second home for the past 22 years, and I cannot see it go. I cannot imagine that the development will 
bring as much to the local community as places like the rugby club have already brought and continue to bring. We 
are involved in local events, are sponsored by local businesses, and are involved with local schools. We provide a 
safe and nurturing environment for young people to learn a sport, teaching them respect, teamwork, and discipline, 
all of which are the core values of rugby. BRFC is a mix of old and new, showing the young players what they can 
grow up to achieve, not just in sporting prowess, but in their personal relationships with others.  I urge the council 
not to take these plans any further. I believe that it would be seriously detrimental to the areas in question. 

  

Rep0807 
Miss Carol Perkins 

I wish it known that I object to any part of the plan that extends any additional housing onto the current green belt 
area that runs from the Southern edge of Leas Drive, Iver Recreation Ground, Dutton Way, Chequers Orchard and 
Barnes Way, as I feel this area is supporting its role as designated Green Belt land, acts as a boundary for the current 
housing perimeter and light industry, and that local infrastructure would be unable to successfully support 
additional housing without having a major detrimental impact on the area of Iver village.  I also wish it known that I 
object to any part of the plan that extends any additional housing and light industry onto the area adjacent to Old 
Slade Lane, as I also feel the local infrastructure would be unable to successfully support additional development 
without having a major detrimental impact on the local area of Richings Park. 
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Rep0808 
Ms Christine 
Hearne 

My family have lived in Chalfont St Giles all their lives. Our name goes back to the doomsday book and since that 
time we have been part of the history of Chalfont St Giles.  Although I now live abroad, I am appalled to see what 
the 2 councils are proposing. How can they justify a proposal of 500 homes in an area of conservation. Not only can 
the village not accommodate, in its present state, the number of extra people this would generate but are these 
proposals purely for financial again? These individuals that own Lower Stone Meadow who are they and what would 
possess someone to buy a mass of land that acts as a flood plain for the village. Are these moves purely a cover up 
to have a development else where in the surrounding area of the village. How can you build 500 homes, legally on a 
flood plain, that will have the possibility of 2 adults plus 2.4 children and 2 cars per new household. Surely a 
surveyor would question such a move.This will put a massive strain on the village, its school and doctors surgery for 
starters. Would another school have to be built to accommodate these children. Is this also part of the plan?  The 
flow of traffic will become horrendous. How does the council plan to elevate the traffic congestion to and from 
Pheasant Hill? The most important question I have is what happens to the river when it burst to overflowing through 
rainfall. We have seen the village flood on many occasions. Is the plan to divert the Misbourne, where do you take 
it? Look what happen in Marlow. Rerouting the Thames from Maidenhead/Marlow has now lead to Windsor getting 
flooded. Is this going to happen to Amersham and Chalfont St Peter? The history of Chalfont St Giles speaks for its 
self. The Battle of Aylesbury with Cromwell. Stone Meadow was a site for his soldiers. The Fire of London brought 
Milton to our village. This history has to be preserved. It is our heritage! we should be proud of this. 
Why take a thing of beauty and make it a complete eyesore only for financial again. Does common sense not 
prevail? Land owners  are the only ones here that want to benefit from this.  There are plenty of other areas that 
can be used which do not have to effect a small village. If Green belt is the only solution to the ever growing 
population then why not create a new village else where that it too can become a small beautiful English village. I 
am sure there is a possibility of land between Chalfont St Giles and Aylesbury that would be far more practical. 
Chalfont St Giles needs a conservation order put onto the whole village to protect it from some kind of mass 
destruction. Its a village it does not want to become a town. 

  

Rep0809 
Martin Baker 

Representation provided with the comment that “These comments are all 100% confidential, and may not be put in 
the public domain in any way.”   

 As the representations are 
submitted confidentially they 
not be able to be taken into 
account. 

Rep0810 Mr Will Varrall Associate 
Land Director  

Land at Dodds Lane and backing onto Stratton Chase Drive, at the rear of Stratton Downs, 
Midmar and Homewood, Dodds Lane, Chalfont St Giles nominated. 

  

Rep0811 I strongly object to the proposed building of houses on the specified area of Green Belt in Farnham Common and   
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Mrs Ruth 
Stebbings 

Farnham Royal. Surely this area is part of  Burnham Beeches and hence is a nature reserve as is the Beeches. There 
is already a lot of development going on in the Stoke Poges area  eg the Taylor Wimpey development opposite 
Duffield House. How is the local infrastructure possibly going to cope It would be good to see the District Council 
protecting the local countryside instead of focussing on exploitative land use. 

Rep0812 
Mr S Ramos and 
Rep0813 
Mrs L Ramos 

Question 6:  I appreciate that the council needs to contribute to the national effort to build additional dwellings and 
commercial space and I support you in this endeavour. That said, I am greatly concerned that the council has 
identified Green Belt Parcel 69, which lies between Fulmer Drive and the M40, for possible development. I believe 
this parcel fulfills vital Green Belt functions and it is wholly unsuitable for development.   My principal arguments are 
as follows:   1) This parcel provides an effective check on the unrestricted sprawl of Gerrards Cross from the north 
into open land. Whilst the M40 Motorway forms a durable boundary along the south of the land parcel, this parcel is 
an important boundary to sprawl owing to the weak boundary with the settlement of Gerrards Cross. 
2) This parcel prevents neighbouring towns from merging into one another as it forms part of the gap between the 
non-Green Belt settlements of Gerrards Cross, Stoke Poges and Farnham Common, and with the Green Belt 
settlement of Fulmer.  3) This parcel safeguards the countryside from encroachment. It protects the openness of the 
countryside and is minimally (<5%) covered by built form. The land use is mostly characterised by woodland with 
some open fields in the east of the land parcel, contributing to the largely rural character of the land parcel overall. 
Despite being of a small scale and the close influences of infrastructure and built-form, the land parcel possesses a 
strong unspoilt rural character.  4) Most of the parcel consists of ancient Beech, Oak and Birch woodland. This 
woodland is a vital wildlife sanctuary for a wide range of nesting birds, badgers, foxes, small mammals and muntjac 
deer. Furthermore, the woods should be protected by Tree Preservation Orders. The trees and vegetation perform a 
key environmental function by absorbing water that otherwise may flood the M40 Motorway and lower level land 
to the south. Therefore, tearing down these ancient woodlands would be an act of environmental vandalism and 
would be resisted strongly by local residents.  5) The parcel also provides protection to the existing residents of the 
area from air and sound pollution caused by traffic on the M40 Motorway, which is often congested during peak 
times. Should this parcel be developed, vegetation that forms a necessary and vital environmental function - with 
regards to traffic fumes - will be removed, which will be to the detriment of local residents. This important function 
of the vegetation is significantly less pronounced in other parts of Gerrards Cross.  6) Any new dwellings built on this 
parcel and their residents will be subject to excessive air and noise pollution from traffic on the M40 Motorway, 
which is most severe at peak times. I understand that under “Noise - Environmental Planning Advice [PPG 24]” the 
southern edge of the parcel would be rated as category C and as such there should be a strong presumption against 
permitting development.   7) Vehicle access to the parcel will need to be from the Windsor Road (B416) to the west 
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and/or the Fulmer Road to the east. These roads are not suitable to take higher volumes of traffic, and would 
require substantial widening and strengthening to do so. In particular, the junctions with the A40 already are under 
considerable stress at peak times and placing additional demands on the roads will exacerbate traffic congestion. 
8) The only open fields / meadows are on the east side of the land parcel. This land is relatively small and is 
dominated by pylons and high voltage cables overhead. The proximity of these cables may cause issues with 
electronic equipment for any residents and, possibly, health issues. In any case, I am sure people will be discouraged 
from living so close to the cables as well as the noise and pollution from the M40 Motorway. Would you really 
choose to bring up your children there? 

Rep0814 
Mr Roland Taylor 

I wish it known that I object to any part of the plan that extends any additional housing onto the current green belt 
area that runs from the Southern edge of Leas Drive, Iver Recreation Ground, Dutton Way, Chequers Orchard and 
Barnes Way, as I feel this area is supporting its role as designated Green Belt land, acts as a boundary for the current 
housing perimeter and light industry, and that local infrastructure would be unable to successfully support 
additional housing without having a major detrimental impact on the area of Iver village.   I also wish it known that I 
object to any part of the plan that extends any additional housing and light industry onto the area adjacent to Old 
Slade Lane, as I also feel the local infrastructure would be unable to successfully support additional development 
without having a major detrimental impact on the local area of Richings Park. 

  

Rep0815 
Miss Patricia 
Liddell 
Assitant Cub 
scout leader 
1st Iver Heath 
Scout Group 

Question1. I'm not sure we should be jopined with another area. We are under so much pressure in the area due to 
the current work going on we shouldn't be subject to more. Question 4. Waht about the air quality - motorway and 
airport.  Question5. If we lose our green belt all we will have is one park - the Iver park is considered in your plan. 
This isnt enough. Question 8 - The presentor said that afforable housing in our area should start at 500k - who can 
afford that? Question 10 - make old peoples homes owned by the local authorities.  Question 12 - the buildings 
shake with the lorries going past already - by the time the new houses need to be built all of the historic buildings 
will have fallen down. 

  

Rep0816 
Mr Anthony 
Roper 

I oppose the development of Green Belt Parcel 69 for the following reasons:  1.The woods form a noise & pollution 
barrier to my area and unfortunately are not subject to a Preservation Order.  2.Without these trees and shrubbery 
which soak up excess rain water, the slope of the land would be likely to cause flooding on the M40.  3.I am 
concerned as to the health effects of the high voltage pylon on those who would be living there. 

  

Rep0817 
Mrs Angela 
Deacon 

I wish it known that I object to any part of the plan that extends any additional housing onto the current green belt 
area that runs from the Southern edge of Leas Drive, Iver Recreation Ground, Dutton Way, Chequers Orchard and 
Barnes Way, as I feel this area is supporting its role as designated Green Belt land, acts as a boundary for the current 
housing perimeter and light industry, and that local infrastructure would be unable to successfully support 
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additional housing without having a major detrimental impact on the area of Iver village.  I also wish it known that I 
object to any part of the plan that extends any additional housing and light industry onto the area adjacent to Old 
Slade Lane, as I also feel the local infrastructure would be unable to successfully support additional development 
without having a major detrimental impact on the local area of Richings Park 

Rep0818 
Dr John Gill 

Question 6 - Redevelopment should only be on brownfield sites until all available brownfield sites 
have been used, and only then should any green belt sites be considered. 

The councils consider that options in the Green 
Belt need to be considered in addition to the 
opportunities that are available on brownfieldsites. 

Rep0819 
Ms V 
Mohankumar 

I wish it known that I object to any part of the plan that extends any additional housing onto the current green belt 
area that runs from the Southern edge of Leas Drive, Iver Recreation Ground, Dutton Way, Chequers Orchard and 
Barnes Way, as I feel this area is supporting its role as designated Green Belt land, acts as a boundary for the current 
housing perimeter and light industry, and that local infrastructure would be unable to successfully support 
additional housing without having a major detrimental impact on the area of Iver village.  I also wish it known that I 
object to any part of the plan that extends any additional housing and light industry onto the area adjacent to Old 
Slade Lane, as I also feel the local infrastructure would be unable to successfully support additional development 
without having a major detrimental impact on the local area of Richings Park. 

  

Rep0820 
Mrs Monica Joffe 

As this area is mainly an area of Outstnding Natural Beauty and Green Belt,I feel it is not suitable for further housing. 
As it stands the village of Little Chalfont has a lot of traffic passing through and I feel strongly that it cannot take 
anymore on the grounds of safety. There are not enough school places as irt is and the infrastructure is not there to 
support further development. 

  

Rep0821 
Mrs Julie Cutts 

I wish it known that I object to any part of the plan that extends any additional housing onto the current green belt 
area that runs from the Southern edge of Leas Drive, Iver Recreation Ground, Dutton Way, Chequers Orchard and 
Barnes Way, as I feel this area is supporting its role as designated Green Belt land, acts as a boundary for the current 
housing perimeter and light industry, and that local infrastructure would be unable to successfully support 
additional housing without having a major detrimental impact on the area of Iver village.  I also wish it known that I 
object to any part of the plan that extends any additional housing and light industry onto the area adjacent to Old 
Slade Lane, as I also feel the local infrastructure would be unable to successfully support additional development 
without having a major detrimental impact on the local area of Richings Park.  I also object to the part of the plan 
which relates to land off of Pinewood Road (backing on to The Parkway) as development on this site would have a 
detrimental impact on the quality of life currently enjoyed by residents of The Parkway. 
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Rep0822 
Mr Tim Philips 
and Rep0823 
Mrs J Philips 

I write to express my profound concern at the proposals to develop land in the Green Belt surrounding Little 
Chalfont for new housing and industrial development. My particular concerns are as follows:  1. Most of the 
designated area is in the Green Belt around Little Chalfont. It is also in an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty. Hence 
the whole concept flies in the face of the undertakings given by successive governments since the 1950’s. These 
designations were designed to prevent the outward sprawl of development and should continue to be respected.   
2. Little Chalfont has increased its housing by 12.4% since 2006, twice that of any of the other areas proposed for 
development. The infrastructure of Little Chalfont cannot cope with further development without reducing living 
conditions and associated amenities to an untenable level.  3. Services for \little Chalfont are at full stretch already. 
This is a village with limited facilities, unlike in a larger centre such as Amersham: o Access by car to local shops is 
already a problem and likely to increase with the recent new development allowed in Chenies Parade. 
o Transport is a growing problem. The station car park is already at capacity, the roads are very busy and access is 
becoming a real problem with recent new developments in Little Chalfont.  o Schools are full up. o The sewage is 
already overflowing in the Chess Valley.  Just because there are green fields round Little Chalfont and a railway 
station at its centre this does not make the area in any way suitable for wholescale new development. Little Chalfont 
simply does not have the service infrastructure to accommodate large numbers of new dwellings and industry, with 
their associated effects on the community.  Surely such a development should not come within the planning remit.   
I urge Chiltern District Council to remove Little Chalfont from the short list of main settlements for growth and 
abandon any plan to develop on the Green Belt surrounding the village.. 

 The Local Plan will need to 
identify sustainable 
development options to meet 
needs taking into account the 
scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements.   

Rep0824 
Ms Carine Evans 

We have used Great Missenden Garage regularly for our car servicing, they provide an excellent & friendly service 
but also it it provides a valuable community service within our local community. There are very few other good 
garages in the local area & GMG stands out from them all.  I think Chiltern district council has a big responsibility 
here to prevent businesses being kicked out of our community by greedy landlords looking for financial gain. Sadly 
by accepting the garage premises as a viable site for housing development in the future. I suspect you have already 
instigated the breakdown in the relationship between greedy landlord and hardworking leasee. It is not an 
abandoned brownfield site, but a successful local business. Stripping out all our local services to provide housing 
turns a vibrant village with a heart and breadth of local services into a dormant cluster of commuter houses. You 
have little control over how landlords treat their leasees. How you react however, to housing development 
submissions has a big impact long term on that relationship. I urge you to please to do more research into 
community facilities & the businesses that lease premises that have been put forward for development before you 
approve anymore business premises for viable housing projects.  I would also ask you to see what is possible to put 
a halt to the latest approval for this site - Great Missenden Garage / Wick Garage on Rignall Road. 
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Rep0825 
Ms Sam Upton 

As a regular and continuing customer of Great Missenden Garage for many years I am horrified to discover that the 
site has been accepted as a viable site for housing development with no consultation.  GMG is an extremely valuable 
local business run by honest and professional people. Of the three similar businesses in the immediate area it is the 
only one I would trust with my car (having used the other two).  In my experience of living in a number of different 
areas around the country, honest and reliable garages are extremely hard to come by. It would be a very sad loss to 
the whole community if it were forced to close. I understand there is no alternative site for the business locally. I 
hope the Council will reconsider this decision and I look forward to hearing from you on the matter. 

  

Rep0826 
Mr Paul Edmunds 

I am writing to add my voice to the many who are concerned about the planned proposals  For testing  to turn large 
area's of green belt around Little Chalfont to both Residential and Employment development.   I know that the 
government is needing to build 1000's of more houses but think that building on green belt and in area's of 
outstanding natural beauty is a mistake, especially as they are wanting to build HS2 in the same area. If they want to 
create a Northern power house by building HS2 why not build houses and industry up north where there is a lot 
more space and create jobs where there is more need.   I will be attending the public meeting on Thursday 11th at 
our village hall to hear the proposals.   I would be most grateful if you could acknowledge my letter and also my 
concerns of housing proposals in Chalfont St Giles ( where I grew up) on Stone meadow which besides being on a 
flood plain which only flooded 2 years ago, and which is a focal point for village festivities.  

  

Rep0827 
Ms Joanne Baffoe 

I came to live in Little Chalfont in 1990, a newly married professional. Since then I have had two children, moved to a 
larger house and worked for five different companies from my home base in Little Chalfont. I have made extensive 
use of the rail and air transport facilities available from this base, my children are attending local schools and as a 
family we have made lifelong friends.  However I see the new proposals taking away the opportunity of the 
wonderful work family life balance I have enjoyed. We are already experiencing real challenges as Little Chalfont has 
expanded its number of houses by at least 12.4 % since I have moved here, by far the largest contributor for new 
dwellings since 2006. The challenges today are:  •   Seats no longer available on the commuter trains to and from 
London  •   two week wait for doctors’ appointments  •    local schools not able to accept children in the catchment 
area within 10mins walk from their gates  •   not being able to pop to local shops to get forgotten essentials as there 
is no possibility of parking near to the shops between 09:00 and 18:00  •   traffic jams in local narrow access country 
‘B’roads in peak travelling to/from school & office times.   I implore you not to destroy ‘Little’ Chalfont by reducing 
the green built boundary in place to protect us from merging into our larger neighbours of Amersham, Chorleywood 
etc. and increasing the number of homes and industrial estates. Our current amenities are not expandable any 
further. I believe we will have matched a mighty challenge if we can can integrate the 12% households that are 
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already with/planned to be amongst us.   The quality of a lot of family and work lives are in your hands. I am praying 
you make the correct decision for Little Chalfont Community and encourage other areas to expand to the level Little 
Chalfont has willing cooperated with in the past. Little Chalfont residents cannot stand passively by as their 
environment undergoes a modern day plunder and pillage. 

Rep0828 
Mr Christopher 
Wright 

Chalfont St Peter already has over 600 new homes being developed at the Holy Cross, Newland Park and the 
National Society for Epilepsy sites. In the first three years of the previous Core Strategy (intended to run until 2026) 
CSP has already taken a significant allocation and provides the largest single percentage of the development 
proposed for Chiltern District as a whole. There is a known drainage issue in CSP, particularly with open raw 
sewerage backing up in the centre of the village. Additional developments would make this situation worse.    
Chalfont-St-Peter does not have a rail station and bus services are sporadic while all schools within the village are at, 
or very nearly at, capacity. They will be unable to accommodate children from the developments already scheduled 
within the Parish.  The Local Plan is looking to change land use, particularly for Green Belt areas although according 
to the National Planning Policy Framework there are five stated purposes of including land within the green belt:   
1 To check the unrestricted sprawl of large built up areas.  2 To prevent neighbouring towns from merging into one 
another.  3 To assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment.  4 To preserve the setting and special 
character of historic towns.  5 To assist in urban regeneration by encouraging the recycling of derelict and other 
urban land .   Once an area of land has been defined as green belt the stated opportunities and benefits include: 
1 Providing opportunities for access to the open countryside for the urban population.  2 Providing opportunities for 
outdoor sport and outdoor recreation in the urban areas.  3 Retention of attractive landscapes and enhanced 
landscapes common to near where people live.  4 Improvement of damaged and derelict land around towns. 
5 The securing of nature conservation interests.  6 The retention of land in agricultural, forestry and related uses. 
The proposed sites would be in contradiction of the above: Mill Meadow, for example, is a much used amenity 
facility which includes the Community Centre, a football club, recreation park, playing pitches (football and cricket), 
tennis courts, a scout headquarters and parish council offices.  There are no areas within the centre of the village 
where any of these facilities could be relocated. The Chalfont St Peter C of E Academy, adjacent to Mill Meadow, 
does not have a playing field within the school grounds. The school currently uses Mill Meadow for physical 
education lessons on a daily basis and for team games, athletics and cross country activities. The school would be 
unable to deliver an effective curriculum if Mill Meadow is designated for development. Mill Meadow is on the flood 
plain. There is a serious risk of flooding. The Epilepsy Society site is currently a Major Developed Site within the 
green belt, is the home of the National Society for Epilepsy, provides two new care home developments as well as 
important recreational facilities with nine football pitches plus a pavilion with toilets, showers and changing facilities 
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which are used by more than 24 teams.  Part of the site is within the Colne Valley Park and therefore deserves 
special protection in any event as part of that park. The developed part of the site is currently used for care home 
and medical facilities and should be retained as such and an ideal opportunity to provide further care home and/or 
medical facilities (and employment) for CSP. Several local businesses already use the Epilepsy site apart from the 
agricultural use and the ES Society is one of CSP’s largest employers.   This site also fulfils all five of the stated 
purposes of the green belt and in particular provides an important buffer between the settlements of Chalfont St 
Giles, Chalfont St Peter and Horn Hill. It provides important agricultural, forestry and related employment uses and 
opportunities for outdoor sport and recreation, including the Model Farm, Rowan’s Nursery and Brawlings Farm 
Riding Centre. This site has no bus service and is not near a rail station. Residents would be entirely dependent on 
their own vehicles using narrow and dangerous country lanes. The area identified for industrial development to the 
east of the A413 is in The Colne Valley Park and is identified as being a particularly important green space for 
biodiversity and environmental priorities. It is within the Green Belt and provides the important function of 
separating the built-up areas of CSP and Tatling End, Gerrards Cross and Denham. It is also a flood plain and a 
natural barrier for development. To build to the east of it would erode the barrier and facilitate yet more 
development in the future on the open space to the east. 

Rep0829 
Mr Nigel Loli 

I have been a resident in Long Walk since 1988.  My main reason for moving into this area was for the rural facilities 
it afforded me. I have kept my horses and maintained the fields opposite our house for approximately 20 years. 
I understand that the council needs to find areas for new homes in this area, however by removing the existing 
green belt this would completely destroy the character and rural nature of our environment. The green belt around 
Little Chalfont contains ancient woodland, many footpaths and corridors for wild life. The areas that you propose to 
release are also designated Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty.  They are designated as such for a reason, to keep 
the countryside as a facility that everyone can enjoy.  To build on this will remove the enjoyment of the country side 
all. The green belt was created after the Second World War to protect the country side from overdevelopment, to 
remove this from around Little Chalfont would eventually lead to us ‘joining’ up with, Amersham, Chesham and 
Chorleywood. Once that happens we would be part of an urban sprawl down the A404 to London.  The facts are that 
Little Chalfont compared to Amersham and Chesham has had disproportionate amount of new housing. For example 
the Donkey Field and the Sawmills sites to name just two. Never mind all the infill developments. Development in 
Little Chalfont over the last 10 years has risen by 12.4% whereas Amersham and Chesham’s increase is only 2% and 
4%.  Why should we have more housing forced upon us when other areas are not having their fair share?    I would 
also like to point out the following;  1. Parking in Little Chalfont is near enough impossible. For the shop and the 
station.  2. Rail transport into London is already severely overcrowded at peak times. Will TFL run more trains, 
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extend the platforms so that more carriages can be added or provide more parking??  3. The A404 is already 
congested and any new housing would just make the problem worse.  It is the norm during the rush hour to have a 
queue from the M25 back to the garden centre and sometimes back to the village. All this new housing will just 
introduce more cars onto already over congested roads.  4. Some of the roads mentioned as ‘boundaries’ are 
narrow country lanes. Lodge Lane is narrow and has a pinch point under the railway bridge.  Roughwood Lane is 
single track with passing spaces, how are these going to cope with extra traffic?  One of the sites mentioned are the 
fields on Long Walk through the old golf course up to the railway line.  Both Long Walk and Loudhams Wood Lane 
are private roads with no right of access.  Traffic would have to use either Lodge Lane or Burtons Lane, another 
heavily congested road.  5. What plans are there for more schools, both primary and secondary. The schools in Little 
Chalfont are already oversubscribed. There is no mention of extra doctor or dentist facilities, where are these 
children going to be educated, where are these people going for their health care?  I note part of the plan is to 
create an Industrial Estates within the green belt, that will run from the edge of the village to Chenies Manor, an 
area of historical importance. This would completely destroy a beautiful area of countryside.  Finally I would like to 
object to the way in which your consultants Arup have come to their decisions.  They have divided up existing areas 
of green belt into sub-sections, these areas of green belt should be viewed, as a whole not in bite size chunks.  In 
eroding these areas you destroy the integrity of the whole parcel of land.Once green belt land is gone it is gone 
forever. It also has the knock on effect of degrading the AONB. 

Rep0830 
Mr Michael 
Thompson 

I would like to formally object to the application from the landlord of Great Missenden Garage, situated in Rignall 
Road to be considered for the Chiltern District Council Housing and Economic Availibility Assessment (HELAA).  Not 
only is the site not suitable for more residential dwellings due to infrastructure, parking and traffic issues, it will also 
have a detrimental effect on the rest of the Great Missenden area because of the loss of a well used and vital 
business in our area.  Great Missenden Garage has been at the site for decades, and the current owners have 
offered brilliant service to the local area. I believe losing such a vital business in Great Missenden would greatly 
effect local residents, especially the elderly who would struggle to reach other garages if we were to lose Great 
Missendens only one.  Furthermore I believe there are many more suitable areas in Great Missenden for housing 
development rather than a road which is already congested at peak times because of school traffic and commuter 
parking.  I hope the councils sees sense and rejects this application. 

  

Rep0831 
Mrs Carol Lund 

Parkland should not even be considered for building new housing, there is not enough Green space in the area now. 
I use the facilities at Farnham Park, which I enjoy very much.  Major concerns are :  What type housing: if affordable 
then the area will change for the worse. I've seen this in other areas and its not pretty. This may sound selfish, but it 
is my main concern.  Congestion on roads: firstly the building work itself, then when completed there will be more 
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traffic trying to get onto an already over loaded road the A355. Also this is a main route for Wexham park Hospital, 
would the building work hinder ambulances ? 

Rep0832 
Mrs Deborah 
Tomlin 

I do  not see why hundreds of new houses are to be built in Chalfont St Peter. We already having to cope with the 
development at the site of the Holy Cross Convent School, against local opinion and now we are having to cope with 
more houses being built on green belt sites. The Convent site should count towards our "quota" of houses as should 
the Audley Homes and the development of Newlands Park in Chalfont Common.  Public Transport in the area is very 
poor, all the schools are oversubscribed and it is already difficult ot get a doctor appointment even though Chalfont 
St peter has two surgeries. I don't know what these new people will do.  Building on Mill Meadow will be very 
difficult.  It is on a flood plain (which does flood) not to mention that the playing fields themselves are built on an 
old refuse site so are hardly stable enough for houses. The children at the local school use the area for their PE 
lessons ans sports day. Near Mill Meadow is the Lady Gibb Wood, generously donated by a local benefactor. This is a 
nature reserve which is well used by local people. From Mill Meadow it is a lovely walk along the river to Chalfont St 
Giles which is heavily used by joggers, dog walkers, the local schools and visitors to the village.  With regard to the 
proopsal to build business units along the A413 I think this is a waste of money. We already have several empty 
business premisies in the village and the  Chalfont Park site is half empty. Why build more? Let's fill empty properies 
before bligting the landscape with new buildings. The greenery  alomgside the A413 provides a pleasant 
introduction to the villge which will be ruined if development goes ahead. Again there is the problem of 
infrastructure. Buses do not go along there, the nearest train station is at Gerrards Cross and as there are no shops 
nearby staff will have to walk to the village for lunch.  The same problem with Public Transport applies to the other 
proposed devlopment sites up Chalfont Common. I think there is only one bus an hour that goes to the Epilepsy 
Centre and there are no stations nearer than Little Chalfont. The Epilepsy Centre  is surrounded by narrow country 
lanes which can be very dangerous to drive along. The countryside there is beautiflul and provides lovely walks. As 
part of the land is inside the Colne valley Park it should be protected.  The proposed development there is huge and 
completely out of keeping with the area. If it goes ahead Chalfont St Peter will disappear, merging with Little 
Chalfont. If the Epilepsy centre sells it land it would make sense to have further care homes up there as the 
infrastructure is already in place. Presumably residents would be transported to the village by bus so the transport 
problem wouldn't apply and the pressure on local schools would ease.  We are going to have to suffer the HS2 
project going through the village and surrounding countryside, we do not need any further development. Why build 
in Chalfont where there is little public transport, no space in schools and where factories lay empty. It is completely 
ridiculous. I have lived in Chalfont St Peter all my life as did my father and grandfather. and don't want huge 
developments in the village. Other sites such as New Denham,  along the north Orbital Road could be utilised 
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arather than destroy beautiful countryside for ever. 

Rep0833 
Mr Dennis Rolph 

Concerning the map in appendix 5.  I don't think the area next to Vale Road is a very good place to put an industrial 
estate.  There is a large area of established woodland right across the centre of this area.  Also Vale Road takes quite 
a lot of large vehicles from farm vehicles to lorries delivering to Browns further along the vale. This can make it quite 
dangerous sometimes, if this area is developed this will only get worse. 
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Rep0834 
Mr Kwesi Baffoe 

My wife & I moved to live in Little Chalfont in 1990 from Milton Keynes.  What attracted us to select Little Chalfont 
was the size in comparison with other areas, such as Amersham, Chesham etc. and a strong sense of community.  It 
was small enough to literally get to know everyone.  Since then we have had two children, moved to a larger house, 
also within Little Chalfont, and made extensive use of the local schools, tube/rail station in the village and the 
village’s close proximity to all the major motorways and the airports.  During this time, we have seen Little Chalfont 
grow into a lovely place to live and welcomed a lot more dwellings & people into the village and its immediate 
surrounding areas.  Recently it has become obvious to me that Little Chalfont is changing and I feel not for the 
better.    Even before your latest proposal, which will turn Little Chalfont into a nightmare village to live in,  it has 
increasingly become difficult to carryout basic things, such as:  •  Seats are no longer available on the commuter 
trains to and from London  •   It now takes two week go get a doctors’ appointment  •   local schools are not able to 
accept children in their catchment area within 10 mins walk from their doorstep  •    Not being able to pop to local 
shops to get forgotten essentials as there is no possibility of parking near to the shops between 08:00 and 18:00 
•     Traffic jams in surrounding ‘B’ roads during peak travelling to/from school & office times  •  Congestion on the 
A404 due to traffic volumes.  We are experiencing all the above NOW even before the dwellings in the Donkey Field 
becomes operational.  We are already experiencing real challenges because Little Chalfont has expanded its 
dwellings growth by 12.4 % since 2006.  This is more than twice the growth increases in much larger areas such as 
Amersham (5.3%) and Chesham (4.0%) during the same period.  Just by looking at the above figures indicates that 
Little Chalfont has taken more than its fair share of new dwellings.  It is therefore time that these much larger areas 
increase their dwelling growth. I do believe that the village of ‘Little’ Chalfont is being destroyed as the green belt 
boundary that is in place to protect us from merging into our larger neighbours of Amersham, Chorleywood etc. is 
being eroded by building homes and industrial estates on them.   It is clear that our current amenities are not 
expandable any further.  Little Chalfont residents cannot stand passively by as their environment undergoes 
irreversible changes that destroys the ethos and character of the village we love and call home.  I am praying that 
you make the correct decision for Little Chalfont Community and encourage other areas to expand to the level Little 
Chalfont has willing cooperated with in the past. 
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Rep0835 
Mr P Cuthbert 

It has come to my attention that the location of Great Missenden Garage (site known as Wicks Garage in Great 
Missenden) has been accepted as a viable site for housing development.  I'm afraid that I believe (with many many 
others) that this is not in the best interest of the local community. The garage there serves as an essential service for 
most car owners in the area. I myself have 4 cars in my household and the fantastic people at Great Missenden 
Garage do an admirable job servicing them for us. They go out of their way to help in pretty much all situations. 
I do not think that adding a handful of houses there will help the community in any way, other than possibly the very 

  



Classification: OFFICIAL 
 

485 
 
Classification: OFFICIAL 

Name Summary of Representation 
Council Response (see also 

Volume 1 for generic response) 

few who (a) build the properties (mainly as usual) and (b) buy them.  Please do not take away the local community's 
best and only fair motor garage in the area. You already took the petrol station in Prestwood from us (probably 10 
years ago now) which means we have to travel for fuel if necessary. I am sure there are better places for houses to 
be built. If this continues, we will have houses everywhere but no services. 

Rep0836 
 Olivia Abbott 

Please do not allow Great Missenden Garage's site to be shut down, demolished and built upon. They are a great 
asset to the village and surrounding community. They are bringing business to the village and are a much loved 
company who have been serving us for years!  This would be devastating to their business if this goes ahead. They 
could not move up to Prestwood as there are already two other garages. There is no other commercial land in Great 
Missenden, which means that to continue trading they would need to move much further afield and possibly lose 
much of their clientele. People use this garage because it is in such a good location at good prices.  I hope that 
enough people email or write to you, to prove that the business is more valuable as it is. 

  

Rep0837 
Mr Laurence 
Batten 

As a resident of Amersham for the last 50 years I wish to state in the strongest terms that I object to the plans to 
building of any form, residential or industrial on green belt land which would restrict the general enjoyment or 
access of the public to such areas. At a time when we are fighting the imposition of HS2 upon us it seems wrong that 
our own council are proposing to do such large scale damage to the green belt areas.  I accept the need for 
additional housing, particularly to provide accommodation for essential workers. The development in Bell Lane on 
the old wood yard is a good example of the use of ex industrial land and similar small infill’s would be welcome. 
However the large scale development to the north east of Amersham filling in the entire land up to the railway 
seems excessive. This would require improved access and massive disruption to the general area.  As a member of 
Gerrards Cross Golf Club I also wish to object to the possible designation of land for employment as shown on the 
Chalfont St Peter and Gerrards Cross map in Appendix 5, Areas of Search for Strategic Employment Options within 
the Green Belt listed in the Local Plan Initial Consultation document.  The proposal would remove the lower part, 
being about one quarter of the golf club course and the entire Clubhouse, and so make the Club completely 
unviable. The residue of the course would be left in limbo and become waste land.  This together with the removal 
of the adjacent cricket ground would greatly reduce the sporting and recreational facilities in the local area and deny 
hundreds of local people the enjoyment of playing golf or cricket in a beautiful part of the Misbourne valley.    
Such development within the Green Belt would be harmful to the principles of such a designation while conversely, 
the existing uses are acceptable use within the Green Belt and wholly appropriate in maintaining the openness of 
the Green Belt.  The area is in The Colne Valley Park and is identified as being a particularly important green space 
for biodiversity and environmental priorities.  The Gerrards Cross Golf Club manages a large area of woodland for 
the benefit of  wildlife but would not be able to do so if the golf club were made non viable.  The area is within the 
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Green Belt and provides the important function of separating the built-up areas of Chalfont St. Peter and Tatling 
End, Gerrards Cross and Denham.  The A413 is a natural barrier for development.  To build to the east of it would 
erode the barrier and facilitate yet more development in the future on the open space to the east.  The area is also 
in a flood plain unsuitable for sustainable development of any significance.  The area is valued by residents and 
visitors as a green corridor and to destroy it would inevitably lead to further industrialisation and amalgamation of 
separate and distinct developed areas 

Rep0838 
Mr Steve Bourne 

I wish to object to any and all housing development of the site which includes Mill Meadow.  This is the single most 
important 'breathing space' for the whole village and one of the main reasons for living here. The Chalfont St Peter 
area is already too over-developed.   The area is a much used amenity facility which includes the Community Centre, 
a football club, recreation park, playing pitches (football and cricket), tennis courts, a scout headquarters and parish 
council offices.  There are no areas within the centre of the village where any of these facilities could be relocated. 
The Chalfont St Peter C of E Academy, adjacent to Mill Meadow, does not have a playing field within the school 
grounds. The school currently uses Mill Meadow for physical education lessons on a daily basis and for team games, 
athletics and cross country activities. The school would be unable to deliver an effective curriculum if Mill Meadow 
is designated for development.  The area is also a much used public facility with a Nature Reserve, Jubilee Garden 
and The Lady Gibb Millennium Wood and with the ability to walk alongside the Misbourne from the Village Centre, 
across Mill Meadow and through to Chalfont St Giles.  These amenities are simply irreplaceable due to the length of 
time taken for them to develop and their very position. Mill Meadow is on the flood plain. There is a serious risk of 
flooding. 
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Rep0839 
Ms Penny Sankey 

Having lived in Little Chalfont since 1974 I have watched a steady increase in development and above all in traffic. 
We can no longer call ourselves a village. I understand that we have completed more development than either 
Amersham or Chesham, both of which I would classify as towns.  Why were Green Belt and ares of outstanding 
natural beauty acknowledged if they are now to be destroyed? What future is there for the next generation to enjoy 
in this village? Surely there are insufficient schools, over loaded doctors practices and above all, if you own a car 
even now there are many times when it is impossible to park. Only last week a friend from Chalfont St Giles drove to 
the station at 10.30am for a train to London. There were no spaces in either car park so she had to drive back to me 
in Cokes Lane to leave her car, miss her intended train and be late for her appointment. This is before  additional 
development. Parking at the local shops can also be hazardous. Cars back up into the road causing dangerous 
congestion and since the A404 is a slip road to the M25 it is never free of traffic. Please take into account that we 
have a major road running through the centre of Little Chalfont and a considerable amount of heavy traffic. If these 
developments are allowed to go ahead an ancient village originally established due to the railway and steeped in 
history will be destroyed. 
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Rep0840 
Mr Brian Lewis 

Part of Parcel 47b Comments -  This respons econcern the area boundedby the A40 (Oxford Road), Bull Lane, the 
Railway Line, and the footpath from the A40 to the footbridge over the railway. this area is agricultural land and 
includes a working farm (Raylands Farm, Area SB001 allso referredto as CD00333),  but also includes properties on 
the south side of Bull Lane and the north side of the Oxford Road.  1.  Why is this site being considered as an area for 
development, when there are many more larger green field sites along theA40 towards the Crowne Plaza Hotel and 
the Pyebush Roundabout?   The aformentioned locations will have less of an impact on the local infrastructure than 
a development  near Bull Lane in Gerrards Cross.   2.  Bull lane is a country lane which is being used as a main road 
because of the long delays motorists face using Packhorse Road (caused by the poorly planned traffic light system).   
3.  Bull Lane is currently saturated with the volume of traffic it has to cope with due to:-  * 4 Local Schools 
* A route for Ambulances  *  Golf Club member traffic  *  Farm  Traffic *  Builders Merchant Lorries  *  Many other 
users of Bull Lane, avoiding long delays on the Packhorse Road.  4.  Raylands Farm is a working farm. Building houses 
on this land would deprive the farmer and his  workers of their employment and their living. This is I believe, against 
the employmrnt criteria for choosing  a site for development. 
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Rep0841 
Mr Nicholas da 
Costa 

Questions 8 & 17 - I was shocked to hear of the designation of Green Belt Areas around Little Chalfont for 
potential development.  In particular, the area between Bell Lane and Stony Lane which forms one slope of the 
Chess Valley, facing towards Latimer & Latimer House.  This is an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty and it is 
beyond belief that any responsible council or planning officer would give it consideration for even a second.  In the 
Local Stakeholder briefing provided in January 2016 by Graham Winwright,  he arrives at a conclusion: "therefore 
Exceptional Circumstance to review the Green Belt."   This conclusion is presented as if it is the inevitable solution 
to the housing shortfall. It is not.   The premises on which it is based are themselves questionable. 

Exceptional circumstances are 
considered to exist to review the 
Green Belt.  Whether or not 
exceptional circusmtances exist 
to change the existing Green Belt 
boundary as part of the review 
will be considered as part of the 
Green Belt Assessment Part 2. 

Rep0844 
Ms Clare Steet 

As a Chorleywood resident, I am extremely concerned to hear of the proposal to declassify Green Belt land in my 
neighbouring Little Chalfont, which will lead to development in the future.   I strongly respect the importance of 
Green Belt land and the need to protect such land to prevent the destruction of our environment.  Further 
development within the locality is not sustainable and will have extremely severe consequences for our local 
infrastructure which is struggling currently to support our population.  Local roads are falling apart and are packed 
with traffic. There is insufficient local parking affecting local shops, businesses and residents. Trains to London are 
inadequate to service our commuters. Local GP, community health clinics and hospitals are at breaking point. Local 
schools are already oversubscribed.  Little Chalfont cannot accommodate new development.  Please may my views 
be taken into serious consideration. 

  

Rep0845 
Mrs J Rider 

Before further housing is built, the following instrastructure requirements need to be addressed and put in place: 
. there is already a shortage of school places and the birth rate seems to be rapidly increasing . medical facilities (GP 
surgeries and local hospitals) are already at breaking point.    A cottage hospital for the whole community to use 
would be of great benefit. . New Relief Road - traffic bypassing on the A335 to Amersham and travelling through the 
town is already excessive, dangerous and polluting.     The number of lorries travelling through will hugely increase 
next year with the new railway line H2 to Birmingham.   Has anyone taken that into account? . Cycle paths required 
to encourage more cycling which in turn should take cars off the road. . There is a shortage of smaller homes and 
bungalows for retirees to downsize into as well as homes for younger people starting their working life. . A park and 
access to public footpaths would be a very welcome facility. - There are already water problems in Beaconsfield and 
this needs to be rectified. . Pollution is increasing rapidly with the increased traffic. 
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Rep0846 
Mr Terry Glover 

Little Chalfont.  I have lived in the village since 1980 and wish strenuously to object to the proposals.  I have confined 
the comments to some key issues of principle rather than responding specifically to your individual points. 
Green belt - Firstly, to remind you of the government provisions:  o ‘The Government attaches great importance to 
Green Belts.  The fundamental aim of Green Belt policy is to prevent urban sprawl by keeping land permanently 
open; the essential characteristics of Green Belts are their openness and their permanence.’  o ‘Green Belt serves 
five purposes.   It is clear that both Stage 1 and Stage 2 of the plan are in breach of the fundamental requirements 
for the way in which Green Belt land around Little Chalfont should be treated.  Instead of discharging your 
obligations to protect the Green Belt you are actively encouraging its destruction which is wholly wrong and should 
be resisted.  Moreover, your engagement of Arup to assess the status of our local Green Belt should not have been 
done on principle. On what grounds have you employed them to pass judgement on strength of the case for local 
Green Belt land to continue to be so designated?  And in any event, their criteria are opaque and not justified  and 
their conclusions are misdirected and unsubstantiated.  Accordingly, they should  be disregarded.  The Green Belt 
should be sacrosanct.  It is not a local authority land bank to be selectively released on the say-so of the planning 
department.  One is left with the overwhelming conclusion that the CDC planning authority, which should be under 
local democratic control, is following its own agenda at the expense of the interests of the local population which it 
is there to serve.  Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty -  Again to remind you of the government provisions: o ‘An 
Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty is an outstanding landscape whose distinctive character and natural beauty are 
so precious that it is in the nation’s interest to preserve safeguard them’; o ‘AONB’s are areas of outstanding natural 
beauty that are outside national parks and that are considered to have such natural beauty it is desirable that they 
are conserved and enhanced’.  It is clear that the local plan is in breach of the fundamental AONB requirements and 
thus should not be allowed.  The CDC should be protecting and managing our local AONB’s not proposing their 
destruction.  Our AONB is not just a local resource it has national status which should be respected. At weekends, 
large numbers of tourists visit the area, particularly from London, to take advantage of the opportunities to enjoy  
the lovely countryside.  Our AONB should be preserved to protect their interests as well as those of the local 
population. Recent development -  Over the last decade or so Little Chalfont has borne more than its proportionate 
share of development when compared with say Amersham or Chesham. Our percentage growth has been 12.4% 
whilst Amersham has been 5.3% and Chesham 4%.   It is time that the council started looking elsewhere to fulfil its 
growth strategy Infrastructure -  Our infrastructure is already cracking under the strain of the recent population 
growth and could not possibly handle the further expansion envisaged by the plan.  There would be insoluble 
problems around school places, access to medical services, traffic and parking. The rush hour trains are already 
overcrowded and the station car park is  full by 10.00 on weekdays. The plan would cause our local environment to 
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be significantly degraded.   And an often overlooked problem is the provision of water supply.  The current levels of 
extraction from local rivers are almost running them dry and there is no realistic way that water could be 
satisfactorily provided to a materially increased population. The plan as it affects Little Chalfont is ill-conceived and 
impractical.  It is in breach of Green Belt and AONB requirements, proposes a wholly unjustified increase in the Little 
Chalfont population which cannot be supported by the infrastructure and seems to ignore the fact of and the effects 
of disproportionate population increase which has already occurred.  The proposals seem to take no account of 
the  current size, culture and shape of Little Chalfont which will be destroyed as a cohesive community if they are 
implemented. 

Rep0847 
Mr Colin 
Matthews 

I was horrified when I was informed that there is a threat to the long-term future of Great Missenden Garage. This 
business provides a much needed service to the village of Great Missenden and beyond. It's popularity and success 
is due to both the professionalism and friendliness provided. It competes against the "big boys" into who's clutches 
we would be forced were this enterprise to close. I implore you to leave them to continue to serve us so well long 
into the future. 

  

Rep0848 
Ms Karen Labbett 

I would like to object to the declassification of green belt land surrounding the village of Little Chalfont.   Much of 
the area outlined for development in the Chiltern Local Plan includes Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty. Once 
gone, they are lost forever. There are reasons why the Green Belt and AONB status' were given - to check the 
unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas, to prevent neighbouring towns merging into one another, to assist in 
safeguarding the countryside from encroachment, to preserve the setting and special character of historic towns, to 
assist in urban regeneration, by encouraging the recycling of derelict and other urban land. Development of these 
areas would significantly change the look and feel of the area to detriment effect. The joy of living in this part of the 
Chilterns correlates directly with the amount of green space that is protected and the village ethos of places like 
Little Chalfont and Chorleywood.   Further development of Little Chalfont and its surrounding fields is not 
sustainable and will have extremely severe consequences for our local infrastructure which is already struggling to 
support our local population. There are insufficient local school places, currently displacing children to schools miles 
away. The roads are falling apart and without major investment could not support more cars in the local area. There 
is lack of sufficient parking near local shops and businesses. Trains into London are inadequate to serve our 
commuters. Local GP, community health clinics and hospitals are at breaking point.  The current AONB and green 
belt is used for recreation, which would be lost under the proposed development scheme.  Little Chalfont should not 
be considered as a 'Main Settlement for Growth'.  Since 2006, the village has already endured development in larger 
scales than its neighbouring towns of Amersham, Chesham, Chalfont SG and Chalfont SP.  Little Chalfont cannot 
accommodate new development. Please give my objection serious consideration. 
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Rep0849 
Mrs Christine 
Wilson 

I broadly support the Chesham Society's proposals for developing Chesham Town Centre.   It clearly makes sense to 
replace the current large car parks in and around Chesham Town Centre, with a couple of multi-storey car parks, 
freeing up land in the Town centre for new homes and retail units, helping to revitalise the Town centre.   I support 
the idea of building more flats and starter homes for young people who cannot otherwise afford to stay in Chesham. 
These should be built in or near the centre of Chesham to minimise the increase in traffic, as we already suffer from 
heavy traffic congestion and air pollution.  On that last point, please note that development on the northern edge of 
Chesham along either Lye Green Road or Botley Road, would lead to further significant traffic congestion. Every 
working day during the morning rush-hour there is heavy traffic build up in particular along Lye Green Road, with 
traffic queues stretching back from White Hill often as far back as the junction with Warrender Road and beyond. (I 
can provide photos if required). During school-days the queues are even worse and the delays are longer as buses 
and cars drop off students at Chesham Grammar School which is located at the top of White Hill. The roundabout at 
the top of While Hill is the junction of four roads and is clearly unable to cope with current traffic levels. This would 
be made infinitely worse by and significant development in particular along Lye Green Road as most of the 
additional traffic would have to go through this junction. There is no alternative in order to get to the Chesham 
Underground station, and no alternative to access major roads out of Chesham other than by going down small 
country lanes which are already heavily congested at rush hour and school opening times. 

  

Rep0850 
Ms Susan 
Freeman 

It has come to my attention that a site in Great Missenden that is currently commercial land is going to be put 
forward for housing development.   As a local business owner and village resident I would like to register my 
objection to this scheme.  There is precious little commercial land within the area and there are currently several 
other prospective building projects which will provide more housing within the village.  Great Missenden Garage is a 
well established thriving family run business which is currently operating on this site and is greatly valued by the 
local community.  It seems to me a big mistake to enlarge the community at the cost of losing existing local 
businesses which serve the local residents and help to make Great Missenden a thriving village. 
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Rep0851 
Mr Stephan 
Dewar 

I wish to object to the possible designation of land for employment as shown on the Chalfont St Peter and Gerrards 
Cross map in Appendix 5, Areas of Search for Strategic Employment Options within the Green Belt listed in the Local 
Plan Initial Consultation document.  The proposal would cut across the lower part of the course at Gerrards Golf 
Club, including the Clubhouse, and so make the Club completely unviable.  It would further greatly reduce the 
sporting and recreational facilities in the local area and deny hundreds of members the enjoyment of playing golf in 
a beautiful part of the Misbourne valley.  Such development within the Green Belt would be considered harmful to 
the principles of such a designation while conversely, the existing use is an acceptable use within the Green Belt and 
wholly appropriate in maintaining the openness of the Green Belt.  The area is in The Colne Valley Park and is 
identified as being a particularly important green space for biodiversity and environmental priorities.  The area is 
within the Green Belt and provides the important function of separating the built-up areas of CSP and Tatling End, 
Gerrards Cross and Denham.  The A413 is a natural barrier for development.  To build to the east of it would erode 
the barrier and facilitate yet more development in the future on the open space to the east.  The area is also in a 
flood plain unsuitable for sustainable development of any significance.  The area is valued by residents and visitors 
as a green corridor and to destroy it would inevitably lead to further industrialisation and amalgamation of separate 
and distinct developed areas. 

  

Rep0852 
Ms Sandy Moring 
 
Beaconsfield RFC 

I would like to register my comments regarding the proposal for a 30 year housing plan in and around Beaconsfield 
Old Town which will have a negative impact to the protection of our Green Belt Land.   As a user of this surrounding 
area, I am concerned re the impact this will have on being able to maintain the open spaces which contain resources 
for current inhabitants, both on two and four legs, and those in the air.  Given that this land still has many shrubs & 
trees, rough land and areas which are left to be natural, the local wildlife have a pretty good safe haven to base 
themselves and thus we should do all possible to protect that.  Additionally, the land which is used by Beaconsfield 
RFC is already sandwiched between housing and backs onto the M40 motorway,  thus providing a constant hum 
from the regular and often very busy motorway.  This noise is already impacting the joy of being in this part of 
Beaconsfield and thus would only be made worse with additional housing in the area to add to the current 
background noise.  For BRFC, protecting opportunities for future generations is at the heart of the club’s philosophy.  
As having one of the largest Minis Section in the UK, we are encouraging kids of all ages to be physically active and 
appreciate the values of commitment, team work and respect for others.  The standards we are able to deliver are 
recognised as key to the successful personal development of our young men who stay with the Club, many from the 
age of six years through to 18 years and beyond.   It is therefore my keen recommendation that this land either side 
of Windsor End which is used by the Club, stays within the Green Belt and continues to provide a sporting facility for 
local adults and children, along with providing a home for our local wildlife. I trust you will consider my comments in 
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this matter and protect the Green Belt around Beaconsfield. 

Rep0853 
Ms Emma 
McLachlan 

I am writing to express my dismay at the prospect of the closure of Great Missenden Garage. The garage is the only 
one in the village and is well used by the local community. I appreciate the need for more housing  but a village can't 
exist with housing alone - we need these local businesses! 

  

Rep0854 
Mr Robert Bellis 

I object to the proposed change of use of The garage is a key part of local enterprise and an asset to the community 
Justification for the demise of the business is difficult to understand given the benefits that this employer and 
service provider have delivered over many years 

  

Rep0855 
Mrs Sheelagh 
Morrison 

Little Chalfont should not be classified as a main settlement for growth. This medium sized village has  increased in 
population considerably since I moved into the village in 1985. In the past few years it has already played a higher 
than average role for new homes within the Chiltern District  The increase in population has already changed certain 
aspects of the village, in particular infrastructure issues,which gives cause for concern.  Any further major changes 
would cause permanent damage to the character and life of this community focussed village.   Housing issues have 
to be addressed without doubt, however this should not be to the detriment of  Green Belt and Green Belt/ AONB 
land. If  any of the proposed residential and employment development areas surrounding Little Chalfont were 
released in order to build upon, then the irretrievable damage will not only affect the people who live in the village. 
Alongside local people who enjoy the surrounding countryside there are many people who visit the areas around 
Chalfont arriving by train. It is quite common to see hikers, groups of ramblers, Duke of Edinburgh candidates 
walking from the station towards the counryside. It takes just 10 minutes to get there. There are very few towns or 
villages that can offer such a convenient link from residential to rural.  How many choose to visit and live in Little 
Chalfont for that very reason?  Any further developments should be contained within the village.  The planned area 
for residential area off Stony lane is only a section of the Green Belt area(22a) stretching down through West Woods 
into the Chess valley. Why has one section only been earmarked for development?    There are already a number of 
infrastructure issues. Roads and parking:   Living close to Stony Lane I can see the problems caused by the  traffic 
attempting to get on to the A404 particularly during the peak morning times. The back log of traffic has increased 
considerable over the past few years. The road is also narrow and winding. Stony Lane would be the natural feeder 
road from any nearby development onto the A404. It is not suitable for  increase in road use, inserting traffic flow 
structures such as another set of traffic lights in the village would then cause more problems on the A404. This is 
just one of the many roads that acccesses on to the A404 in Little Chalfont, many of them experiencing similar issues 
at peak times to that of Stony lane.  Roads that are just outside the parking restrictions to prevent commuter 
parking are used by commuters who either cannot park or choose not to park in the station car park. The Westwood 
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park side of Chenies Avenue  is one road that comes to mind. It goes without saying this problem will only increase if 
there was further development.  The ongoing parking issues in front of the shops in Chenies Parade that have arisen 
over the past few years have led to a dangerous situation from traffic coming from both directions on the A404 
attempting to turn into the parade and causing a build up of traffic on the the main road. Education:  The primary 
schools in the village are both one form entry. Little Chalfont has always been a very popular school often over 
subscribed.If there was a further influx of families with primary school age children into Little Chalfont then the 
possibility of increasing the size of the schools would have to be considered. A one and a half form entry school 
comes with many issues (as a retired teacher I have experienced this first hand), to increase to two form would 
completely change the structure and character of the schools Shops and Businesses:  We are fortunate to have a 
wide variety of shops which serves the community well. There is neither the need or space for larger or more shops. 
Amersham and Chesham are close enough to supply Little Chalfont with its larger supermarkets, selection of shops 
and services.  These infrastructure issues would need to be addressed prior to any potential development and once 
again I refer back to my first point, Little Chalfont should not be considered  as a main area of growth. Medical:  
Little Chalfont is well serviced for dentists, however there is only one doctors surgery which has already had to 
absorb the increase in population over the past few years. Finally, there cannot be any dispute as to why the land 
surrounding the area of Little Chalfont has been given Green belt or Green belt and AONB status. To lift the green 
belt and AONB status for any reason must not happen.The criteria for the  status is there for a reason.  Extending 
the village would mean encroachment into the countryside, villages getting closer together and  the irretrievable 
damage to the  natural beauty of the area enjoyed by so many people from far and wide.  South Bucks and the 
Chiltern District have some similarites and therefore certain joint decisions in terms of housing needs can be 
decided together, however the  Chiltern District has specific qualities. A high % of the land is AONB & as someone 
who has walked the paths of a great proportion of the Chilterns believe that Little Chalfont & its surrounding 
countryside leading up the magnificnt views over the Chess Valley has to be at the top end of AONB status. 

Rep0856 
Mrs Janet Self 

Chalfont St Giles needs to increase the number of children it can educate before bringing in more children.  At the 
moment our Doctor's surgeries are bursting at the seams and  cannot service more patients. Building on flood areas 
is irresponsible if not criminal.  Lots of other reasons for not bringing more people into an overcrowded village 
but the above points should be enough! 

  



Classification: OFFICIAL 
 

495 
 
Classification: OFFICIAL 

Name Summary of Representation 
Council Response (see also 

Volume 1 for generic response) 

Rep0857 
Miss Katie 
Stamford-Smith 

I would like to confirm my objection to any plans to extend Little Chalfont in any direction for Residential or 
Industrial/Employment Development.  My reasons are related to:   1. The Green Belt is highly prized and used 
extensively in this area for recreational purposes e.g. walking, cycling and horse-riding.   2. The Green Belt was 
created for good reason as a constraint to building development.  It is not a 'bank reserve' for building land 
3. Much of the area round Little Chalfont is an Area Of Outstanding Natural Beauty being on the edge of the 
Chilterns.  4. Our infrastructure could not support new housing estates which put excessive pressure on schools, 
parking and other essentials.  Traffic on the A404 is already excessive and during peak times comes to a standstill on 
the outskirts of Chorleywood and then is solid all the way to the M25 junction 

  

Rep0858 
Mr Charlie 
Griffiths 

I refer to the 3 parcels of land to the east of Little Chalfont and why they should NOT be allocations for residential or 
employment development in the local plan.  The proposals relating to these 3 parcels of land would be in direct 
contravention of section 9 of the NPPF. Notably the fundamental aim of Green Belt policy, to prevent urban sprawl, 
would be completely ignored. Indeed four of the five Green Belt purposes of clause 80 will have been disregarded as 
under the proposals, as Little Chalfont begins to merge towards both Chenies and Chorleywood. Point 5, the 
encouraging of recycling of derelict and other urban land should be considered more fully.  Under clause 83, Local 
Planning Authorities should only alter Green Belt boundaries in “exceptional circumstances” and therefore in the 
light of the aim and purposes of Green Belt policy and the arguments below, it is unacceptable to suggest that the 
aforementioned parcels of land should be given special dispensation.  It is of note that Regional Guidance issued by 
the Secretary of State for the Environment in March 1994 confirmed a main principle that firm protection will be 
maintained over the Metropolitan Green Belt and that inappropriate development in the countryside should be 
resisted. Given the above and the issues below, significant housing development in these areas and the introduction 
of employment development (light industrial etc) is completely at odds with this guidance.   Once precedence is set 
the Local Authority would be opening itself up to legal challenges on further residential and industrial development, 
as if these proposals are included in the Local Plan, it will have been accepted that the Green Belt purposes are not 
important and are capable of breach, as Little Chalfont will have begun already to merge with Chenies and 
Chorleywood. Green Belt Policies in the Local Plan:   GB1 – clearly would be breached if the proposals were 
accepted.   GB2 – proposals would not preserve the openness of the Green Belt and furthermore the loss of the golf 
club land would result in a loss of b) (i) and (ii) outdoor sport/recreation possible space.   GB16 – very clearly would 
be breached in terms of encroachment, loss of rural character and appearance. This policy specifically sets out to 
safeguard the countryside from encroachment and as such would be violated for ever more.  GB22A – none of the 
cases would be met as the proposals are for new development and therefore would not be in accordance with this 
policy.  GB30 – a reasonable person would not reach the conclusion that development on the three aforementioned 

 The South East Regional Plan 
has been revoked and is no 
longer a consideration for local 
planning. 
 
The councils consider that 
options in the Green Belt need 
to be considered in addition to 
the opportunities that are 
available on brownfield sites. 



Classification: OFFICIAL 
 

496 
 
Classification: OFFICIAL 

Name Summary of Representation 
Council Response (see also 

Volume 1 for generic response) 

parcels of land would integrate with the rural setting and so conserve the scenic beauty and amenity of the 
landscape. Instead it is likely to create an eyesore clearly in breach of this policy. One would have to question 
whether there is any merit in any planning policies, if one of the most sacrosanct idioms of planning, being the 
concept of a Green Belt, is violated on a whim (as would be the case if these three parcels of land become 
development opportunities).  In addition to the above, the basic fundamental issue of infrastructure needs to be 
considered.  Whilst Little Chalfont is reasonably well connected in terms of road and rail network both elements are 
seemingly at or close to capacity.  Main roads to, from and through Little Chalfont Main are well currently well used 
and during even slightly busy periods of the day, become quickly congested and sometimes close to gridlock (often 
exacerbated by the car transporter and supermarket delivery lorries parking on the side of the main road). At peak 
times the traffic flow is as poor as that of Central London. To increase the number of households or employment 
(light industrial) development on the parcels of land would have a disastrous effect on the road network. Indeed 
having access to the proposed employment development sites off of the main road to Rickmansworth would have a 
catastrophic effect on traffic along that road and also more minor connecting roads. To accept these three sites 
would be directly in contravention of policy TR2 (paragraph 2) in the local plan.  Many people already use the some 
of the connecting roads such as Lodge Lane and Church Grove to avoid some of the problems identified immediately 
above. Further heavy traffic on the main roads as a result of development on these parcels of land would inevitably 
encourage more cars down these roads, which are not designed and do not have the capacity to support the highly 
likely increased usage.  Furthermore the development of a significant number of residential dwellings on the existing 
golf club land would be a huge issue as the cars that those households would bring would exit onto either Burtons 
Lane or Lodge Lane, both of which have nowhere near the size or capability of taking such an increase in capacity. 
Indeed the topography of the area suggests that this would not be viable. An increase in road capacity (in breach of 
TR2: paragraph 3) would still not deal with the issue. Indeed the question would have to be raised of how they 
would access onto the main road, as Church Grove is very clearly not designed to take in increase in weight of traffic 
at either end.   As is described in the existing local plan, the area is heavily reliant on commuters. Little Chalfont is 
served by the underground station and one only has to travel into London in the morning or out of London in the 
afternoon/evening to realise that the service is already stretched to capacity. The frequency of problems on the 
Metropolitan Line clearly suggests that the lack of investment in the service (despite the rail replacement in recent 
years) and the significant increase in usage is already impacting upon it. Indeed it is already often not possible to 
obtain a seat on a train as early as the 7:12 train to London and by Rickmansworth the trains are significantly over-
crowded. To significantly increase the number of people using the already creaking train system (without significant 
investment that would see a large increase in the number of trains, particularly at peak times) would be tantamount 
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to folly, asking for health and safety issues. Little Chalfont is served by a small parade of shops with circa 12 units. It 
is clear that development on the scale proposed on the three aforementioned parcels of land would not be able to 
be supported by such a small number of shops. One can already see the parking problems that persist and often 
back up to form large traffic jams on the main road. Extrapolating this issue to include the additional people using 
the services as a result of increased housing and employment (light industrial) developments would create an 
enormous problem, adding further to the traffic issues outlined above.   Additional infrastructure problems in terms 
of schools and healthcare would also arise. The schools in the area are already close to capacity (indeed some have 
had to take additional classes, just to deal with the existing over subscription for places). With the scale of proposed 
development sites the existing infrastructure would simply not cope.  In light of the above I respectfully request that 
the 3 development options on land to the east of Little Chalfont are not progressed and instead, alternative 
locations and more specifically densification of existing urbanised/brownfield land are considered, as is envisaged by 
guidance and policy. 
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Rep0859 
Mr Daniel Fouhy 

As an immigrant and having lived in London for 5 years, our family moved to Little Chalfont, because the schools 
were good, it's close to London and you feel as if you are in one of the most beautiful natural areas in England.  We 
were told before we moved, that it's green belt with a designation as an area of outstanding natural beauty. As 
someone new to this country I queried this and was told that you cannot build upon it and that this ruling is 
permanent. Ie future governments cannot change this classification just to suite the times.  It saddens me to think 
that areas such as this, with history going back centuries, could soon become just another concrete town. When I fly 
into Heathrow and look down to see town and villages amidst the green fields, I feel good that I soon will be arriving 
"home", but also proud that my country has kept the fundamental structure of the countryside. This is in direct 
contrast to parts of New Zealand where the town sprawls on and on, no doubt because the planners thought "it was 
a good idea at the time. Let's let the future planners solve any future problems". Is this the future we want for Little 
Chalfont?   So how do we solve the housing and work needs of a growing population? I don't know, but I do know 
that removing what is good and replacing that with what is bad is completely the wrong solution. A holistic and 
imaginative approach is required, keeping what's good for future generations and removing what's bad. The green 
belt was and still is a very good thing. It must be kept because when it's gone it it is also gone for future generations 
A NIMBY, I am not. If there was such a thing as a YIMBY then that is what I would be. I want to say "yes" in my back 
yard. I want others to enjoy what I have enjoyed and hopefully will continue to enjoy, but not a soulless 
environment but one with a freedom to enjoy the natural countryside of England. Little Chalfont has recently 
increased its quota of new houses by over 12%. The village is fill. I don't want to take my future grandchildren along 
streets, past shops to small designed parks with swings and roundabouts. I want to take them to see the "natural" 
beauty, the "outstanding natural beauty", the beautiful walks through ancient woodland with the associated birds 
and small animals. The users of these areas are not one select group, but adults, runners, walkers and those, like 
myself, who perhaps remember too much. And nothing pleases me more than seeing children playing, "getting 
lost", and generally enjoying the freedom of the woods and rivers.  Have courage and do the right thing for now and 
for all those future generations to come. 
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Rep0860 
Mrs Angela 
Brewer 

Q4.  CDC has already granted permission for planning of over six hundred dwellings in Chalfont St Peter.  Which 
includes: The Holy Cross Site, Newland Park and the Audley Homes site at the Epilepsy centre. These figures should 
therefore be recognised and adjusted to reduce any new housing proposals in CSP.  Objectives which strongly 
safeguard the greenbelt and the bio diversity, natural balance should be the priority. Locations such as Aylesbury 
Vale would be more suitable on land outside the green belt. And with far superior travel links, road, schools, doctors 
ect. This is deliverable and would keep with National Planning Policy. Q5 & 6.  There are many potential 
development sites in other areas in South Bucks, Wycombe & Aylesbury Vale, Dacorum & Three Rivers, which are far 
more appropiate and not on green belt land or areas of natural beauty, (AONB).   CDC should argue for and consider 
developments that occur first in land not on green belt or AONB.  CSP is now the biggest village in the country which 
has been subject to three major developments in recent years.  Any more developments in CSP, particularly on the 
outskirts will lead to urban sprawl and will seek to merge settlements.   CDC must make more efficient use of land in 
existing built up locations and NOT the green belt.  Brownfield sites must always be prioritised for development 
before green belt land is considered. Q8.  Developments of flats should generally be avoided and any affordable 
housing should be built in town centres or close to railway or tube stations and NEVER on the edge of the green belt 
or villages. Q16.  CSP has an inadequate drainage system.  No further significant development should happen in CSP 
without a major re-construction of the sewage system.  If the proposed Newlands Park development proceeds, 
roads and utilities will need drastic improvement.   All the schools and doctor surgeries are already oversubscribed 
so provisions for these would also have to be considered before allowing any further developments. Q17.  The green 
belt and AONB are severely under threat. Sadly, they are now seen as a easy target for development.   This has to be 
avoided at all costs to aid biodiversity, encourage wildlife, decrease pollution and reduce the effects of climate 
change for future generations.  If HS2 does go ahead, which sadly looks ever more likely, this will tear and scar the 
green belt further, as well as damaging the air quality. 

 The Local Plan will need to 
identify sustainable 
development options to meet 
needs taking into account the 
scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements.   
The councils consider that 
options in the Green Belt need 
to be considered in addition to 
the opportunities that are 
available on brownfield sites. 
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Rep0861 
Cllr Janice Ship 
Chairman 
Ashley Green 
Parish Council 

Question 2:    We agree with the rejection of HELAA site CD0119, as this would have added to the ribbon 
development along the A416, would blur the boundary between Ashley Green and the surrounding open 
countryside and create the longer term risk of a continuous urban sprawl between Chesham and the village. 
We believe that site CD0161 should be re-included in the HELAA. This was rejected on the grounds that it was only 
being promoted by one of the landowners. However we are aware that both landowners are now keen to promote 
its development, so it is now available to be delivered quickly. Question 4:   We agree with the logic of converting 
some of the existing employment sites in Chesham to residential use. Many of the sites appear to be cramped, 
difficult for commercial vehicles to access through congested streets, and to be occupied by out of date and 
unsuitable buildings. It makes sense for these to become sites for homes which are convenient for shops and public 
transport. If these employment sites are to be re-provided on the fringe of the town, however, it would make sense 
for them to be as close as possible to the town in order for employees to be able to get to work. It may also be 
necessary to improve the frequency of buses between the town centre and the employment site(s).  We also 
consider that any industrial or business site located towards Ashley Green would be a poor location in terms of 
telecoms infrastructure to support it. Even with “superfast” fibre based services the village suffers relatively slow 
Internet speeds, when compared to the needs of most businesses. It is also poorly located for the provision of high-
speed Ethernet EAD connectivity that would be required by many businesses.  This may be less of an issue towards 
Chesham itself, which enjoys higher Internet speeds and where there are alternative network providers who could 
provide Ethernet infrastructure.  Question 6:   Our major area of concern is the area of search for possible 
employment land to the north of Chesham along the A416.  The Green Belt Assessment (Arup report), Land Parcels 
11 and 13b, refers to the “overall sense of openness” and “strong unspoilt rural character” in this area. The area of 
green belt was described as important in scale and character for protecting the gaps between Chesham and 
Berkhamsted and Ashley Green.   Ashley Green has the character of a rural village surrounded by open fields on all 
sides, and it is very important to local residents and AGPC that this is maintained. Furthermore, the 
Buckinghamshire Green Belt Assessment final report does not list the Ashley Green Parish as an area warranting 
further consideration within its final recommendations as one which might warrant alteration to Green Belt 
boundary.  We would therefore request that the Area of Search should be reduced in size as far as possible, and that 
any areas to be removed from the Green Belt should be closer to Chesham than to Ashley Green.  Question 8:   We 
believe that site CD0161, mentioned above, could be suitable for affordable housing. It is in the heart of Whelpley 
Hill village and adjacent to the bus stop.   
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Rep0862 
Mrs Sarah 
Crossley and 
Rep0864 
Mr Martin 
Crossley 

This response is in relation to the consultation relating to the local plan for development in Chalfont St Peter. 
Chalfont St Peter (CSP) has had its share of new development.  CDC has already granted planning permission for 
over 600 dwellings within CSP, these include the Holy Cross site, Newland Park and the Audley Homes development 
at the Epilepsy site.  In the first three years of the previous Core Strategy (intended to run until 2026) CSP has 
already taken significantly more than its fair allocation and provides the largest single percentage of the 
development proposed for the Chiltern district as a whole.  There is a known drainage issue in CSP, particularly with 
open raw sewerage backing up in the centre of the village.  Additional developments of the scale proposed are 
simply not possible with the current infrastructure.  Development should be concentrated towards the centre rather 
than the fringes of towns and villages to be in line with green belt principles that brownfield sits should be 
developed first, along with sites closes to train, tube and bus services.  CSP has no train or tube station, and bus 
services are very limited.   All schools within Chalfont St Peter are at or very nearly at, capacity.  They will be unable 
to accommodate children from the developments already scheduled within the Parish.  At secondary age, the 
Grammar schools are also full meaning that children have to travel further to reach their school and relationships 
with friends are broken.  Many other parts of the District are significantly more sustainable and appropriate for 
development.  Green Belt land is intended to provide a separation between settlements, and assist in the 
regeneration of derelict or brown field sites rather than utilising green belt land.  The proposals are focussed on 
removing green belt land rather than building on currently utilised land.  Much of the land within CSP that is being 
considered for development is currently used for recreation, particularly for children, and if development were to 
occur the demand for such open space would increase but the ability to service that demand will have been reduced 
in the area.  In addition to the recreational usage of land, much of the land being considered is farmland – another 
deemed benefit of green belt land. Specific site points include: 1. Mill Meadow:   a. The area is a much used amenity 
facility which includes the Community Centre, a football club, recreation park, sports pitches, tennis courts, a scout 
headquarters, allotments and parish council offices.  There are no areas within the centre of the village where any of 
these facilities could be relocated.  b. The Chalfont St Peter Academy, adjacent to Mill Meadow, has no sports field 
of its own and uses the Meadow for daily sports lessons (team games, athletics, cross country etc).  The school 
would be unable to deliver an effective curriculum if Mill Meadow is designated for development.  c. The area is also 
a much used public facility with Nature Reserve, gardens, woods and walks along the Misbourne to Chalfont St Giles 
and beyond.  These facilities could not be replaced due to both the time taken to develop them and their position.  
d. Mill Meadow is on the flood plain and regularly floods during the winter.  If there was further development the 
risk of flooding in both the immediate area and down-stream would be substantially increased. 2. The 
Epilepsy Society site (ESS):   a. This is currently a Major Developed Site (MDS) within the greenbelt, that is the home 
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of the Epilepsy Society, provides two new care home developments plus important recreational facilities with nine 
football pitches plus a pavilion with toilets, showers and changing facilities which are used by more than 24 teams, 
most of which are for local children.    b. The ESS could notionally be divided into two parts.  The area to the south of 
Tate Road and Micholls Road (extended towards the long established and well used track from Tate Road to 
Skippings Farm) lies the current built up area (ESS South) and the  area to the north of that line including (for this 
purpose) comprises the Model Farm, Rowan’s nursery  and Brawlings Farm.  (ESS North) 
c. ESS North is within the Colne Valley Park and therefore deserves special protection in any event as part of 
that park.  ESS South is currently used for care home and medical facilities and should be retained as such. It is an 
ideal site to provide further care home and/or medical facilities for CSP.     d. The ESS Site fulfils, as a whole, all 
five of the stated purposes of the green belt and in particular provides an important buffer between the settlements 
of Chalfont St Giles, Chalfont St Peter and Horn Hill.  The ES Site contains important open views from Chesham Lane 
towards the Colne Valley Park.  It provides important agricultural, forestry and related employment uses and 
opportunities for outdoor sport and recreation, including the Model Farm, Rowan’s Nursery and Brawlings Farm 
Riding Centre.     e. It is inherently unsustainable; it is not served by any appropriate bus service and is too far to 
walk to either Little Chalfont or Gerrards Cross which are the nearest rail stations.  Any development is car 
dependent.    f. The ESS Site is bounded on three sides by narrow country lanes that require passing places for 
traffic; which make it even more unsuitable for development.  g.     A natural boundary between ESS South and ESS 
North is easily defensible (excluding the playing fields which is identified as green open space in the Neighbourhood 
Plan). The ESS North site should be retained in the green belt and Colne Valley Park with no development.   ESS 
South should be retained as an MDS in the green belt for medical/care home use.     h. The sheer size of this 
proposed development site is clearly excessive and could potentially double the number of dwellings in CSP.  
i. Several local businesses use the ESS site apart from the agricultural use.  The ESS Society is one of CSP’s 
largest employers.     3. The area identified for industrial development to the east of the A413;       a. The area is 
in The Colne Valley Park and is identified as being a particularly important green space for biodiversity and 
environmental priorities.     b. It contains both the village Chalfont St Peter cricket club and the Golf Club. The area 
is within the Green Belt and provides the important function of separating the built-up areas of CSP and Tatling End, 
Gerrards Cross and Denham.  c.    The cricket club provides facilities for sport for each of the local schools’ children 
to play cricket having upto 150 junior players and also regularly fields 3 adult teams in local leagues and friendly 
matches.  In addition, the facilities are used by schools and local businesses for cricket and by residents for social 
functions.  There is no alternative site for the club to be relocated within the village.    d.    The A413 is a natural 
barrier for development. To build to the east of it would erode the barrier and facilitate yet more development in 
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the future on the open space to the east.     e. The area is in a flood plain, and though it does not have a history of 
flooding the very high water table suggests it would be susceptible to flooding if development up-stream were to 
increase water flow.   f.    The area is valued by residents and visitors as a green corridor and to destroy it would 
inevitably lead to further industrialisation and amalgamation of separate and distinct developed areas.      g. The 
parkland area of the cricket club and golf club was originally designed by Capability Brown, and also contains 
Chalfont House so also has historical significance.    h. The area is outlined for employment use.  The existing 
offices on this site are not fully let suggesting there is a limit to the demand for similar usage in this location.and 
down-stream would be substantially increased. 

Rep0863 
Ms Lynda 
McGregor 

Please reconsider your plans for rebuilding the Great Missenden garage site. This is such a valuable service in our 
area, further more a family business offering jobs for local people and fantastic service, something we are very short 
of and worth more to the community than a few houses. Please think again 

  

Rep0865 
Mr Stewart 
MacGill 

- The nation has an acute shortage of homes. Our young (and not so young) people need places of their own to live. 
- Little Chalfont must be prepared to accept its fair share of new homes. While it is a privilege to live in an area 
surrounded by green belt, if the provision of new homes necessitates limited encroachment of the green belt, then 
so be it. - What constitutes a fair share is a matter of opinion. My opinion is that the maximum number of new 
homes should not exceed the present number of homes in Little Chalfont by 10%. - Wherever any large number of 
new homes is to be built, it must be complemented by the appropriate provision for educational, medical and 
recreational facilities. (The Latimer Sawmills development off Bell Lane is a good example of where this has not 
happened). - Insofar as provision may be made for new places of employment, these should be tailored to the needs 
of the local community -  i.e. both existing and new residents. Little Chalfont is primarily a commuter/dormitory 
village, and the prospect of large numbers of workers coming into the village from many miles around would  be 
unacceptable.  - Whatever new development might be proposed, it is essential that provision is also made for 
appropriate access by road, including if necessary new traffic lights, roundabouts etc., and  bus services enhanced 
and/or re-routed. - Finally:   Should Little Chalfont be required to expand in order to accommodate a modest 
number of addition residents/workers? Absolutely.  Should Little Chalfont be considered as a potential “Main 
settlement for Growth”? Absolutely NOT. 

 The Local Plan will need to 
identify sustainable 
development options to meet 
needs taking into account the 
scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements.   
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Rep0866 
Mrs Delaram 
Ralph 

I would like to raise my objection to the declassification of green belt land surrounding the village of Little Chalfont. 
Much of the area outlined for development in the Chiltern Local Plan includes Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty.  
There are reasons why the Green Belt and AONB status' were given - to check the unrestricted sprawl of large built-
up areas, to prevent neighbouring towns merging into one another, to assist in safeguarding the countryside from 
encroachment, to preserve the setting and special character of historic towns, to assist in urban regeneration, by 
encouraging the recycling of derelict and other urban land. Development of these areas would significantly change 
the look and feel of the area to detriment effect. The joy of living in this part of the Chilterns correlates directly with 
the amount of green space that is protected and the village ethos of places like Little Chalfont and Chorleywood. 
Further development of Little Chalfont and its surrounding fields is not sustainable and will have extremely severe 
consequences for our local infrastructure which is already struggling to support our local population. There are 
insufficient local school places, currently displacing children to schools miles away. The roads are falling apart and 
without major investment could not support more cars in the local area. There is lack of sufficient parking near local 
shops and businesses. Trains into London are inadequate to serve our commuters. Local GP, community health 
clinics and hospitals are at breaking point. The current AONB and green belt is used for recreation, which would be 
lost under the proposed development scheme.   Little Chalfont should not be considered as a 'Main Settlement for 
Growth'. Since 2006, the village has already endured development in larger scales than its neighbouring towns of 
Amersham, Chesham, Chalfont SG and Chalfont SP.  Little Chalfont cannot accommodate new development.  

 The Local Plan will need to 
identify sustainable 
development options to meet 
needs taking into account the 
scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements.   

Rep0867 
Mrs Adrienne Hill 
Adrienne Hill Ltd 
on behalf of 
Mr Ian Rogers 

On 23rd February 2015, site reference CD0018 was put forward as part of the council's call for sites process.  The 
site is also referred to as land adjacent and to the southeast of Elmcroft, Chartridge Lane, Chesham.   It is noted that 
in Appendix 1 of the Chiltern Housing and Economic Land Availability Assessment January 2016, that the site in 
question has been excluded following a stage 1 assessment but it is also noted that the council states that allocation 
is to be considered as part of the Green Belt Review.  In this respect, in paragraph 3.7 of the regulation 18 document 
it is clear that there will be a significant gap for unmet development needs in the plan area unless further site 
options can be identified or new development opportunities can be provided within the Green Belt.    It is noted that 
a part 1 Green Belt Review has been completed and that part 2 is forthcoming.  In terms of part 2 and the options 
provided in paragraph 4.7 of the regulation 18 document, the owners of site CD0018 endorse and support Option H 
- "Review the scope for allowing limited infilling within villages and generally built-up frontages within the Green 
Belt".   Furthermore, the land owners support that part of Option G which would support small scale Green Belt 
releases for development which would not undermine the purpose of Green Belt and also be capable of establishing 
a durable and defensible new boundary.  This is clearly possible in respect of the site CD0018.  It is finally noted that 
point C of Appendix 2 of the regulation 18 document notes that strategic Green Belt options do not include all Green 
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Belt areas to be tested.  It is noted that other potential small sites that smaller Green Belt changes may be 
considered and the landowners in this case support this proposition. 

Rep0868 
Mr Gino Ferdenzi 
Prizepalm Ltd 

Ref: Market Garden Farm, Thorney Lane North, Iver, SL0 9BD, and Associated Land.   Could you please record the 
support for the proposed local plan by Mr McMahon and family who own the land and buildings at Market Garden 
Farm, Iver.  My clients understand the need for good quality housing within South Bucks and appreciate the strains 
on local housing that large infrastructure development such as Cross Rail will have.  They would willingly partake in 
any future residential development of their land. 

  

Rep0869 
Mr Ben Fowler 
and Rep0870 
Ms Veronika 
Radova 

Please see my response to questions 11-12-13-17. I would like to protect areas of Green Space within the 
boundaries of my village detailed in the maps provided.   Firstly, I request that the Hatched area of land owned by 
Chiltern District Council, presented on p40 of ‘The Plan’ (commonly known as Upper Stone Meadow) be protected 
from all future development and any ‘change of use’.   Secondly I would like to extend the Hatched area in Fig 1.1 
and incorporate the area more commonly known as Lower Stone Meadow.  Both Upper and Lower Stone Meadow 
above in Purple (Fig 1.2) are currently owned by Chiltern District Council see Ordinance Survey Map reference 
SU9993NW. Land Registry Title Number BM294098.  I request the land in fig 1.2 have a binding and legal covenant 
imposed on it that binds Chiltern District Council to protect it for the good of the village and to never allow 
development of any kind, on any scale, including but not exclusively housing, commercial buildings or offices.  My 
supporting evidence is that fig 1.2 highlights land already recognised as An Area of National Interest. It contains a 
rare and precious chalk stream, wildlife, flora and fauna, and fulfils its existing classification as An Area Of 
Outstanding Natural Beauty in Green Belt. It is physically unsuitable for any development as it is on a flood plain, 
above the proposed HS2 Tunnel, in an area safeguarded by HS2 and therefore not deliverable before 2036. 

  

Rep0871 
Mr Nick Ekendahl 

The rugby club is a community and a place where hundreds of children and their families come together more than 
once per week. Children learn respect, team building, character building, increased levels of concentration and a 
high sense of achievement. Not to forget the development of physical fitness, strength and coordination. The 
parents are heavily involved and have over the years invested time and money to develop the club and its facilities. 
Much of which has been recognised at various regional and national levels. With activity levels decreasing in general 
it is a must to keep these pitches and training facilities intact in order to give our youth a chance in the global space 
of sport! 
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Rep0872 
Mr Kevin 
Armstrong 

We are writing to object to the use of greenbelt land in little Chalfont for housing and industrial use.  The land being 
considered is the entrance to the chilterns, an area of outstanding natural beauty.  At present the area is marked by 
a large 'Chilterns"sign post and as you pass this you are greeted by rolling fields and woodland.   These same fields 
are the ones being considered for development.  As you enter this beautiful area you should not be greeted with a 
built up environment.   Other parts of Little Chalfont have been developed for housing in recent years and the area 
is not able to cope with more residents.  Green belt land is protected for good reason and the countryside around 
Little Chalfont should be preserved. 

  

Rep0873 
Miss Sophie 
Jewsbury  

I am writing to protest against the threat of further building work being completed in Little Chalfont. It represents an 
immense risk to local community resources and to the environment. I have lived in the area for 18 years.  I recently 
graduated from Durham University and have now returned permanently to the area.  I understand the need for new 
housing in the Chiltern District. I am aware that the Council has a ‘Duty to Cooperate’ on housing demands. 
However, Little Chalfont has been allocated an unfair proportion of the building work to meet housing demands.  As 
a designated ‘main settlement for growth’, Little Chalfont saw a 12.4% increase in properties between 2006 and 
2014, compared to a 5.3% growth in Amersham and a 4% growth in Chesham.   The housing demands must be met 
on a more equal basis in the region. Little Chalfont is a congested village, and does not warrant being labelled a 
‘main settlement for growth’. Resources are strained. During my time living here, it has become increasingly difficult 
to be admitted to the schools, to obtain a doctors’ appointment, to obtain social care and to get a seat on public 
transport. Roads have become very congested. I have experienced these issues to a much greater extent in Little 
Chalfont than I have in other towns in the Chilterns and in the UK.  I was particularly dismayed to hear that the 
Council is considering building on the Green Belt land around Little Chalfont. The Green Belt was created to protect 
the community from excessive development. It was intended to check the unrestricted construction of large built-up 
areas, to prevent neighbouring towns from merging into one another, and to safeguard the countryside and the 
surrounding Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB). The Green Belt land and the Chiltern Countryside are of 
immense value to the local people and to visitors from further afield. It must not be encroached upon.  I urge you to 
fulfil council housing demands in the Chiltern Area in a more equal way. Do not allocate a disproportionate level of 
property development to Little Chalfont. The increased congestion, greater strain on resources and the 
encroachment on Green Belt areas would represent a sincere threat to the community and its environment.  I enjoy 
the countryside around my house, and the beautiful outlook onto the field behind where I live - looking onto the 
fields along Burton's Lane behind Homestead Farm, and the land that used to be the Golf Course.  This is green belt 
so should not be built upon. 

 The Local Plan will need to 
identify sustainable 
development options to meet 
needs taking into account the 
scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements.   
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Rep0875 
Mrs Jeanette 
Lawless 

Reference to Question 8 and 17 - Housing should not justify the release of Green Belt land.  We live in an area of 
outstanding beauty and it would be criminal to build any housing/industrial development on this land.  It would 
completely alter the rural setting and character of Little Chalfont and this should not be destroyed.  Little Chalfont 
has taken a greater share of new housing compared to other areas.  Our village is already at maximum capacity.  In 
the last year or so it has become increasingly difficult to get parked in the village.  This development would severely 
overload the local infrastructure including our roads, parking, schools, healthcare etc 

 The Local Plan will need to 
identify sustainable 
development options to meet 
needs taking into account the 
scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements.   

Rep0876 
Mrs Helen Arpino 

I have lived in the area for the last 34 years and after being brought up here I chose to settle in the village, to bring 
up my two children. I wanted them to live in the village, to be able to walk to school, have open spaces to play and 
ride their bikes, while having access to London and the motorways.  I am gravely concerned the plans will affect the 
area i have chosen to live and that we have insufficient infrastructure to cope with the planned development.  My 
children both attend the village school which is hugely over subscribed, and while they have made recent 
developments to include a nursery, this compromised other classroom environments. Further housing in the 
catchment would require the school to expand, fundamentally changing the environment that I chose for my 
children's education.  I use the metropolitan train line into the city on a daily basis, this is already over crowded.  I 
choose to get a slow train in the morning, as I do not want, nor do I believe I should, stand all the way to London. 
With planned employment and further housing the village this situation would become untenable.   The local roads 
from the motorway through Chorleywood and into little Chalfont are currently congested with queuing traffic both 
ways at all times of the day, but especially past St Clement Danes and through the lights at Chorleywood, this 
situation would only get worse if the plans to increase housing and create employment areas were to go ahead.   
I work incredibly hard to live in the village, I specifically chose to live here because of its location, amenities and area 
of outstanding beauty, spending a lot of my time walking, enjoying the green belt and woodland that we are 
privileged to live in amongst.  These plans appear to disregard the green belt and have no respect for the existing 
residents and dwellings in the village. I understand we need more housing and respect that we must all take our part 
in that, but having reviewed all local plans it feels that the planned development on little Chalfont will not only 
fundamentally change the village that I live in but is disproportionate to all other local areas.  I also understand 
some way into this consultation period that the whole of Westwood Park has been added into the plans.  I find this 
shocking, as the park is used every Saturday and Sunday for football (and cricket) training and matches with children 
and adults alike enjoying team sports. Outside of these sports the park is in constant use with families, dog walkers 
and runners.  My children and I spend a lot of time in the woods and park.  Bearing in mind our single biggest issue 
in society is obesity we should be encouraging our children to be be active, outside, exercising and playing team 
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sports.   I would like you to seriously reconsider and revise all the plans, to ensure that Little Chalfont remains the 
outstanding village that it is and that we can continue to protect and enjoy the beautiful green belt surrounding us. 

Rep0877 
Mrs Sharmila 
Rajanayagam and 
Rep0878 
Mr Joseph 
Rajanayagam 

I reject the conclusions of the Chiltern District Council, that the village of Little Chalfont be classified as a “main 
settlement for growth” and that adjoining areas of Green Belt land should therefore be considered for release for 
housing and employment development.   The main reasons for my objection to any housing/employment 
development on these identified areas of land include, but are not limited to, the following:    1) This land is 
designated as Green Belt and its development would therefore be in contravention of local and national planning 
policy. Green Belt land was specifically created to prevent urban sprawl and should not be treated as a repository of 
reserve building land.   2) Except for the former golf course on Lodge Lane, all the identified areas of land are within 
the Chilterns Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB), an important national asset much appreciated by local 
residents and visitors to the area. Use of this land would be in contravention of local and national planning policy.   
3) Any housing and/or industrial development would be very detrimental to the rural character and setting of Little 
Chalfont village.    4) In recent years Little Chalfont has taken a greater share (i.e. 12.4%) of new housing compared 
to other settlements in the area (e.g. Amersham 5.3%, Chesham 4.0%, Chalfont St Peter 7.7%).    5) Any new housing 
estates would severely overload the local infrastructure including roads, road junctions, parking, train services, 
schools, healthcare, water and waste management.   In particular, I would like to draw your attention to the fields 
between Stony Lane and Westwood Park, which have been selected as a planned test area for residential 
development. Further to the objections listed above, this is an area of open rural land crossed by a well used public 
footpath and borders on mature ancient woodland to the north. A housing development would constitute an 
unacceptable form of urban sprawl that would severely impact the adjoining ancient woodland and the open space 
of Westwood Park and, furthermore, degrade the village character of Little Chalfont. It should also be noted that 
this area of land was one of the sites excluded in the Housing and Economic Land Availability Assessment (HELAA) at 
Stage 1.   Of equal concern are the fields to the east of Stony Lane, Church Grove and Lodge Lane, which have been 
selected as planned test areas for employment development. In addition to the objections highlighted above, this is 
an area of open rural countryside that forms an important buffer zone between Little Chalfont and the settlements 
to the east. Any development here would be an unacceptable form of urban sprawl that would completely alter the 
rural setting of Little Chalfont. 
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Rep0881 
Miss Hannah 
Williams 

I strongly object to the proposals for Little Chalfont. By allowing Little Chalfont to become a Main settlement for 
Growth, it will destroy the character of the village. With the industrial estate, the first impression people driving 
down Amersham Road will get is that Little Chalfont is heavily developed, noisy and full of traffic. This is a significant 
difference to serene fields and a quaint little village. Little Chalfont wouldn’t be so ‘little’ anymore.  The fields the 
selfish developers want to build on are home to many animals. For example, in my garden there are bats, foxes, 
woodpeckers and red kites. With the noise and loss of homes/ food the animals are without a home meaning they 
would go away from our local area. People will not be able to enjoy the wildlife and the new nature park that has 
just been constructed would be pointless. Dog walkers also often use the field to take their dogs out on and then go 
for a coffee in the village after. They would have to find another place to walk their dogs and local businesses may 
lose customers.   The proposed field for housing development is only accessible from Stony Lane, a single track road 
with few passing places. From experience, the road is already busy and hard to get down. Imagine the endless traffic 
if there was to be a construction site down that road. The lane would constantly be blocked by heavy machinery, 
lorry’s and trucks which would make it extremely difficult to get down. Also Little Chalfont services will not be able 
to cope with the stress of more citizens. We may have many dentists and coffee shops but we only have one 
doctor’s surgery and one school. The majority of people moving into the future housing estates will be young 
families who will need school places and healthcare. It is already hard enough to get places at these services but 
under the extra pressure for the increase in the village’s population, they will struggle to cope.   Due to the stress on 
public services, more will need to be built, making the greedy developers more cash. This is extremely unfair on us 
because then more of our land will have to be used in order to make the services accessible in the local area. 
Much of the proposed land is green belt land or area of outstanding natural beauty. This land was created for the 
purpose of preserving nature and to stop building, not as a cache of extra land to build on. Little Chalfont has had 
much more development than surrounding areas such as Amersham (5.3%) Chesham (4%) and Chalfont St Peter 
(7.7%) so why would they choose to destroy our land? 

 The Local Plan will need to 
identify sustainable 
development options to meet 
needs taking into account the 
scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements.   
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Rep0882 
Mr Christopher 
Young 

Although my address is in St Giles geographically I live in Little Chalfont.   This area is often referred to as Semi Rural. 
This is apt. It is a pleasant area. From my home I can walk through fields down to the river Misbourne, along the 
river and back up alongside the golf course. I can alternatively walk for 5 minutes through the village to Westwood 
Park and from there walk along the lovely Chess valley. The former route will be closed or completely blighted by 
HS2 and to a lesser extent the waste transfer station. The current local plan would blight the latter. On leaving the 
park instead of walking through a wood alongside a field, or through the field, I would walk along the edge of a 
wood next to a housing estate. Crossing Stony Lane I would then again swap a pleasant walk through a wood 
alongside a field to one alongside an industrial estate. The character of the village would be changed fundamentally. 
It will almost merge with Chenies to the detriment of both.  There is already intensive residential development of 
the donkey field and the garages by the shops. The village cannot cope with more. The village primary school in 
Oakington Avenue and the local secondary schools would be overwhelmed as would the surgery on White Lion road 
where getting an appointment is already hard. The trains would be even fuller worsening the daily commute for 
many. The service road along and behind the shops would become even more congested 

  

Rep0884 
 Noah Taylor 

The proposed new gymnastics facility would be great, as locally there is no facility that is big enough. Boys and girls 
use different equipment, so in my current gym we train separately, but because there are more girls they get the 
bigger room, so the room I practice in doesn't really even have a large enough space for a good run up to, for 
example, the vault.  There is definitely not enough space for a full floor routine.  All the classes are really popular 
and there seems to be a waiting list. I was fortunate to be accepted in. It is the only form of sports that I really like, 
so I hope that the facility will be built. 

  

Rep0885 
Mr Richard 
Whitehouse 

I wish it known that I object to any part of the plan that extends any additional housing onto the current green belt 
area that runs from the Southern edge of Leas Drive, Iver Recreation Ground, Dutton Way, Chequers Orchard and 
Barnes Way, as I feel this area is supporting its role as designated Green Belt land, acts as a boundary for the current 
housing perimeter and light industry, and that local infrastructure would be unable to successfully support 
additional housing without having a major detrimental impact on the area of Iver village. I have lived in this village 
for nearly 30 years and have found it to be always on the attack of urban sprawl. When I decided to move here 
there was no M25, little chance of Heathrow expansion and no chance of its small station becoming an airport rail 
hub. The challenges to this area continue and this latest plan is another in the long list. 
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Rep0886 
Ms Hayleigh 
Taylor 

Regarding the new proposed gymnastic (and cricket) facilities, I think this would be a fantastic addition to the area. 
Currently where I practice, there is not even enough room for a full sized mat for floor, and many of us have to 
compete for practice time because there is so little space, which means there is a lot of queuing. Gymnastics is so 
popular and my favourite form of exercise.   I learned some of my skills at a gym in Yate called King Edmund Gym 
Club (the Yate International Gymnastics Centre).  That gym had purchased the actual gymnastics sprung floor from 
the 2012 London Olympics and was large enough to hold two of those sized floors. It also had bungee cables to aid 
any more advanced moves people might want to try, plus space for lots of equipment.  I was a little disappointed 
that there did not seem to be anything on this scale near us in Buckinghamshire, because it impacts the progress I 
can make, so I am very excited that there are plans for a big facility close to home. 
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Rep0887 
Mr John Grace 

I reject the conclusions of the Chiltern District Council, that the village of Little Chalfont be classified as a “main 
settlement for growth” and that adjoining areas of Green Belt land should therefore be considered for release for 
housing and employment development.  The main reasons for my objection to any housing/employment 
development on these identified areas of land include, but are not limited to, the following:  • This land is 
designated as Green Belt and its development would therefore be in contravention of local and national planning 
policy. Green Belt land was specifically created to prevent urban sprawl and should not be treated as a repository of 
reserve building land. • Except for the former golf course on Lodge Lane, all the identified areas of land are within 
the Chilterns Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB), an important national asset much appreciated by local 
residents and visitors to the area. Use of this land would be in contravention of local and national planning policy. 
• Any housing and/or industrial development would be very detrimental to the rural character and setting of Little 
Chalfont village. • In recent years Little Chalfont has taken a greater share (i.e. 12.4%) of new housing compared to 
other settlements in the area (e.g. Amersham 5.3%, Chesham 4.0%, Chalfont St Peter 7.7%).  • Any new housing 
estates would severely overload the local infrastructure including roads, road junctions, parking, train services, 
schools, healthcare, water and waste management.   In particular, I would like to draw your attention to the fields 
between Stony Lane and Westwood Park, which have been selected as a planned test area for residential 
development. Further to the objections listed above, this is an area of open rural land crossed by a well used public 
footpath and borders on mature ancient woodland to the north. A housing development would constitute an 
unacceptable form of urban sprawl that would severely impact the adjoining ancient woodland and the open space 
of Westwood Park and, furthermore, degrade the village character of Little Chalfont. It should also be noted that 
this area of land was one of the sites excluded in the Housing and Economic Land Availability Assessment (HELAA) at 
Stage 1.  Of equal concern are the fields to the east of Stony Lane, Church Grove and Lodge Lane, which have been 
selected as planned test areas for employment development. In addition to the objections highlighted above, this is 
an area of open rural countryside that forms an important buffer zone between Little Chalfont and the settlements 
to the east. Any development here would be an unacceptable form of urban sprawl that would completely alter the 
rural setting of Little Chalfont. 

 The Local Plan will need to 
identify sustainable 
development options to meet 
needs taking into account the 
scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements.   
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Rep0888 
Mr John 
McGuinness 

I write to oppose any further consideration of Green Belt Parcel 69 in Gerrards Cross.  I understand that Arups, who 
are Planning Consultants for South Bucks District Council, have already marked Parcel 69 as "not recommended for 
development".  My arguments for this are as follows:    (i) This ancient woodland is home and a natural habitat to 
many local wildlife, including muntjac deer and a wide variety of birds and mammals.  I have also seen slow-worms 
colonies within this area living within some of the decomposed leaves.  Destroying this woodland would have 
significant implications for the well-being of these animals and the natural environment that currently exists.  (ii)  
The woodlands form a natural barrier for homes on Howards Wood Drive and shelter them for the nearby M40 
motorway, which prevents pollution from both noise and air quality.  (iii)  Due to the topography of this land sitting 
higher than the homes on Howards Wood Drive, any development would have significant overlooking issues and 
would therefore be an invasion of privacy on many of the homeowners on this road.  (iv)  The access to this site 
would be difficult due to the elongated shape of the parcel of land.  (v)  Many of the trees within this parcel of land 
should have tree preservations orders on them, so any development that aims to remove them should not be 
permitted.  The trees also act as a buffer for noise pollution from the motorway.  Removing them would have 
significant implications for noise pollutions for existing residents.   (vi)  The area to the south east of this parcel has 
significant electricity pylons crossing a small area of clearing, which is immediately adjacent to the motorway, so I 
cannot see anybody wanting to live under an electricity pylon and right next to a major motorway for health 
reasons.     These are just my initial comments setting out the obvious concerns regarding any development on 
Parcel 69 in Gerrards Cross and I trust validate the professional opinion of Arups that this site is not suitable for 
development. 

  

Rep0889 
Mrs Jackie 
Johnson and 
Rep0891 
Mr Kevin Johnson 

I am writing to absolutely reject the conclusions of the Chiltern District Council, that the village of Little Chalfont be 
classified as a “main settlement for growth” and that adjoining areas of Green Belt land should therefore be 
considered for release for housing and employment development.The main reasons for my objection to any 
housing/employment development on these identified areas of land are as follows:  - This land is designated as 
Green Belt and its development would therefore be in contravention of local and national planning policy. Green 
Belt land was specifically created to prevent urban sprawl and should not be declassified and treated as a “land 
bank” for possible future development. When Green Belt was originally set up, it was never envisaged that it’s 
status would be challenged so there is no defined methodology. The dividing into parcels of land is one thing but the 
further fragmentation seems extremely suspicious as most areas elsewhere have not been fragmented. Why so in 
Little Chalfont? This presumably just allows fragmented areas to be assessed as weak against certain criteria. 
Outrageous!   - Except for the former golf course on Lodge Lane, all the identified areas of land are within the 
Chilterns Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB), an important national asset much appreciated by not only 

 The Local Plan will need to 
identify sustainable 
development options to meet 
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scale of development and 
implications for individual 
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local residents but also visitors to the area. Use of this land would be in contravention of local and national planning 
policy.   - Any housing and/or industrial development would be very detrimental to the rural character and setting of 
Little Chalfont village.  - In recent years Little Chalfont has taken a greater share (12.4%) of new housing compared 
to other settlements in the area (e.g. Amersham 5.3%, Chesham 4.0%, Chalfont St Peter 7.7%).  - Any new housing 
estates would severely overload the local infrastructure including roads, road junctions, parking, train services, 
schools, healthcare, water and waste management.  - Since the recent developments, including the 250 houses built 
as part of the Bell Lane development, the increase in traffic in Little Chalfont has been significant, meaning it’s often 
very difficult to exit from side roads. We will need further mini roundabouts already to facilitate access and egress. 
There are often queues of waiting cars for parking in the village that extend back onto the main road, stopping the 
normal flow of traffic. There has also been a significant increase in parking on residential roads by those unable to 
park at Chalfont & Latimer station.   - There is a recruitment crisis of teachers in this area. Primary schools are 
cheaper to build but we would also need secondary schools if any further homes were built. May I remind you here, 
there is of course a ban on building grammar schools at present!   I am particularly concerned about the fields 
between Stony Lane and Westwood Park, which have been selected as a planned test area for residential 
development. Further to the objections listed above, this is an area of open rural land crossed by a public footpath 
which my family and many others frequently use. It borders a mature woodland to the north which provides a 
habitat for much wildlife. A housing development would constitute an unacceptable form of urban sprawl that 
would severely impact the adjoining ancient woodland and the open space of Westwood Park and, furthermore, 
degrade the village character of Little Chalfont. It should also be noted that this area of land was one of the sites 
excluded in the Housing and Economic Land Availability Assessment (HELAA) AT STAGE 1.   Of equal concern are the 
fields to the east of Stony Lane, Church Grove and Lodge Lane, which have been selected as planned test areas for 
employment development. In addition to the objections highlighted above, this is an area of open rural countryside 
that forms an important buffer zone between Little Chalfont and the villages to the east. Any development here 
would be an unacceptable form of urban sprawl that would completely alter the rural setting of Little Chalfont. 
Permission has already been given for plots of 18 and 45 houses respectively. This is in addition to the 250 houses 
recently built on Bell Lane. A greater increase or expansion of the area of Little Chalfont is simply not feasible with 
any POSSIBLE increase in infrastructure. 

Rep0892 
Ms Helen Turner 

I wish to register my support for the proposed gymnastics and cricket facility located at Betjeman Park, Amersham 
HP6 6JQ” 
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Rep0893 
Ms Katrina Baer 

NPPF9 Par 79 fundamental aim of green belt policy to prevent urban sprawl - now very important in Stoke Poges 
NPPF9 Par 83 - Green Belt policies should only be altered in exceptional circumstances.   NPPF 12 Par 129 - impact of 
proposal on heritage asset ie Stoke Park and Stoke Court.  There is already issues with traffic congestion at peak 
times, the doctor's surgery is full to bursting, the local schools are over subscribed, Stoke Poges is a village with next 
to no public transport, no employment opportunities.  It is a historic village with Stoke Court, Stoke Place, Stoke Park 
and the Thomas Gray Memorial.  The Green Belt has and should continue to act as a check to the unrestricted 
sprawl of built up areas. Furthermore I am strongly against Stoke Poges Parish Councils suggestion siting the Bayer 
site this is in a conservation area with special historic or architectural interest section 69 of Planning Listed Buildings 
and Conservation Areas act 1990.  Amersham, Gerrards Cross and Beaconsfield are more suitable, with roads, trains, 
transport and employment to absorb the proposed housing. 

  

Rep0894 
Mr David Smith 

I object to the possible loss of the Beaconsfield Rugby Club land by removing it from  green belt security. I am a life 
member of the club and played rugby there from the Mid 1960s,  till I retired in1989. The club has been a source of 
character building   for generations and has given  men ,women and children immeasurable pleasure not only as a 
sporting organisation but also for the social events that benefits the community. It s loss would be a tragedy for the 
Beaconsfield peoples. 

  

Rep0895 
Mrs Christine 
Phillips 

I wish to register my support for the proposed gymnastics and cricket facility located at Betjeman Park, Amersham 
HP6 6JQ. There is a huge amount of local talent here in South Bucks, with limited facilities for both gymnastics and 
cricket. My interest is in gymnastics in particular - most gym clubs don't have sufficient facilities and all clubs have 
long waiting lists, in large part due to the lack of suitable gym facilities. This would be an excellent improvement for 
young people of both genders and all ages to really engage with sport throughout their childhood and teenage 
years. 

  

Rep0896 
Mrs Jane Barnes 

I have been informed that there is a proposal for a new Gymnastics facility at Betjaman Park, HP66JQ, Raans Road 
and I would like to register my support for such a plan. My daughter currently attends Raans Gym Club which is 
located at Chesham Leisure Facility. The club has grown over the 4 years plus that my daughter has been attending, 
which is a great thing, to see more children becoming involved and being active. However as it has grown it does 
mean that the current facilities have become more crowded and therefore harder to offer a full range of facilities for 
adequate periods of time.  The prospect of a new modern gym for the children to practise in is great and would be 
very much welcomed in the neighbourhood. I very much hope that the project will go forward without delay. 
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Rep0897 
Ms Mary Healy 

I reject the conclusions of the Chiltern District Council that the village of Little Chalfont be classified as a “main 
settlement for growth” and that adjoining areas of Green Belt land should therefore be considered for release for 
housing and employment development.  The main reasons for my objection to any housing/employment 
development on these identified areas of land include, but are not limited to, the following:    • This land is 
designated as Green Belt and its development would therefore be in contravention of local and national planning 
policy. Green Belt land was specifically created to prevent urban sprawl and should not be treated as a repository of 
reserve building land.  • Except for the former golf course on Lodge Lane, all the identified areas of land are within 
the Chilterns Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB), an important national asset much appreciated by local 
residents and visitors to the area. Use of this land would be in contravention of local and national planning policy. 
• Any housing and/or industrial development would be very detrimental to the rural character and setting of Little 
Chalfont village. • In recent years Little Chalfont has taken a greater share (i.e. 12.4%) of new housing compared to 
other settlements in the area (e.g. Amersham 5.3%, Chesham 4.0%, Chalfont St Peter 7.7%).  • Any new housing 
estates would severely overload the local infrastructure including roads, road junctions, parking, train services, 
schools, healthcare, water and waste management.  In particular, I would like to draw your attention to the fields 
between Stony Lane and Westwood Park, which have been selected as a planned test area for residential 
development. Further to the objections listed above, this is an area of open rural land crossed by a well used public 
footpath and borders on mature ancient woodland to the north. A housing development would constitute an 
unacceptable form of urban sprawl that would severely impact the adjoining ancient woodland and the open space 
of Westwood Park and, furthermore, degrade the village character of Little Chalfont. It should also be noted that 
this area of land was one of the sites excluded in the Housing and Economic Land Availability Assessment (HELAA) at 
Stage 1.  Of equal concern are the fields to the east of Stony Lane, Church Grove and Lodge Lane, which have been 
selected as planned test areas for employment development. In addition to the objections highlighted above, this is 
an area of open rural countryside that forms an important buffer zone between Little Chalfont and the settlements 
to the east. Any development here would be an unacceptable form of urban sprawl that would completely alter the 
rural setting of Little Chalfont. 
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Rep0899 
Mr George Bigby 
and Rep0902 
Mrs Susan Bigby 

I reject the conclusions of the Chiltern District Council, that the village of Little Chalfont be classified as a “main 
settlement for growth” and that adjoining areas of Green Belt land should therefore be considered for release for 
housing and employment development.  The main reasons for my objection to any housing/employment 
development on these identified areas of land include, but are not limited to, the following:   1) This land is 
designated as Green Belt and its development would therefore be in contravention of local and national planning 
policy. Green Belt land was specifically created to prevent urban sprawl and should not be treated as a repository of 
reserve building land.  2) Except for the former golf course on Lodge Lane, all the identified areas of land are within 
the Chilterns Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB), an important national asset much appreciated by local 
residents and visitors to the area. Use of this land would be in contravention of local and national planning policy. 
3) Any housing and/or industrial development would be very detrimental to the rural character and setting of Little 
Chalfont village.  4) In recent years Little Chalfont has taken a greater share (i.e. 12.4%) of new housing compared to 
other settlements in the area (e.g. Amersham 5.3%, Chesham 4.0%, Chalfont St Peter 7.7%).  5) Any new housing 
estates would severely overload the local infrastructure including roads, road junctions, parking, train services, 
schools, healthcare, water and waste management.  In particular, I would like to draw your attention to the fields 
between Stony Lane and Westwood Park, which have been selected as a planned test area for residential 
development. Further to the objections listed above, this is an area of open rural land crossed by a well used public 
footpath and borders on mature ancient woodland to the north. A housing development would constitute an 
unacceptable form of urban sprawl that would severely impact the adjoining ancient woodland and the open space 
of Westwood Park and, furthermore, degrade the village character of Little Chalfont. It should also be noted that 
this area of land was one of the sites excluded in the Housing and Economic Land Availability Assessment (HELAA) at 
Stage 1.  Of equal concern are the fields to the east of Stony Lane, Church Grove and Lodge Lane, which have been 
selected as planned test areas for employment development. In addition to the objections highlighted above, this is 
an area of open rural countryside that forms an important buffer zone between Little Chalfont and the settlements 
to the east. Any development here would be an unacceptable form of urban sprawl that would completely alter the 
rural setting of Little Chalfont. 

 The Local Plan will need to 
identify sustainable 
development options to meet 
needs taking into account the 
scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements.   

Rep0903 
Mrs Caroline 
Masters 

I would like to register my support for the proposed gymnastics and cricket facility located at Betjeman Park, 
Amersham HP6 6JQ.  As Amersham and Chesham are expanding towns, the need for these resources is becoming 
ever greater and will encourage young people to foster a good attitude towards fitness and health. 
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Rep0904 
Mr Paul Rogers, 
Rep0907 
Mr Jonathon 
Rogers and 
Rep0911 
Mrs Clare Rogers 

I reject the conclusions of the Chiltern District Council, that the village of Little Chalfont be classified as a “main 
settlement for growth” and that adjoining areas of Green Belt land should therefore be considered for release for 
housing and employment development.  The main reasons for my objection to any housing/employment 
development on these identified areas of land include, but are not limited to, the following:  1) This land is 
designated as Green Belt and its development would therefore be in contravention of local and national planning 
policy. Green Belt land was specifically created to prevent urban sprawl and should not be treated as a repository of 
reserve building land.  2) Except for the former golf course on Lodge Lane, all the identified areas of land are within 
the Chilterns Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB), an important national asset much appreciated by local 
residents and visitors to the area. Use of this land would be in contravention of local and national planning policy. 
3) Any housing and/or industrial development would be very detrimental to the rural character and setting of Little 
Chalfont village.   4) In recent years Little Chalfont has taken a greater share (i.e. 12.4%) of new housing compared 
to other settlements in the area (e.g. Amersham 5.3%, Chesham 4.0%, Chalfont St Peter 7.7%).  5) Any new housing 
estates would severely overload the local infrastructure including roads, road junctions, parking, train services, 
schools, healthcare, water and waste management.  In particular, I would like to draw your attention to the fields 
between Stony Lane and Westwood Park, which have been selected as a planned test area for residential 
development. Further to the objections listed above, this is an area of open rural land crossed by a well used public 
footpath and borders on mature ancient woodland to the north. A housing development would constitute an 
unacceptable form of urban sprawl that would severely impact the adjoining ancient woodland and the open space 
of Westwood Park and, furthermore, degrade the village character of Little Chalfont. It should also be noted that 
this area of land was one of the sites excluded in the Housing and Economic Land Availability Assessment (HELAA) at 
Stage 1.  Of equal concern are the fields to the east of Stony Lane, Church Grove and Lodge Lane, which have been 
selected as planned test areas for employment development. In addition to the objections highlighted above, this is 
an area of open rural countryside that forms an important buffer zone between Little Chalfont and the settlements 
to the east. Any development here would be an unacceptable form of urban sprawl that would completely alter the 
rural setting of Little Chalfont. 

  
The Local Plan will need to 
identify sustainable 
development options to meet 
needs taking into account the 
scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements.   

Rep0905 
Mrs Lauren 
Hamilton 

I am torn like many by the thought of losing green belt to housing.  It seems enevitable as the need for housing is so 
urgent.   My main concern would be the infrastructure being able to cope, more traffic and parking being a major 
issue. More importantly in my view, what thought if any has been given to providing school places to these new 
residents.  At the beginning of this year residents were being offered primary school places as far away as Chalfont 
St Giles as the local schools were over subscribed. 

  



Classification: OFFICIAL 
 

519 
 
Classification: OFFICIAL 

Name Summary of Representation 
Council Response (see also 

Volume 1 for generic response) 

Rep0906 
Mrs Barbara 
Spalding 

I would like to express my objections to the proposal to use green belt land for employment and residential 
development as proposed in the local plan 2014-2036.  My husband and I regularly go walking in the 
Chenies/Latimer area - its such a beautiful and tranquil area to be in and the scenery is stunning at all times of the 
year.   The Green Belt was established for good reasons to regulate development and to maintain an area of 
outstanding natural beauty.  The existing infrastructure cannot possibly support the proposed new development, i.e. 
schools and parking facilities in Little Chalfont.  There has been many new developments in Little Chalfont including 
the site that was originally the saw mills in Bell Lane and other developments  behind Chenies Parade. 

  

 Rep0908 
Mrs Mary Axon 

Ashley Green is a totally unsuitable area for further development.  I was born in this village  and have lived at my 
present address for 35 years.  In that time the village has completely changed.  We are divided by an increasingly 
dangerous road which has already had some fatalities.  The crossroads of Two Dells Lane and Hog Lane are high risk 
areas which we have complained to the Council about for many years.  With the ever increasing volume of traffic 
this is rapidly getting worse.  At the present time 650 new dwellings are being built a mile away this side of 
Berkhamsted.  Therefore cars from this new development will use Johns Lane and Hog Lane to access the main road.  
It will become even more impossible to cross the main road.  The verges in our lanes have already been destroyed.  
They are not built for the heavy volume of traffic.   Also if the proposed development is allowed, we will just become 
another suburb of Chesham.  The Green Belt is there for a reason.  We live on the Chiltern Cycleway which is already 
very dangerous for cyclists.  Many walkers and cyclists come here, parking in the village hall for rambles across our 
beautiful countryside.  This is advertised widely as a place where urban dwellers can easily access the country.   
Chesham has many brown field sites which are far more suitable for development - use them instead.  Chesham 
needs to have a sustainable community with local jobs for local people, not just for commuters to London. 
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Rep0909 
Mrs Lorraine 
Buckley 

Re: Green Belt Parcel 69 Fulmer Road to Windsor Road.  Firstly I would like to point out that we have only recently 
been made aware of the above planning proposal and feel that it has been put together hastily although the ARUPS 
investigation was made last year.  Also I feel that as ARUPS have decided that planning permission for this land 
should not go ahead it amazes me that South Bucks Council are still trying to pursue it.  This is an extortionate waste 
of council tax money and time considering how many services have been restricted due to lack of funds.   My 
Objections:  Parcel 69 contains an electricity pylon right across this land together with mobile phone masts and 
electricity substation so any housing built on this land would be severely compromised.  Because this land rolls 
down into a valley connecting to the M40 it would be undesirable to build any houses on this site as there is a flood 
plane underneath the motorway.  The ancient woods on this site protect this land from flooding and absorb water 
particularly as there are ponds "Fish Ponds" which gather water in times of heavy rain. Quite apart from this no 
doubt the Highways Agency will want to increase the lanes of the M40 at some future point.  The ancient woods are 
a haven for many different species of wildlife particularly bats, muntjac deer, nesting birds and mammals quite apart 
from giving a barrier to the surrounding area from the M40 traffic noise and air pollution.  I would like to point out 
that for housing to be well serviced it would need to be reasonably close to shops, medical facilities and transport 
links.  We are at least one to one and a half miles from the nearest shop, The One Stop Shop, and two miles from 
Gerrards Cross town shops.  Our nearest GP surgery is in Chalfont St. Peter which is four miles away.  Nearest station 
is two and half miles away in Gerrards Cross so obviously this would increase the level of traffic substantially along 
Fulmer Road and Windsor Road, even today there is traffic queuing at peak times onto the A40. 
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Rep0910 
Mrs Sarah Higgins 

I have read & understood the relevant documents to the best of my ability, As with all documents they are not 
produced with the intention of being easily understood and for that reason they are not accessible to the majority 
of the people that the decisions made within them will affect.  The decisions made by these documents has long 
reaching and life changing consequences for those affected. Accessibility is not about being able to access the 
documentation but more fundamentally about understanding in a clear and concise manner the nature and content 
of the documents. The councils fail miserably in this aspect. As a direct failure in this I believe that people are not 
able to make their comments or concerns known, they are put off even beginning to read the complicated maze of 
documents that you have look at in order to understand what the planning strategy is about and what areas are to 
be affected.  In the rural areas that are being considered the document ignores the needs and requirements of the 
rural community. The impact of the inclusion of traveller sites, removal of community facilities is not considered. 
Broad sweeps of the brush remove youth clubs, libraries and even churches.  I disagree wholeheartedly with the 
approach of the councils and feel that any considerations of the rural community have been ignored. Green belt is 
incredibly important and was instigated for good reason but to suit convenience attempts are being made to sweep 
it away. Development needs to be encouraged in brown belt areas - it should be made financially more attractive to 
develop these sites as opposed to green belt. More careful planning to be put into developing residential sites to 
maximise the housing opportunities on these sites. 

  

Rep0912 
Mr Dean Clark 

We cannot sustain this level of development in Iver Heath.  We do not have adequate infrastructure to provide a 
good standard of living for existing residents let alone adding to the population 

  

Rep0913 
Mr David Arent 
and Rep0916 
Mrs Iwona Arent-
Donaldson 

The area I am concerned about is a large area which extends from the fields to the side of Ridge House, (Quill Hall 
Lane private road) down to the railway line and then extending down past Stubbs Wood, as far as St Leonards Road 
(the crescent off Holloway Lane).  This is an area of outstanding beauty teaming with wildlife including moles, 
pheasants, deer, foxes, snakes, frogs, owls and many nocturnal animals.  My concerns extend to infrastructure 
issues such as schools, doctors surgeries etc mostly which are oversubscribed already.  The area is listed as an Area 
of Outstanding Natural Beauty. My final concern is that the additional road traffic created by the development of 
this area including congestion and more pollution of our air. 
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Rep0914 
Ms Stephanie 
Raper 

While I understand the need for more homes and tentatively welcome more employment being brought to the area, 
I have the following concerns:   The current road network in Chesham is already at breaking point. One small set of 
temporary traffic lights causes hold ups for hours. Unless the basic issue of roads is addressed 1000 new homes will 
push it to breaking point.  Doctors/schools - it's already difficult to get doctors appointments and school places, if 
1000 homes are to be built then new schools and doctor surgeries must also be built otherwise there will be a knock 
on issue for traffic (multiple school runs in and out of Chesham).  Affordable housing - if all this housing is to be 
marketed at Londoners what happens to people who have been brought up in the town? It's a real concern to a lot 
of people that people brought up in our strange but lovely town will have to move miles away from their families 
simply to be able to afford to but somewhere. 

  

Rep0915 
Mr Geoff Spalding 

I would like to express my objections to the proposal to use green belt land for employment and residential 
development as outlined in the local plan 2014-2036.  My objections are based upon the fact that;  1 The Green Belt 
was established for good reasons to regulate development and to maintain an area of outstanding natural beauty. 
2 The existing infrastructure cannot possibly support the proposed new development; there are limited school 
places and parking facilities within the village of Little Chalfont.  3 There has been many new developments in Little 
Chalfont including the site that was originally the saw mills in Bell Lane and other developments behind Chenies 
Parade.   

  

Rep0917 
Mr Dylan 
Whitaker 

I think it is unacceptable the amount of planned work. I strongly believe that the quintessential British village feel 
would be obliterated by these plans. The infrastructure of the village is already under huge stress  with a lack of 
parking and a a limited schooling system. Far better to invest into the heart of the town by strengthening and 
improving the roads and bettering the facility than bolting on more unneeded and completely unnecessary 
development onto an already struggling machine.   These developments will be the end of the Little Chalfont that all 
the residents and visitors know and love and will plunge the area into a dark struggling village that is overloaded 
beyond the point of no return.   For these reasons I am strongly against the development. 

 The councils consider that 
options in the Green Belt need 
to be considered in addition to 
the opportunities that are 
available on brownfield sites. 
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Rep0918 
Ms Priscilla 
Newton 

Q1 andQ8;  There is insufficient affordable housing, this is not assisted when new housing developments which 
require a lot of land such as the development in Burtons lane area are allowed to progress. I feel all land freed up by 
the plan should be for either flats, affordable housing or social housing .this would accommodate far more people 
on far less land than huge 'exclusive' housing developments. We having to find more land for further houses due to 
the sizes of the houses already built. Think about lots more in filling and use of existing land parcels in already built 
up areas, such as knocking houses down to create flats, use of large gardens and building in areas which are already 
overlooked by significant housing developments.  There should be no consideration given to any review of Green 
belt land. The original legislation was designed to check unrestricted growth, safeguard the countryside and 
preserve rural settings and that should remain as such to continue to preserve the landscapes around Little Chalfont 
and environs.  In terms of development of the  Chenies side of Stony lane, this would seriously affect the views over 
the countryside in the approach to Chenies Manor a magnificent Tudor building, which should be preserved in its 
landscape as part of our joint heritage.  Neither should there be any consideration of development which would 
endanger the woodlands which sit to either side of Stony lane ,which would encroach onto the beautiful Chess 
Valley an area of outstanding natural beauty. Many people come to the area for that specific walk , bringing trade 
for local businesses ,restaurants, hotels, taxi firms and so on.  Furthermore why is there any consideration of 
employment opportunites in and around Little Chalfont? Most people work in London and small companies would 
not be able to employ people locally as there is nowhere affordable to live? Does this make sense?   Whilst I feel all 
communities need to take a share of increased house building, it should be affordable, small scale  and with the 
least land for most housing. The Council should seek to optimise using the Green Belt as the Green belt so it 
preserves the environment and all our future heritage for future generations, so I am opposed to any reviews of 
Green belt land for any development at all.  I hope my views will be taken on board in the spirit that local people are 
supposed to be given a voice in shaping the areas they live in.  

 The councils consider that 
options in the Green Belt need 
to be considered in addition to 
the opportunities that are 
available on brownfield sites. 
 
The Local Plan will need to plan 
to meet employment needs 
over the Plan period to 2036. 
 
The Local Plan will need to 
identify sustainable 
development options to meet 
needs taking into account the 
scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements.   
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Rep0919 
Mr Daniel Buckley 

Parcel 69 contains ancient woodland which forms a pollution barrier against excessive noise and pollution quite 
apart from its range of birds, foxes, bats, munjac deer etc.  This appears to me to be totally unsuitable for housing 
development as houses would be close to the M40 and subject to unacceptable noise level and carbon emission 
pollution. These already are areas of concern but will be significantly increased in the future as the projected usage 
of the M40 will increase dramatically.  The area in question contains electricity pylons and high voltage cables which 
could possibly in the future be shown to be a health hazard but in any case would make communications badly 
affected for houses built nearby.  I assume you have exhausted brownfield sites but would urge you to consider 
more suitable areas for development bearing in mind the impact such development would have on the already 
stretched resources in local schools, family doctors and particularly hospital facilities. 

 The councils consider that 
options in the Green Belt need 
to be considered in addition to 
the opportunities that are 
available on brownfield sites. 

Rep0920 
Ms Ann Wignall 

Firstly I would like to address the topics of whether Little Chalfont should be identified as a “main settlement for 
growth, the possibility of accommodating significant new developments and whether any development should only 
be in the current village boundaries”.  Little Chalfont is situated right in the heart of the recognised and designated 
AONB and this should be protected at all costs.  “The National Parks and Access to the Countryside Act of 1949” 
specifically defines the purpose of AONB, which is to conserve and enhance the natural beauty of the area, If further 
growth in this area were permitted then it would go against this Act of parliament and cause non-returnable land 
over to development that would be lost forever. It makes a total mockery of why we have AONB in this country if 
local authorities can just ignore Acts of parliament as and when they choose.  There has already been considerable 
development in recent years in and around Little Chalfont, more so than in other neighbouring areas and this means 
that we are in danger of becoming an easy target for developers to make the village into a small town or even a 
suburb of Amersham. If we do not curb this continual spread of residential and business development then there is 
a very real danger that we could lose the historical and beautiful villages in the Chilterns.  Not only is there a concern 
for the AONB but also whether Little Chalfont’s infrastructure can cope with significantly more housing and 
businesses.   The plain answer to this is NO it cannot.  There would have to be more development for road traffic 
and parking.  The A404 is already very busy at all times of the day and there has long been a significant lack of 
parking in and around the village and station. Train services are at present very good but the generation of further 
housing would mean that the services would be much busier and there is a finite number of carriages and trains that 
can be provided on the Metropolitan and Chiltern lines and this comes down to health and safety and the size of the 
station and it’s platforms.  As far as far as Education, Healthcare and Social care are concerned, the village is already 
struggling to meet its requirements. We have an issue with the amount of primary and secondary school places 
available to existing resident’s needs and further residential development would compound this issue. The answer is 
NOT bigger schools either, attracting more traffic from other local villages whose residents would also be vying for 
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limited school places too.  There is also a recognised national shortage of teachers, so there would also be an issue 
in staffing a new or larger school in the area.  There would be a similar issue with Health and Social care in the area. 
Over the last 5 years we have seen our local healthcare and social care services decrease thanks to the successive 
government cuts and reapportion of funding into the NHS and social care sector. These are not areas in which we as 
a local community can influence.  There is already considerable demand in the village for medical and dental 
services and again we have to acknowledge that there is a national shortage of staffing in these services and we as a 
community cannot influence this situation either.  At present the water and waste water and indeed the Waste 
Management in the area is just about sufficient, however if further development were to take place then this is 
another area that would require substantial redevelopment and funding which in turn would cause considerable 
upheaval for existing local residents and businesses.  Secondly and just as important, I believe that Chiltern District 
Council should protect and NOT seek to declassify existing Green Belt land.    As we know, Little Chalfont is 
surrounded by Green Belt land.  In 1954, the whole point of Green Belt was to prevent neighbouring towns merging 
into one another, assist in the safeguarding of the countryside from encroachment, preserve the setting and special 
character of historic towns and assist in the urban regeneration by encouraging the recycling of derelict and other 
urban land.  Chiltern District Councils Local plan 2014 – 2036 is actually seeking to ignore all of these points in order 
to achieve and meet housing demands to comply with the localism Act 2011.  To declassify parcels of green belt, 
which in the consultation documents words “not to have any green belt purpose“, would give the false permission 
to carry out proposals to develop and build not only residential dwellings but business and industrial developments.  
Allegedly, “Part 1 has established an agreed methodology, determined whether any parts of the Green Belt no 
longer fulfil a Green Belt purpose (and so should be removed from the Green Belt) and has undertaken a 
comparative analysis to identify potential options for Green Belt release”.   I strongly object to the way in which 
planned areas of the green belt has been identified as “Parcels” of land that don’t meet the above 1954 criteria for 
remaining as green belt. Where is this analysis and what exactly is the agreed methodology?  If we as a community 
have to give up our Green Belt land forever, then this should be a fully transparent and honest analysis and process 
available to all who request visibility.  If not then this sets a very dangerous precedent for future developments and 
the loss of yet more Green Belt as and when unscrupulous developers and councils require more land to build on for 
whatever reason.  Green Belt was designed for five specific reasons and I believe that the land around Little Chalfont 
and in the Chilterns completely fulfil these. This is why the villages in this area have continued to thrive as villages 
and not small towns. Local authorities should be looking to redevelop existing derelict housing and industrial sites to 
create more affordable housing and business opportunities and not our beautiful and outstanding natural 
countryside. 
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Rep0921 
Mr Ian Campbell 

I note from the proposals that the areas currently occupied by both the Beaconsfield Rugby Club and the 
Beaconsfield Cricket Club are both within the areas considered in the Plan as "Built Area extensions".  It is hard to 
envisage that our local councillors have properly considered the effect on their electorate if these plans were to be 
carried through.   Membership of Beaconsfield Rugby Club extends from a child of 5 years old through to a veteran 
who has been with the club since opening over half a century ago.  Playing membership, those who are actively 
participating in the sport on a weekly basis between September and May has dramatically increased with the 
popularity of the sport to a phenomenal 750+ members .   Add to these enthusiastic individuals each of their parents 
and there is a community of over 2000 people enjoying friendships and close social interaction with relatives, 
neighbours and peers.   The Rugby Facility at Beaconsfield has seen a large investment from all of these members to 
improve the environment and safety of the facilities in the last two years and has achieved recognition from the 
governing body of the sport, the RFU, in maintaining and upholding their core values.  The land itself is owned by 
Beaconsfield Town Council but was gifted to it originally on condition that it was used for sporting and recreation 
purpose in perpetuity.  For this reason alone I do not consider it should be part of this plan.  
Beaconsfield Cricket Club is also included in this redesignation and like the Rugby Club is a community club drawing 
its members principally from Beaconsfield but also from surrounding areas.  It is one of the more successful local 
cricket clubs in the County and although its land is privately owned by the membership the grounds are considered 
to be one of the best maintained in Buckinghamshire and in the past have hosted First Class competitive matches.  
The Clubhouse facilities are in need of improvement but there are active plans to develop these in conjunction with 
other sports in the town; to have these plans threatened by redesignation of this land would be a major disruption 
for these clubs and the wider community that their members represent in the area. 
For both clubs the threat of losing their playing fields will hang over the town like a dark cloud for the foreseeable 
future until this plan is resolved.  If it is allowed to go ahead it would be a massive loss to the community of 
Beaconsfield and its residents. 

  

Rep0922 Mr 
Christian 
Osbourne 
Operations 
Manager 

REF Q 17 Latimer house is an historic building and is situated in an area of natural beauty. Views of the house and 
surrounding country side need to be protected in order that the houses historical significance and importance can 
be preserved. 

  

Rep0923 
Mrs Carol Knight 

I cannot understand how this scheme can possibly work.   The infrastructure is simply not available.   Schools, 
Doctors etc. to say nothing of completely ruining an area of historic interest and beauty.  I hope the Council will 
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think very carefully about the detrimental effect such a plan would have on everyone living in this area.   The whole 
scheme is far too big and elaborate.  Please reconsider. 

Rep0924 
Dr Peter Borrows 

Question 3:  The Maltings, off School Lane in Old Amersham, is not currently identified. It is a brown field site which 
could be suitable for housing but would need very sensitive development as the site is surrounded by listed 
buildings, in a conservation area and adjacent to the River Misbourne. Question 6:   London Road West - I supported 
an earlier planning application to develop this site but consent was refused. I still see the site as suitable for 
development and would support planning applications for affordable housing development and/or starter homes. 
On the same site, land to the south of the River Misbourne, which was not included in the previous application, is 
also suitable for housing development that would not be detrimental to the town’s character. Under the terms of 
the National Policy Planning Framework the countryside is safeguarded on this site by the Old Amersham bypass 
and the waterworks and other buildings. It will not aesthetically damage the view of the town, eg from the footpath 
as you emerge from Rectory Wood. Bury Farm - This land should be considered in two parts.  To the west of the land 
described above as London Road West is a site east of Bury Farm. The lower part of the field faces onto the water 
pumping station and is hidden from view by existing buildings; this land could also be developed without detriment 
to the historic character and views of Amersham Old Town.  Further west the land rises and comes into view from 
viewpoints around the town. This land constitutes the environs of the historic Bury Farm. (Note that the Bury Farm 
buildings and its converted barns are not shown on the map provided in the Local Plan). Twenty- first century 
housing development in that area would damage the historic character of these buildings. Building on land to the 
south and immediate east of the farm buildings would also destroy the iconic view of Old Amersham, nestling in the 
Misbourne valley, as you emerge from Rectory Wood on the footpath (used daily by hundreds of people). Whielden 
Street - This field rises behind the houses on the south-east side of Whielden Street. It edges the conservation area 
and is adjacent to many listed buildings. It is a haven of wildlife, including orchids. The field provides an effective 
separation between the Old Town and the 20th century developments to the west of Gore Hill. Building here would 
destroy the iconic view of Old Amersham, nestling in the Misbourne valley, as you emerge from Rectory Wood on 
the footpath (used daily by hundreds of people). Mantles Green and Coldmoreham  -  When approaching Old 
Amersham from the west (Aylesbury direction) the town is seen to be surrounded by fields, with minimal intrusion 
of twentieth century building, preserving the approach much as it would have been in the 16th century. It is 
adjacent to the Shardeloes conservation area and is the probable site of a Saxon burial ground. Thus the green belt 
should be preserved here. Amersham on the Hill - The area defined by the Metropolitan  railway  line that runs to 
Chesham has some existing preserved woodlands and these need to be retained, but otherwise the site does not 
seem to fully meet the criteria for Green Belt and so could be suitable for housing development and associated 
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amenities.  This could include the construction of a new railway station to serve both the existing and the new 
population. Question 8:   There is a serious shortage of affordable housing for low to medium level wage earners. 
Whilst in any new housing development 30% must be allocated as affordable, there is a strong case that where 
council owned or green belt land is used for housing development, 40% should be developed as affordable.  it is 
more profitable for developers to build 4 and 5 bedroom houses or even larger. However, this does little to meet 
the need for affordable housing and hence any development on green belt land should not exceed 3 bedrooms. 
Question 10:  Accommodation for the elderly needs to be within easy reach of banks, a post office, a variety of local 
shops, a library and good public transport. Old Amersham fails to meet almost all these criteria and even at 
Amersham on the Hill the railway station is not accessible as it lacks a lift.  As this accommodation will be largely in 
care homes and similar it also needs to be readily accessible for low paid care workers and not located where 
affordable housing is scarce. Question 11: Old Amersham is a heritage asset of national, not just local, 
importance. Quite apart from the many listed buildings and the conservation area, you still get a strong sense of 
community. Descending the footpath from Amersham on the Hill, through Rectory Wood, you still see a small town, 
isolated from its neighbours. When my wife and I walk this route (to the bank, post office, library, market, railway 
station and most shops) we always pause to enjoy the view, it contributes hugely to the quality of life. It raises the 
spirit and I am sure is the reason why, when encountering others on the path, they almost always bid you “Good 
morning”, etc. There is indeed a real sense of community in Old Amersham. You cannot walk down the street 
without encountering people you know, who invariably greet you. Question 12: The Chilterns are a hilly and 
wooded area. The iconic views revealed as you emerge from a wood or crest a hill are part of the heritage assets 
which should be preserved. One example is the view of Old Amersham nestling in the Misbourne Valley as you 
emerge from Rectory Wood on a footpath used by hundreds of people every day. Some of the green belt land 
around Old Amersham can be seen from this point and should not be considered for building. Question 13: Barn 
Meadow, off School Lane in Old Amersham, is currently a local green space used as playing fields by the school, 
various local clubs and informally. It is not Green belt land but it is essential to preserve it. Question 14: Any 
developments on the scale proposed will inevitably increase traffic on existing roads. At the very least, all 
conservation areas should be designated as 20 mph zones and other traffic management measures taken to 
discourage through traffic/commuter rat runs in built-up areas. Question 17: It is essential that the planners 
meet the infrastructure needs for:  roads; rail (including new stations and ensuring existing ones have disabled 
access); cycle routes; recreation amenities; water supply;  rainage/sewage; energy supplies; broadband provision; 
medical centres; local shops (including post offices); schools and colleges. 
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Rep0925 
Mr James Wyper 

The proposed sites are in Green Belt and areas of outstanding beauty,allso the area has been overdeveloped ie Bell 
Lane and the Donkey Field and the impact has been particuly bad with regard traffic.The objective of moving to 
Little Chalfont was to enjoy the facilitys of the local area.If there must be development then Brown field sites should 
be looked at first,such as Bovingdon air field??although not in Bucks I have not found any information suggesting 
this type of site has been considerd. 

 The councils consider that 
options in the Green Belt need 
to be considered in addition to 
the opportunities that are 
available on brownfield sites. 

Rep0926 
Mrs Claire Taylor 

I would like to express my extreme concern at the proposed plans to build yet more houses in Little Chalfont.  My 
family and I have lived here for 10 years and one of the reasons we moved out here was the feeling that you are in 
the countryside and the lovely Village feel about Little Chalfont. Its the perfect place to live - close enough to the city 
and yet far out enough to still have the space & natural countryside. At the moment, its somewhere that I want my 
child to grow up.  One of the best bits of my drive to work in the morning is leaving the village and driving along the 
A404 with the beautiful countryside either side of me, to imagine that this will become huge housing estates is a 
travesty and would completely ruin the feel of Little Chalfont & the surrounding area.  Whilst it's appreciated that 
new houses are required, I feel that Little Chalfont has already had its fair share of new development so far which is 
already putting a strain on the local primary school (extremely over subscribed), doctor, dentist and other 
infrastructure e.g. parking.  I recently had to commute by tube into London from Little Chalfont in the rush hour, as 
we are the second stop on the line I naturally assumed that of course I would get a seat! How wrong I was and I had 
to stand until Harrow. If the trains are that busy now what on earth will they be like if so many more houses are 
built? Continuing to destroy Greenbelt land will ruin the Great British countryside, each little piece that is lost will 
become part of a bigger and bigger sprawl until we have none left by which time it will be too late, there will be no 
going back - then what? Its time to stop now and look at alternatives.  I hope that you really do consider the impact 
that this proposal will have on Little Chalfont as a village and its current residents and see that if it goes ahead then 
it will be disastrous. 

 The Local Plan will need to 
identify sustainable 
development options to meet 
needs taking into account the 
scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements.   
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Rep0927 
Mrs Sandra 
Gladwin 

I object to the inclusion of the land at the bottom of Stoke Poges between Park Road, Church Lane and Rogers Lane 
in the Green Belt Consultation. This land must not be released from the Green Belt for development.  It is an 
essential green boundary between Stoke Poges and the urban sprawl of Slough. Without it, there would be no visual 
demarcation of where Slough ends and Stoke Poges starts. Stoke Poges would merge into the north of Slough, and 
lose its semi-rural, small village, characteristic. It is such a delight to drive along the B416 through the open 
countryside into the village. Without this boundary Stoke Poges, which is listed in the Doomsday Book, and is noted 
in Wikipedia as ‘a green buffered scattered village’ would cease to be a separate entity.   Thomas Grey wrote his 
poem Elegy in a Country Churchyard looking over these fields, an historic loss if they are to be built over. 
It would also be a great recreational loss to the village, both fields being very popular with dog walkers, as evidenced 
by the requirement for 2 dog poo bins in Rogers Lane and 1 in West End Lane. It is very rare to go in these field and 
not see a walker or jogger enjoying the countryside. The Clock House is mentioned in Walk 25 of the Walk in South 
Bucks booklet, published by The West London Ramblers.  There is also the environmental loss, the fields and 
surrounding hedgerows currently support a range of wildlife including Barn Owls and Little Owls which nest in the 
Oak Trees as well as Woodpeckers, Fieldfares, Nuthatches, Bats, Weasels, Grass Snakes and Slow worms.  It would 
seem much more appropriate to develop nearer to the heart of the village as proposed by the Parish Council. Within 
walking range of the Doctors Surgery and Shops. Stoke Court, Sefton Park spring to mind. 

  

Rep0928 
Mrs Sharon 
Holbrough 

I am responding regarding the plans to put the 2 sites at Windsor End currently used by the rugby club into the 30 
year housing development plan.  I STRONGLY OBJECT to the potential change from amenity/leisure space to 
potential housing.  At the moment these are 2 lovely fields near to Old Beaconsfield that are very much part of the 
character of Beaconsfield. It provides important open space.  Most importantly if this was developed into housing 
then the rugby club would not be able to exist there which would be a devastating loss to the community and to the 
rugby community.  I have been a resident of Beaconsfield for 40 years and started playing rugby there at aged 14. 
My son has been playing there starting in the U6s and is now in the U11s.  We all help - coaching and managing and 
the rugby club is amazing and a huge part of everyones life.  The rugby teaches the youngsters great sporting values 
and team work in addition to the exercise.  It would be such a loss to Beaconsfield if the club was unable to be on 
these sites. I am also unaware of any other locations that could be used by the club so it could fold. Please do not let 
this happen. Also other matters are that Beaconsfield is already very busy already with traffic and housing 
development. With the potential housing scheme at Wilton Park it will put significant pressures on the traffic and 
local amenities such as schools and doctors. Beaconsfield just cannot cope.  Please do not build on these sites. 
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Rep0929 
Mr Philp Gander 

The prospect of 76 new homes in Prestwood was bad enough but hundreds is absolute lunacy. Apart from schools of 
which there would need to be new ones plus doctors and dentists practices this could introduce another 400 or 500 
or more cars to the village. Lodge Lane and the High Street and probably others are a slalom course already when 
giving way to oncoming vehicles.  Sanderson's statement in the planning application for the 76 houses that residents 
would walk and cycle everywhere was a joke, they don't, they drive because the public transport service is 
inadequate and people don't want to take all day getting to their destination. The area does not need developments 
of these magnitudes. If homes are to be built particularly starter homes, they should be small developments that 
don't detract from the rural nature of the area. I am appalled that planning consultants can sit miles away studying 
maps and spot a piece of land that would look great covered in houses without any consideration  for the existing 
population or the village's infrastructure.  What the Government wants and what it sensible for areas such as this is 
mutually incompatible and I appeal to Chiltern District Council to resist it 

  

Rep0930 
 Pat Taylor and 
Rep0931 
Mr Timothy 
Taylor 

Please note that I am writing to object to the proposed use of the site known as Wicks Motors on the Rignall Road 
which is currently operating as Great Missenden Garage.  Great Missenden Garage has established itself as an 
essential part of the Great Missenden community and my family and I use it on a regular basis.  If this site is lost to 
housing development this important facility to the local community will be lost permanently as there is not 
alternative suitable site within the area. 
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Rep0932 
Mr Roger Martin 

I believe this plan for increased housing and economic development is flawed on many levels: 
Firstly on Transport and infrastructure; the area is already heavy with commuter and passing traffic both on road 
and rail. The station car park is full causing cars to park in residential areas and trains overcrowded and 
uncomfortable. The area is already having difficulty in finding places for school children as well as offering health 
and social services.  Other environmental considerations include the stress on the River Chess with increased water 
extraction and effects of air pollution all effecting a well-recognised Green Belt and area of Outstanding Natural 
Beauty. Further building within this area will doubtless have a major impact on the ancient woodland habitats and 
ecology as well as diminishing the recreation and amenity opportunities it offers.  It is my view that Chiltern District 
Council (CDC) action to undertake a Green Belt assessment is inconsistent with its statutory obligation to protect 
and enhance this Green Belt Area.   • The land availability assessment does not take into consideration the Area of 
Outstanding Natural Beauty status.   • The Metropolitan Green Belt is an asset to a community and in the absence of 
a government strategy it is inappropriate for CDC to undertake an isolated Green Belt Assessment.   • The CDC Part 
1 Green Belt Assessment utilises parcels of land which have boundaries as defined in the National Planning Policy 
Framework. For the Part 2 Green Belt Assessment, CDC have fragmented these parcels of land into smaller parcels 
of land which do not have boundaries. The basis of this action is illogical and fundamentally flawed.  I am of the 
opinion that this flawed methodology cannot be used as a basis for declassifying Green Belt and that housing and 
economic development should not be permitted on this Green Belt.  The Chiltern Area of Outstanding Natural 
Beauty should be afforded the protection provided by The National Parks and Access to the Countryside Act 1949 
which says the Area is to conserve and enhance the natural beauty of the area and not permit large scale housing or 
industrial development!  I strongly reject any proposal to undertake any significant housing or economic 
development in or immediately adjacent to this Green Belt area and Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty. 
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Rep0933 
Mr John Morrison 

Having lived in Little Chalfont for over 30 years I have seen the village grow significantly and do not agree that it 
should be on the short list as a main settlement for growth in the Councils Core Strategy, it has already taken more 
than its share of new build housing.   The Green Belt was not created for housing developments but as constraint to 
building and safeguard encroachment into the countryside and therefore should not be released. Some of the land 
around Little Chalfont is designated  AONB status in addition to Green Belt thereby deemed areas of natural beauty 
to be protected and enhanced, not for devolopment purposes. Any planned devolopments for Little Chalfont should 
be on a small scale and within the existing residential areas.   Our infrastucture can not support any more new build 
housing developments.  The increased difficulties in parking in Chenies Parade causes safety concerns for the 
already very busy ( A404 ) main road. Commuter parking on adjacent roads to the station that are non-prohibitive 
has also increased steadily throughout the years. The traffic flow through the village on the main road ( A404 ) 
causes bottlenecks on a number of side roads. Certainly Stony and Lodge Lanes which are narrow winding roads 
with numerous pot holes, are not fit to take potential additional light and heavy construction traffic and thereafter 
that of future residential traffic.  As a commuter to London myself I already know the problems with over crowding 
on the trains especially during peak times. The local doctors surgery here is I believe full to capacity.  The Little 
Chalfont Primary School has always been in high demand and is already full to capacity.  I cannot stress enough the 
importance of preserving the distinct countryside of fields,trees, ancient woodland and valleys surrounding Little 
Chalfont, not only for its aesthetic qualities but also the impact that any change will have on the natural 
environment that flourishes in this area. 
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Rep0934 
Mrs Kathleen 
Martin 

I strongly object to the above plan on the grounds of:   Transport which is already over-congested with traffic and 
parking. The roads are full of potholes, and have been for the last three years. The station car park is full, causing 
cars to park in residential areas and leading to disagreements and parking fines.  Trains are overcrowded and 
uncomfortable.  The area is already having difficulty in finding places for school children, pre-school care as well as 
health and other services i.e Doctors, Dentists etc. being difficult to get appointments.  What will the increased 
demand on water do to the River Chess? The River was short of water last year and is suffering due to high 
extraction. Air pollution is already effecting this well-recognised Green Belt and area of Outstanding Natural Beauty. 
Further building within this area will only increase this and in turn, affect the natural ecology and wildlife of the 
area. Building in this area will destroy the beauty of the Chess Valley which is in Green Belt land and an Area of 
Outstanding Natural Beauty, which is supposed to be protected by you!  I am of the opinion that your methods used 
as a basis for declassifying Green Belt are unlawful and that housing and economic development should not be 
permitted on this Green Belt area.  The Chiltern Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty should be afforded the 
protection provided by The National Parks and Access to the Countryside Act 1949 which says the Area is to 
conserve and enhance the natural beauty of the area and not permit large scale housing or industrial development! 
I strongly reject any proposal to undertake any significant housing or economic development in or immediately 
adjacent to this Green Belt area and Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty. 

  

Rep0936 
Mr William Boog-
Scott 

I wish to object to the possible designation of land for employment as shown on the Chalfont St Peter and Gerrards 
Cross map in Appendix 5, Areas of Search for Strategic Employment Options within the Green Belt listed in the Local 
Plan Initial Consultation document.  The proposal would cut across the lower part of the course at Gerrards Golf 
Club, including the Clubhouse, and so make the Club completely unviable.  It would further greatly reduce the 
sporting and recreational facilities in the local area and deny hundreds of members the enjoyment of playing golf in 
a beautiful part of the Misbourne valley.  Such development within the Green Belt would be considered harmful to 
the principles of such a designation while conversely, the existing use is an acceptable use within the Green Belt and 
wholly appropriate in maintaining the openness of the Green Belt.  The area is in The Colne Valley Park and is 
identified as being a particularly important green space for biodiversity and environmental priorities.  The area is 
within the Green Belt and provides the important function of separating the built-up areas of CSP and Tatling End, 
Gerrards Cross and Denham.  The A413 is a natural barrier for development.  To build to the east of it would erode 
the barrier and facilitate yet more development in the future on the open space to the east.  The area is also in a 
flood plain unsuitable for sustainable development of any significance.  The area is valued by residents and visitors 
as a green corridor and to destroy it would inevitably lead to further industrialisation and amalgamation of separate 
and distinct developed areas. 
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Rep0937 
Mr Roger Knight 

Question 1 -  Approval has already been given for some 600 new houses in Chalfont St Peter (CSP).  An increase of 
4552 households is used in the Local Plan for Chiltern giving, with 14% (637) for  CSP)   Accordingly existing 
approvals have already met CSP's share of new housing. Clearly CSP has already had its   fair share of development. 
Questions 2 & 3-  Currently HELAA only considers previously devloped land sites . There are some sites such as CD33 
parts of  which may be acceptable for development if access could be made to the A40. 
Question 5 - Option J should be first priority with development near to train stations, followed by Option A - Making 
more efficient and effective use of land within existing built up areas.  Option D -  should be third and then Option E 
-  and then Option H - and then Option I  - and then Option B - as the sixth priority.  The Option C is unacceptable for 
the reasons given above as response to Question 1, Option G is of  low priority for the reasons given in response to 
comments on the ESS site below under question 6. 
Question 6 - The Epilepsy Sociecty Site (ESS).    The site fulfils as a whole all five of the stated purposes of the green 
belt and provides a vital buffer between settlements of CSP, Chalfont St Giles and Horn Hill.  The site is bounded on 
three sides by narrow and dangerous country lanes. Having said that some limited development should be allowed 
near existing developments, provided suitable infrastructure can be established as currently there is no spare 
capacity  within the CSP eg for medicine, dentistry , schooling, water supply, drainage & transport. 
Mill Meadow (MM) ; It beggars belief as to why the MM site has been selected as a candidate for removal from 
Green Belt. It is a much used central amenity facility which includes  the Community Centre, two large allotments, 
CSP Amateur Football Club, fields, recreation park, playing pitches, tennis courts, a scout HQ and parish council 
offices. It also provides the playing fields for Chalfont St Peter Cof E Academy which does not have a playing field 
within its own grounds.(Something that was pointed out to CDC when permission for the the development of  of 
Holy Cross site  was before the CDC.) The National Curriculum calls inter alia for the provision of  sports activities 
.Without the MM playing field the  Academy would not be able to deliver an effective curriculum. The MM is also on 
the flood plain. Between 2010 and 2014 there was prolonged and extensve flooding there.   Building on the flood 
plain would exacerbate the impact on CSP Lower Road where raw sewage was forced up onto the street due to 
drains overloaded by flood water.  The area identified for industrial development to the East of the A413.   The A413 
is a natural barrier for development. It provides, as a green corridor,  the important function of separating the built 
up areas of CSP, Tatling End , Gerrards Cross and Denham.The area is completely within a flood plain.   

 The Local Plan will need to 
identify sustainable 
development options to meet 
needs taking into account the 
scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements.   

Rep0938 
Mrs Laura Nixon 

I am saddened to hear that there is the possibility of losing Great Missenden Garage.  We always use this garage, it 
is a great amenity, the work is always of a very professional standard and the staff are delightful. I travel from 
Bellingdon, Chesham, to use GMG which, in itself, is proof of the great service that they provide. The fact that there 
may be no other commercial premises that this garage can trade from is not beneficial to the community and unfair 
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to the tenants and employees who may lose their business and jobs to give way to housing. I trust that you will take 
all points raised by myself and others concerning this issue into consideration. 

Rep0939 
Mr Lee Cameron 

I would like to object to the declassification of green belt land surrounding the village of Little Chalfont.  Much of the 
area outlined for development in the Chiltern Local Plan includes Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty. Once gone, 
they are lost forever. There are reasons why the Green Belt and AONB status' were given - to check the unrestricted 
sprawl of large built-up areas, to prevent neighbouring towns merging into one another, to assist in safeguarding 
the countryside from encroachment, to preserve the setting and special character of historic towns, to assist in 
urban regeneration, by encouraging the recycling of derelict and other urban land. Development of these areas 
would significantly change the look and feel of the area to detriment effect. The joy of living in this part of the 
Chilterns correlates directly with the amount of green space that is protected and the village ethos of places like 
Little Chalfont and Chorleywood.   Further development of Little Chalfont and its surrounding fields is not 
sustainable and will have extremely severe consequences for our local infrastructure which is already struggling to 
support our local population. There are insufficient local school places, currently displacing children to schools miles 
away. The roads are falling apart and without major investment could not support more cars in the local area. There 
is lack of sufficient parking near local shops and businesses. Trains into London are inadequate to serve our 
commuters. Local GP, community health clinics and hospitals are at breaking point. The current AONB and green 
belt is used for recreation, which would be lost under the proposed development scheme.  Little Chalfont should not 
be considered as a 'Main Settlement for Growth'. Since 2006, the village has already endured development in larger 
scales than its neighbouring towns of Amersham, Chesham, Chalfont SG and Chalfont SP. Little Chalfont cannot 
accommodate new development. Please give my objection serious consideration. 

 The Local Plan will need to 
identify sustainable 
development options to meet 
needs taking into account the 
scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements.   

Rep0940 
 Lyndon Mallet 

Great Missenden Garage provides a valuable, and increasingly rare, local service of a type we cannot afford to lose.  
The demand for servicing and repairs grows exponentially with the numbers of cars on our roads.  For many car 
owners, main dealerships are not a satisfactory choice, often too far away and inaccessible to be a rational choice.    
Great Missenden Garage offers an exceptional level of service, with prompt attention and excellent 
communications. On one occasion, when I was unable to deliver my car to them, staff collected it from my home 
and returned it when the job was done. On behalf of the many customers of Great Missenden Garage, I ask the 
HELAA not to deprive the local community of this irreplaceable service. 

  

Rep0941 
Ms Helen Baldock 

This response is in relation to the consultation relating to the local plan for development in Chalfont St Peter. 
Chalfont St Peter (CSP) has had its share of new development.  CDC has already granted planning permission for 
over 600 dwellings within CSP, these include the Holy Cross site, Newland Park and the Audley Homes development 
at the Epilepsy site.  In the first three years of the previous Core Strategy (intended to run until 2026) CSP has 

 The Local Plan will need to 
identify sustainable 
development options to meet 
needs taking into account the 
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already taken significantly more than its fair allocation and provides the largest single percentage of the 
development proposed for the Chiltern district as a whole.   There is a known drainage issue in CSP, particularly with 
open raw sewerage backing up in the centre of the village.  Additional developments of the scale proposed are 
simply not possible with the current infrastructure.  Development should be concentrated towards the centre rather 
than the fringes of towns and villages to be in line with green belt principles that brownfield sits should be 
developed first, along with sites closes to train, tube and bus services.  CSP has no train or tube station, and bus 
services are very limited.  All schools within Chalfont St Peter are at or very nearly at, capacity.  They will be unable 
to accommodate children from the developments already scheduled within the Parish.  At secondary age, the 
Grammar schools are also full meaning that children have to travel further to reach their school and relationships 
with friends are broken.  Many other parts of the District are significantly more sustainable and appropriate for 
development.  Green Belt land is intended to provide a separation between settlements, and assist in the 
regeneration of derelict or brown field sites rather than utilising green belt land.  The proposals are focussed on 
removing green belt land rather than building on currently utilised land.  Much of the land within CSP that is being 
considered for development is currently used for recreation, particularly for children, and if development were to 
occur the demand for such open space would increase but the ability to service that demand will have been reduced 
in the area.  In addition to the recreational usage of land, much of the land being considered is farmland – another 
deemed benefit of green belt land. 1. Mill Meadow:   a. The area is a much used amenity facility which includes the 
Community Centre, a football club, recreation park, sports pitches, tennis courts, a scout headquarters, allotments 
and parish council offices.  There are no areas within the centre of the village where any of these facilities could be 
relocated.   b. The Chalfont St Peter Academy, adjacent to Mill Meadow, has no sports field of its own and uses the 
Meadow for daily sports lessons (team games, athletics, cross country etc).  The school would be unable to deliver 
an effective curriculum if Mill Meadow is designated for development.  c. The area is also a much used public facility 
with Nature Reserve, gardens, woods and walks along the Misbourne to Chalfont St Giles and beyond.  These 
facilities could not be replaced due to both the time taken to develop them and their position.  d. Mill Meadow is on 
the flood plain and regularly floods during the winter.  If there was further development the risk of flooding in both 
the immediate area and down-stream would be substantially increased. 2. The Epilepsy Society site (ESS):   a. This is 
currently a Major Developed Site (MDS) within the greenbelt, that is the home of the Epilepsy Society, provides two 
new care home developments plus important recreational facilities with nine football pitches plus a pavilion with 
toilets, showers and changing facilities which are used by more than 24 teams, most of which are for local children.  
b. The ESS could notionally be divided into two parts.  The area to the south of Tate Road and Micholls Road 
(extended towards the long established and well used track from Tate Road to Skippings Farm) lies the current built 

scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements.   
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up area (ESS South) and the  area to the north of that line including (for this purpose) comprises the Model Farm, 
Rowan’s nursery  and Brawlings Farm.  (ESS North)     c. ESS North is within the Colne Valley Park and therefore 
deserves special protection in any event as part of that park.  ESS South is currently used for care home and medical 
facilities and should be retained as such. It is an ideal site to provide further care home and/or medical facilities for 
CSP.   d. The ESS Site fulfils, as a whole, all five of the stated purposes of the green belt and in particular provides an 
important buffer between the settlements of Chalfont St Giles, Chalfont St Peter and Horn Hill.  The ES Site contains 
important open views from Chesham Lane towards the Colne Valley Park.  It provides important agricultural, 
forestry and related employment uses and opportunities for outdoor sport and recreation, including the Model 
Farm, Rowan’s Nursery and Brawlings Farm Riding Centre.   e. It is inherently unsustainable; it is not served by any 
appropriate bus service and is too far to walk to either Little Chalfont or Gerrards Cross which are the nearest rail 
stations.  Any development is car dependent.   f. The ESS Site is bounded on three sides by narrow country lanes that 
require passing places for traffic; which make it even more unsuitable for development.      g. A natural boundary 
between ESS South and ESS North is easily defensible (excluding the playing fields which is identified as green open 
space in the Neighbourhood Plan). The ESS North site should be retained in the green belt and Colne Valley Park 
with no development.   ESS South should be retained as an MDS in the green belt for medical/care home use.    h. 
The sheer size of this proposed development site is clearly excessive and could potentially double the number of 
dwellings in CSP.      i. Several local businesses use the ESS site apart from the agricultural use.  The ESS Society is 
one of CSP’s largest employers.  3. The area identified for industrial development to the east of the A413;    a. The 
area is in The Colne Valley Park and is identified as being a particularly important green space for biodiversity and 
environmental priorities. b. It contains both the village Chalfont St Peter cricket club and the Golf Club. The area 
is within the Green Belt and provides the important function of separating the built-up areas of CSP and Tatling End, 
Gerrards Cross and Denham.     c. The cricket club provides facilities for sport for each of the local schools’ 
children to play cricket having upto 150 junior players and also regularly fields 3 adult teams in local leagues and 
friendly matches.  In addition, the facilities are used by schools and local businesses for cricket and by residents for 
social functions.  There is no alternative site for the club to be relocated within the village.     d. The A413 is a 
natural barrier for development. To build to the east of it would erode the barrier and facilitate yet more 
development in the future on the open space to the east.    e. The area is in a flood plain, and though it does not 
have a history of flooding the very high water table suggests it would be susceptible to flooding if development up-
stream were to increase water flow.   f.    The area is valued by residents and visitors as a green corridor and to 
destroy it would inevitably lead to further industrialisation and amalgamation of separate and distinct developed 
areas.   g.    The parkland area of the cricket club and golf club was originally designed by Capability Brown, and also 
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contains Chalfont House so also has historical significance.     h. The area is outlined for employment use.  The 
existing offices on this site are not fully let suggesting there is a limit to the demand for similar usage in this location. 

Rep0942 
Mr Nigel Lewis 

Whilst I appreciate the need for housing and development within Chalfont St Peter we already have a commitment 
to build 600+ homes over the coming few years which is approximately an increase of 10% in the village which 
already has stretched or inadequate infrastructure to support the needs of the residents in the village.  Therefore 
I'm against this proposed development plan for the following reasons:  The Epilepsy Society Site fulfils, as a whole, 
all five of the stated purposes of the green belt and in particular provides an important buffer between the 
settlements of Chalfont St Giles, Chalfont St Peter and Horn Hill.  The Epilepsy Society Site contains important open 
views from Chesham Lane towards the Colne Valley Park.  It provides important agricultural, forestry and related 
employment uses and opportunities for outdoor sport and recreation, including the Model Farm, Rowan’s Nursery 
and Brawlings Farm Riding Centre.   The  Epilepsy Society Site is currently a Major Developed Site (“MDS”) within the 
green belt, is the home of the Epilepsy Society providing care and support to 90+ residents on site as well and those 
in the community; and now provides a new care home development as well as a large retirement village in addition 
to the important recreational facilities with nine football pitches plus a pavilion with toilets, showers and changing 
facilities which are used by more than 24 teams. The  Epilepsy Society Site is inherently unsustainable; it is not 
served by any appropriate bus service and is too far to walk to either Little Chalfont or Gerrards Cross which are the 
nearest rail stations.  Any development is car dependent.  The  Epilepsy Society Site is bounded on three sides by 
narrow and dangerous country lanes which make it even more unsuitable for development. Mill Meadow is a much 
used amenity facility which includes the Community Centre, a football club, recreation park, playing pitches (football 
and cricket), tennis courts, a scout headquarters and parish council offices.  There are no areas within the centre of 
the village where any of these facilities could be relocated.  The Chalfont St Peter C of E Academy, adjacent to Mill 
Meadow, does not have a playing field within the school grounds. The school currently uses Mill Meadow for 
physical education lessons on a daily basis and for team games, athletics and cross country activities. The school 
would be unable to deliver an effective curriculum if Mill Meadow is designated for development.  Mill Meadow is 
on the flood plain. There is a serious risk of flooding which has occurred regularly. 

 The Local Plan will need to 
identify sustainable 
development options to meet 
needs taking into account the 
scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements.   

Rep0943 
Mr David McKay 

I think that this is a wonderful opportunity for our children in an area of talent that is lacking such a facility.   

Rep0944 
Ms Chris Santry 

Q1, 8, 9, 14, 15 and 16 - no comment Q2 - A selection of sites has been identified in the call for sites, every one one 
of which will be more suitable in my opinionfor development than the Blizzards Yard Car Park site which was 
identified in the  HELAA. As a resident of The Green for almost 29 years, I have twice seen the whole area around my 
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house and the Blizzards Yard Car Park flood for weeks on end. Alternative sites should be investigated for 
development in C St G, and no more time and money wasted on a totally unsuitable site. Q3 - I do not support the 
development of existing open spaces, heritage sites, those used for sports and leisure facilities or sites currently 
used for car aprking. I am not against careful, proportionate development of new houses (built in an appropriately 
traditional style), so long as the new houses are of 'normal size.' By this I mean two or three-bedroomed houses. C 
St G does not need any more 'Executive-style' houses. Q4 - wherever possible, I think the Green Belt and Chiltern 
Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty should be protected, but understand that for the desperately-needed new 
houses to be built this will not be 100% possible. Q5 - I would support the use of infill and brownfield sites wherever 
possible to build new homes and perhaps at least one old people's home. I realise that this will not provide suffient 
land, but it should be the first priority. Only when these options have been exhausted should development be 
considered which would encroach on to the Green Belt, etc. In all instances, it is essential that the Duty to Co-
Operate is pursued with neighbouring authorities. Q6 - as indicated above, I feel that in the past, planning 
permission has been granted for far too many 'mansions,' and that priority should now be given to smaller-size and 
'affordable' homes, even though these will obviously not be what developers want to build. Car parking needs must 
be considered in any development, as must the ability of local schools and the GP's Surgery to cope with the 
additional needs new housing will also produce. Q7 - as well as the need for smaller houses, I also think that there's 
a general need for more housing for the eldery, whether in sheltered acommodation, or in Residential Care/Nursing 
Homes. Q 10 - I have already mentioned that there is a need for specialist acommodation for the eldery in C St G. 
Q11 - it's very important in my opinion that heritage sites should be fully protected in a village like C St G. 
Q12 - The original thrree cottages in Three Households from which its name derives should be included (Emma's, 
Maud's and Ivy's Cottage). Q13 -  the green spaces which currently seperate C St G from C St P and other 
neighbouring villages should be maintained under the Local Plan. These help to keep each village's own unique 
identity and are important havens for wildlife too. Q 17 -  residents and local stakeholders were given FAR TOO 
LITTLE TIME to respond to the publication of the Local Plan, and this must not be repeated if it's not to appear that 
this consultation exercise is merely a 'box-ticking' one rather than a genuine attempt to consult with those it will 
affect. Unlike many residents I am NOT anti new development in C St G, but you have made it very difficult to 
defend events to date against the 'NIMBYs.' 
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Rep0945 
 Adam Green 

I am writing in relation to the planning application for local housing from the company / land owner of Wicks 
Garage, which is also the site for Great Missenden Garage.   I wish to emphasise my objection to any future 
development for future housing. Over the years of knowing the company, the company owners, staff members and 
the residence within the local area I have concluded that the company plays a vital roll offering a substantially 
excellent service which has lead to the respect earned along with a highly regarded reputation. As a family run 
business the initial process of applying for the land to be redeveloped will have a devastating effect on the business, 
not to mention the personal financial burdens as a result of the company to cease trading not only on the staff 
members but the trading companies in association with, which I know are to be within family trade too.  
Furthermore as the company is located in such a unique position within the countryside it would be impossible to 
relocate within the area of the same standards. Myself along with multiple others have expressed sympathy and 
disgust with the planning being even initially put forward for consideration. Please do not consider tearing apart 
such an important part of the village, which in many ways took so long to establish. 

  

Rep0946 
Mr Douglas 
Ebdon 

I wish to object to the possible designation of land for employment as shown on the Chalfont St Peter and Gerrards 
Cross map in Appendix 5, Areas of Search for Strategic Employment Options within the Green Belt listed in the Local 
Plan Initial Consultation document. The proposal would cut across the lower part of the course at Gerrards Golf 
Club, including the Clubhouse, and so make the Club completely unviable. It would further greatly reduce the 
sporting and recreational facilities in the local area and deny hundreds of members the enjoyment of playing golf in 
a beautiful part of the Misbourne valley.   Such development within the Green Belt would be considered harmful to 
the principles of such a designation while conversely, the existing use is an acceptable use within the Green Belt and 
wholly appropriate in maintaining the openness of the Green Belt.  The area is in The Colne Valley Park and is 
identified as being a particularly important green space for biodiversity and environmental priorities. The area is 
within the Green Belt and provides the important function of separating the built-up areas of CSP and Tatling End, 
Gerrards Cross and Denham. The A413 is a natural barrier for development. To build to the east of it would erode 
the barrier and facilitate yet more development in the future on the open space to the east. The area is also in a 
flood plain unsuitable for sustainable development of any significance. The area is valued by residents and visitors as 
a green corridor and to destroy it would inevitably lead to further industrialisation and amalgamation of separate 
and distinct developed areas. 
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Rep0947 
 Anon 

I am first & foremost in favour of infill within a built area, especially brownfield sites, with the proviso that any 
building is sympathetic a)to what is already there, & b)does not reduce the overall attractiveness of the surrounding 
area.  I do not support the erosion of Green Belt, but should some land have to be redesignated, I would ask that 
this is thoroughly studied for suitability by PHYSICALLY going to the site & assessing it from the point of view of its 
visual value, its VISUAL access to surrounding landscape & to what degree it enhances the onlooker’s experience. 
I would ask that where a substantial area of Green Belt is designated as necessary for development, that the edges 
of said land should be gradated with less density & more natural space when bordering any adjacent areas, 
especially those which are AONB or untouched Green Belt.  Please preserve the viability of the River Chess. It is 
already suffering unduly from over-abstraction & cannot sustain yet more. Its status as a globally rare chalk stream 
with accompanying specific natural life must not be overlooked. 

  

Rep0948 
 Ravi & Jacqueline 
Mari 
Veerasubramania
n 

I wholeheartedly I reject the conclusions of the Chiltern District Council, that the village of Little Chalfont can be 
classified as a “main settlement for growth” and that adjoining areas of Green Belt land should therefore be 
considered for release for housing and employment development purposes. This clearly is a direct attack on the 
Green Belt land / designated AONB areas in this locality. The main reasons for my objection to any 
housing/employment development on these identified areas of land include, but are not limited to, the following: 
• This land is designated as Green Belt and its development would therefore be in contravention of local and 
national planning policy. Green Belt land was specifically created to prevent urban sprawl and large concrete 
jungles. It should not be treated as a repository of reserve building land on which developers with a purely 
commercial and profit motive are able to build and develop rich, virgin and unspoilt green belt into large housing 
estates, office parks and industrial estates. Housing needs should not justify the release of Green Belt land. 
• Except for the former golf course on Lodge Lane, all the identified areas of land are within the Chilterns Area of 
Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB), an important national asset much appreciated by local residents and visitors to 
the area. Use of this land would be in contravention of local and national planning policy. Much of the land around 
Little Chalfont (including the site west of Stony Lane and that straddling the A404 east of the village) is in the AONB 
area. We owe it to future generations to preserve this local natural asset that once lost will take tens and hundreds 
of years to recover.    • Any housing and/or industrial development would be very detrimental to the rural character 
and setting of Little Chalfont village.  • In recent years Little Chalfont has taken a greater share (i.e. 12.4%) of new 
housing compared to other settlements in the area (e.g. Amersham 5.3%, Chesham 4.0%, Chalfont St Peter 7.7%). 
The estates by Bell Lane – 253 homes; behind Chenies Parade – 45 homes are good examples as well as the number 
of old properties that are bought up by zealous developers and turned into 2-3 properties on the same piece of land 
with no over very small gardens. It is time the village is removed from the short list of main settlements for growth 

 The Local Plan will need to 
identify sustainable 
development options to meet 
needs taking into account the 
scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements.   
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in the Council’s Core Strategy.  • Any new housing estates would severely overload the already strained and 
stretched local infrastructure including roads, road junctions, parking, train services, schools, health-care, water and 
waste management. Traffic is already excessive as Chalfont and Latimer station attracts commuters from 
surrounding villages and the A404 cuts through the village producing non-local traffic that is both light and heavy.  
In particular, I would like to draw your attention to the fields between Stony Lane and Westwood Park, which have 
been selected as a planned test area for residential development. Further to the objections listed above, this is an 
area of open rural land crossed by a well-used public footpath that is very popular with local residents and borders 
on mature ancient woodland to the north.   A housing development would constitute an unacceptable and ugly form 
of urban sprawl that would severely impact the adjoining ancient woodland and the open space of Westwood Park 
and, furthermore, degrade the unique, village character of Little Chalfont that the local residents so love. This would 
also mean that the woods and fields immediately opposite Latimer Place and the view from the footpath along the 
top of the field would be totally destroyed.   It should also be noted that this area of land was one of the sites 
excluded in the Housing and Economic Land Availability Assessment (HELAA) at Stage 1.  Of equal concern are the 
fields to the east of Stony Lane, Church Grove and Lodge Lane, which have been selected as planned test areas for 
employment development. In addition to the objections highlighted above, this is an area of open rural countryside 
that forms an important buffer zone between Little Chalfont and the surrounding settlements to the east. Any 
development here would be an unacceptable form of urban sprawl that would completely alter the rural setting of 
Little Chalfont. 
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Rep0949 
Mrs Emma 
Hughes 

I am very concerned about the removal of Green Belt protection that the Plan proposes in this Area of Outstanding 
Natural Beauty.   I am most familiar with the area to the North East of Amersham having lived in Amersham and 
Chesham Bois for most of my life. I live on Stubbs Wood and my garden backs onto Blackwell Stubbs wood and this 
area provide a fantastic and beautiful amenity for the whole community – walkers and runners use the established 
paths for both recreational purposes and to get to work and school. The byways, which have been used for 
hundreds of years in this Ancient Woodland are an essential and much loved feature of these woods.   The range of 
animals and birds living in the woods is wonderful and we regularly see deer, badgers, rabbits, foxes and bats in our 
garden and see and hear numerous birds including red kites and woodpeckers. The fields and hedges in the plot also 
provide an essential environment for a range of plants and animals and the whole stretch of land provides 
wonderful views, areas of calm and invaluable ecological services such as air filtration, carbon storage and water 
drainage.   The removal of the woods would appear to go against many of the governments environmental policies I 
work in Environmental Consultancy, particularly looking at timber supply chains.  Policies such as the Timber 
Procurement Policy and the Biomass sustainability and the Renewables Obligation are designed to ensure that no 
timber used in government contracts or in biomass power production is from a non-sustainable source – these 
policies (together with many general national and international climate change policies) are very clearly aimed at 
protecting natural woodland. As a country we condemn the developing world for removing natural forests such as 
rainforest for timber or agricultural purposes so I find it incredibly hypocritical that we can even consider selling off 
any of our remaining ancient woodland for development.  In addition the removal of farmland, at a time when our 
local and national population is growing and fuel uncertainty is rising would seem foolish and be irreversible.  On a 
final point, looking at this planned area access to the site during and after development would be incredibly 
problematic and much of the site is heavily sloped therefore making development challenging.  While I understand 
the need to increase housing stock in the Chilterns I would urge the council to consider other solutions or areas that 
are not in our precious Green Belt. 
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Rep0950 
Miss Claire Denise 
Maher 

I reject the conclusions of the Chiltern District Council, that the village of Little Chalfont be classified as a “main 
settlement for growth” and that adjoining areas of Green Belt land should therefore be considered for release for 
housing and employment development.  The main reasons for my objection to any housing/employment 
development on these identified areas of land include, but are not limited to, the following:    •  This land is 
designated as Green Belt and its development would therefore be in contravention of local and national planning 
policy. Green Belt land was specifically created to prevent urban sprawl and should not be treated as a repository of 
reserve building land.  •  Except for the former golf course on Lodge Lane, all the identified areas of land are within 
the Chilterns Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB), an important national asset much appreciated by local 
residents and visitors to the area. Use of this land would be in contravention of local and national planning policy. 
•  Any housing and/or industrial development would be very detrimental to the rural characterand setting of Little 
Chalfont village.   •   In recent years Little Chalfont has taken a greater share (i.e. 12.4%) of new housing compared 
to other settlements in the area (e.g. Amersham 5.3%, Chesham 4.0%, Chalfont St Peter 7.7%).  •  Any new housing 
estates would severely overload the local infrastructure including roads, road junctions, parking, train services, 
schools, healthcare, the emergency services, water and waste management.  In particular, I would like to draw your 
attention to the fields between Stony Lane and Westwood Park, which have been selected as a planned test area for 
residential development. Further to the objections listed above, this is an area of open rural land crossed by a well 
used public footpath and borders on mature ancient woodland to the north. A housing development would 
constitute an unacceptable form of urban sprawl that would severely impact the adjoining ancient woodland and 
the open space of Westwood Park and, furthermore, degrade the village character of Little Chalfont. It should also 
be noted that this area of land was one of the sites excluded in the Housing and Economic Land Availability 
Assessment (HELAA) at Stage 1.  Of equal concern are the fields to the east of Stony Lane, Church Grove and Lodge 
Lane, which have been selected as planned test areas for employment development. In addition to the objections 
highlighted above, this is an area of open rural countryside that forms an important buffer zone between Little 
Chalfont and the settlements to the east. Any development here would be an unacceptable form of urban sprawl 
that would completely alter the rural setting of Little Chalfont.   Thank you for your attention regarding this matter 
which I trust you will consider in good faith. In summary, I desperately hope (along with the rest of the community 
of Little Chalfont) that our precious Green Belt will not be compromised in any way by further development, which 
is in fact the very reason that I moved here from Pinner, Middlesex 4 years ago. 
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Rep0951 
Mrs Heather 
Pomroy 

I agree that there is a need for affordable housing (including affordable rented housing) in the local area. I also agree 
that there is a need for local employment opportunities.  However, I do not agree with the use of Green Belt land for 
housing or economic development, (apart from farming).  Further more the sites proposed in Chalfont St. Peter are 
wholly inappropriate because:   • access to public transport is woefully inadequate making it impossible for people 
on low incomes to travel to work, shops etc.   • There are extreme drainage problems within and all around Chalfont 
St. Peter   • The narrow, often single track and winding roads could not sustain the extra volume of traffic  • The 
schools in the area are full.  Planning permission for over 600 dwellings in the Chalfont St. Peter area has already 
been granted. However, I do not agree with the development of the Newlands Park Site for housing for the reasons 
stated above. Furthermore, the development of the Holy Cross Site should include relocation of the Chalfont St. 
Peter Academy and the playing fields on that site should also be retained. Question 1:  HMA AND FEMA: I believe 
that South West Hertfordshire should be considered as overlapping the Chiltern District in relation to Housing 
Market Assessments and Functional Economic Market Assessments. Also Hillingdon. Chalfont Peter in particular, 
borders these areas.   HOUSING ASSESSMENT OF NEED:There is a need for affordable housing within Chalfont St. 
Peter and I believe that the Council should focus on this aspect when undertaking assessment of need. There has 
already been and continues to be considerable development of general/private housing in the area for those who 
can afford it. There is no need for the Council to facilitate more. ECONOMIC ASSESSMENT OF NEED: The Epilepsy 
Centre is one of the largest employers in Chalfont St. Peter and those who work there should be enabled to live 
locally. To remove the green belt status of the Epilepsy Centre site and risk its sale for housing development, would 
be wholly counter-productive.  When assessing the need for economic development, farming, particularly organic 
farming which is more labour intensive,should be considered. Question 2 – Comment on HELAA.   I agree that small 
sites within areas with good community or transport access such as the ones identified at theRandall Building in 
Church Lane, Chalfont St. Peter or the site near Chalfont and Latimer Station could be used for affordable housing 
and/or employment use.    I am concerned about the sale of council owned land to developers. Council owned land 
is a public asset and the Council should retain control and ownership. I would prefer the Council to provide and 
maintain affordable housing.  I am concerned that further housing development at the Epilepsy Centre could cause 
major traffic congestion at the Rickmansworth Lane and Chesham Lane junction. The recent building works carried 
out on the Chalfont Common part of Rickmansworth Lane have already caused considerable damage to that road 
and frequent traffic chaos.   I am also very concerned about the housing development planned at the Newlands Site. 
Gorelands Lane is very narrow in places and could not sustain the level of traffic use such a development would 
generate.  I am agree with the comments made by Sense4csp in their publicised response to this consultation. 
Question 3 -  No suggestions. Question 4 – Vision:  I believe the vision should include a focus on the need for 
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affordable housing and productive/sustainable economic development which will provide considerable employment 
opportunities in the area. I support the response to this question made by Sense4csp and reiterate the need to 
maintain green belt status on current green belt land. Land for sports and recreational use, natural woodlands and 
open land currently enjoyed by walkers, must be maintained. Question 5 – Special Strategy options and priority 
order Option A: It is unclear whether it is intended that open space from built up areas should be relocated in the 
greenbelt or vice versa. Employment land should not be replaced by housing if it is still used or is more suitable as 
employment land. Increasing the density and/or height of housing in built-up areas should not result in 
overcrowding and poor light etc.   Option B: I do not agree with this option. The special areas have been designated 
as such and should remain so.   Option C: Towns and villages should not be extended into greenbelt land as this 
could result in further urban sprawl.  Options D – G and I: As above.  Option H: This is a possibility but it is not clear 
what is meant by “frontages within the greenbelt”.  Option J is a good strategy.  Option K: With the exception of (ii) 
presents possibilities Question 6 – The Epilepsy Centre should remain as Green Belt.  Some infill to the built section 
would be acceptable – e.g.: housing for staff.  It should not be removed from protected greenbelt status because:   •
 It provides employment for Epilepsy Centre Staff and there are other businesses providing employment 
within it.  • It satisfies all five of the stated purposes of Green Belt  • It contains listed buildings and is of historic 
and social value   • The open land including natural woodland, public footpaths and farmland is important for 
local recreational use as well as for attracting visitors to enhance the rural economy.  •  Rickmansworth Lane, 
Chesham Lane, Brawlings Lane and Chesham Lane are unsuitable roads for the increase of traffic which large scale 
development would generate. Mill Meadow Is totally unsuitable for housing development as it is in a flood plain and 
there have been considerable problems with drainage and sewage leakage.  The area is well used and extremely 
valuable to the community of Chalfont St. Peter.   It includes a Community Centre, two large allotments Chalfont St 
Peter Amateur Football Club, fields,  recreation park, playing pitches (football and cricket), tennis courts, a scout 
headquarters and parish council offices.  There are no areas within the centre of the village where any of these 
facilities could be relocated. In addition, The Chalfont St. Peter C.of E. Academy using the playing fields for physical 
education. Area for Economic Development to the East of the A413 - This is greenbelt land and wholly within a flood 
plain. Raylands Farm.   This would extend the built-up area of Chalfont St. Peter, making it more likely that adjacent 
parts of the greenbelt would be further developed in the future. Winkers Area/Scout Camp Field -  The Scout Camp 
is well used by local youth and young people from other areas. It is a landmark/stopover for hikers on the Duke of 
Edinburgh Award scheme. The Winkers Club provides employment and leisure opportunities. Sports and 
Recreational Facilities: I wholly support the comment made in the Sense4csp response to this consultation. 
Question 7:  Nothing to add. Question 8: There is a need for affordable housing in the Chalfont St. Peter area. 
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However such housing needs to be close to transport, shopping and community facilities. I do not agree that in 
order to provide affordable housing, the level of planned market housing should be increased. Affordable housing 
should be provided according to need. Question 9: Nothing to add. Question 10: The needs of the elderly are best 
met in the community. There is no need to build care homes on green belt land. Question 11:  Heritage Strategy - I 
greatly value the signs of history and heritage within the area – both in terms of buildings and landscapes and 
including the hedgerows, lanes, byways and footpaths.  It would be a terrific loss if any of these reminders of our 
past were removed to make way for “development”. Question 12: I would recommend that the Hornhill Village Hall 
and and St. Paul's Church opposite be protected as heritage sites, if they are not protected already. Question 13:  
Green Space.  If any of the current green belt sites in the Chalfont St. Peter area are removed from green belt 
protection, all sports fields and facilities, footpaths, byways and bridleways, natural woodland, allotments, play and 
walking areas should be protected from development. Question 14: Local Measures. I agree with the comment in 
the Sense4csp response that the Epilepsy Society Site should be considered as a conservation area. Question 15: 
Scope of Policies  It is impossible to comment on the scope of Policies when there are such a large number of them! 
(Appendix 7) . How can I possibly read them all in order to pass an opinion? Question 16:  Infrastructure :There are 
considerable constraints in the Chalfont St.Peter with regards to the provision of infrastructure at the proposed 
sites. Question 17: To summarise the above, I do not agree with removing Green Belt land from the protection of 
Green Belt status. Also, many of the comments I have made above in relation to the area of Chalfont St. Peter, also 
apply to the other areas of the Chiltern District and South Bucks. 

Rep0952 
Mr Peter Sutton 

Little Chalfont has its fair share of new housing and is on its way to become  part of Amersham, and 
according to the proposals could become an urban sprawl given time.  On the west of Stony Lane is an 
AONB and should remain so. As with previous plans our infrastructure does not support growth on this 
magnitude, since the opening of the M25 and recent developments traffic through the "village" has 
become difficult at various times of the day, hardly needing further expansion. School places are in short 
supply already, and emergency vehicles do encounter difficulties due to the volume of traffic at times 

 The Local Plan will need to identify 
sustainable development options to meet 
needs taking into account the scale of 
development and implications for 
individual settlements.   
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Rep0953 
Mr David Knight 

For residents of Great Missenden and the surrounding area it would be very sad to loose Great Missenden Garage to 
housing development. It is a thriving business doing excellent work on our vehicles with unusually competent and 
pleasant staff. It causes no nuisance and is a necessary service to the community with no other garage in the village. 
Without it people would be forced to travel further afield for servicing creating not only nuisance to us, but also 
cumulitively quite a bit of extra fossil fuel use/ pollution. Indeed since other local garages are also small they may 
well not be able to cope, leading to folk having to travel to nearby towns instead for garage services. When I was last 
forced by a breakdown to do this in Amersham I was treated very badly by ADVANCED MOTORS and will NEVER visit 
them again.  This may be a dormitary town in the Chiltern District Council's view but it is helpful to have a few useful 
services left. (The High street is pretty much full of useless shops now.) 

  

Rep0954 
Mr Mark Bartlett 

The areas planned for Employment and Residential development in and around Little Chalfont are totally 
unacceptable , as these developments are to be built on Green belt land. The areas proposed are used regularly by 
all of the local community for all sorts of recreational activities and are a safe haven for wildlife, the areas either side 
of the proposed developments are already very built up, adding further development will ruin this small area of 
fresh air and will destroy an area of natural beauty.  There must surely be areas within Bucks where further housing 
and employment developments can be built on areas of disused buildings or wasteland which would benefit the 
local environment rather than ruin it which these current plans will most surely do.  We live on the already busy 
Amersham Road, where traffic (including massive Tesco Artics) is constantly motoring past, adding more traffic to 
the area would almost certainly cause the roads to jam up completely and have a massive impact on the air quality. 
The Amersham Road is dangerous to Children and animals, as it is so busy and a lot of the vehicles are exceeding the 
speed limit, we need less (and slower) vehicles on the local roads not more.   To service the local community in Little 
chalfont, there is a parade of shops which even now are extremely busy and with problems relating to car parking, 
increasing development in the area will cause total gridlock around the parade, as there is insufficient parking 
facilities as it is.  Please, please, please lets keep this area Green and look elsewhere in Bucks where these 
residential and employment developments would be better suited. 

 The councils consider that 
options in the Green Belt need 
to be considered in addition to 
the opportunities that are 
available on brownfield sites. 

Rep0955 
Ms Sue Allaway 

It has recently come to my notice that there plans to replace the local garage with housing. The village needs a  
garage to provide for the communities urgent needs and too many small local businesses are under threat of 
closure. I would be vehemently opposed to any such plans. 
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Rep0956 
Ms Joanne Platts 

As a lifelong resident of Little Chalfont, I find myself strongly compelled  to raise my major concerns regarding the 
proposed development plans to drastically change the small, friendly village where I live.  Little Chalfont has recently 
seen two new housing sites created to accommodate 298 new homes, which has already put a strain on the village 
with regards to parking for the shops and waiting times at our only doctors surgery . I urge you to visit and see this 
for yourself.  The beautiful countryside, which I grew up and had the privilege of horse riding through as a small girl, 
is precious to the village. Not only does this Greenbelt land preform it's function  in separating our neighbouring 
villages of Latimer, Chenies, Chorleywood and Chalfont St Giles, it also retains the village charm, which would 
definitely be lost if plans were to proceed.  The AONB and wildlife within are a major asset to our village, 
appreciated by local residents and visitors.  The proposed employment development would completely alter the 
balance of the village and remove the 'Little' in Chalfont and become an eyesore in our environment.   I urge you to 
preserve my childhood memories of walks in the local woods to the River Chess, through our lovely countryside, so 
my daughters may also enjoy the same village in their lifetime.   Please consider alternative sites, better suited to 
accommodate the large scale development which Little Chalfont would struggle to cope with now or in the future. 

The Local Plan will need to 
identify sustainable 
development options to meet 
needs taking into account the 
scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements.   
The councils consider that 
options in the Green Belt need 
to be considered in addition to 
the opportunities that are 
available on brownfield sites. 

Rep0957 
Mr Richard Payne 
and Rep0958 
Mrs Sarah Payne 

This response is in relation to the proposed sites in Chalfont St Peter contained in the Chiltern and South Bucks Local 
Plan.   I am very concerned that Chiltern District Council would appear to be yet again considering Chalfont St Peter 
for major future developments. Due to successive housing expansion over the past 40 years Chalfont St Peter is 
already an over-sized village with no train station, poor public transportation and limited local shops and amenities. 
It should not be considered on the same level as Gerrards Cross, Beaconsfield Chesham and Amersham which are 
towns with the infrastructure to support large residential development. The green belt is intended to prohibit urban 
sprawl and it is critical Chalfont St Peter maintains it green belt to halt every increasing expansion of one of the 
largest villages in the country into adjacent towns and villages.  A further 600 dwellings have been granted planning 
permission on the Holy Cross site, Newlands Park and the Audley Homes development at the Epilepsy site. No 
improvements have been made to the already over stretched roads, schools and local facilities to cover these 
additional plan developments and the suggestion of further large scale housing developments is clearly 
unsustainable. Chiltern District Council need to be considering large scale housing in areas with good public 
transport links (preferably into London) and/or suitable road networks to access these links. Chalfont St Peter does 
not satisfy this test. Rather than trying to add more and more housing on to the outskirts of existing developments 
which can only be accessed by car along minor roads, Chiltern District Council should be encouraging development 
on existing brownfield sites and areas where local industry and business are no longer in demand.  In response to 
Questions 5 and 6, I do not believe Mill Meadow should be considered for future development. This area is a much 
used amenity facility which includes the community centre, a football club, recreational park, playing pitches, tennis 
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courts, scout headquarters and parish council offices. The adjacent school uses the playing field on this site as it has 
no grounds of its own. The school would not be able to provide a full curriculum without it. The area provides a 
nature reserve and local woodland walk well used by the public along the local river. The area is on the flood plan 
and regularly floods. It is totally unacceptable this valuable area is even being considered as part of this process.  
I do not believe the Epilepsy Society Site (ES Site) should be considered for future development. The current site is 
home of the Epilepsy Society, provides two new care home developments as well as important recreational facilities 
for local football teams. The very large proposed development area is within the Colne Valley Park. This green belt 
acts as an important buffer between the settlements of Chalfont St Giles, Chalfont St Peter and Horn Hill. It provides 
important agricultural, forestry and related employment uses and outdoor recreational uses. Such development is 
inherently unsustainable. It is not serviced by any bus services, local roads are inadequate and the near train 
stations are several miles away. All residents would be car dependent.   Road traffic volume and speed are already  
serious problems on local roads in the area. It is becoming increasing difficult for residents in our road to reverse in 
and out of driveways and accidents often occur where cars are parked on the road. The proposed development area 
also acts as a green buffer to the proposed housing on the Newlands Park area. If this is not retained Chalfont St 
Peter will effectively be extending several miles away from the village centre. I would suggest this is exactly the 
purpose of the green belt in the first place. I do not believe the area identified for industrial development to the east 
of the A413 is appropriate. The area is in The Colne Valley Park and is identified as being a particularly important 
green space for biodiversity and environmental priorities. The area provides a green buffer between Chalfont St 
Peter, Tatling End, Gerrards Cross and Denham. It is a recreational area providing golf and cricket facilities. It is also 
on the flood plain. There is no apparent demand of commercial facilities in this area. Indeed the office facilities in 
this area have remained empty for many years. It is a beautiful area of countryside well used for recreational 
purposes by the community which should not be destroyed.  Regarding the land adjacent to the A40, provided this 
does not excessively extend the current boundaries of existing housing areas and suitable traffic junctions are 
created on to the road network, then perhaps such areas could be considered. In general land between the A40 and 
the M40 which is somewhat already blighted would seem more logical to be considered for development than 
untouched open countryside along the Misborne and Colne Valley Park areas. The Winker’s Farm area off Denham 
Lane should not impact upon the nearby Scout Camp. Local roads are not suitable for taking significantly greater 
volumes of traffic and therefore there should be a restriction on the number of houses if proposed in this area. 
In response to Question 9, there are already significant traveller sites in and around Chalfont St Peter. This is already 
a source of anti-social behaviour in what is otherwise a quiet residential area. If further sites are required these 
should be evenly spread throughout the district away from private residential areas. I do not believe any of the 
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proposed development areas in Chalfont St Peter should be considered for further traveller sites.    

Rep0959 
Miss Jill Heffer 

Q8 - Green Belt was set-up for the sole purposes of stopping plans such as the existing proposals. Green Belt must 
remain. Q17 -  1) Green Belt was set-up for the sole purposes of stopping plans such as the existing proposals. Green 
Belt must remain.   2) The A404 is already too conjested. Any further development would choke up the Village and 
cause worse traffic prblems    3) Chenies Parade and Bell Lane new developments have added further strain to an 
already overloaded infastructure - please remove further growth from the Council's Core Strategy    4) Schools are 
already at full capacity. Further growth would have a knock-on effect to student performance.  5) Doctors surgeries  
and local hospitals find it difficult to cope with the populus as is. Further growth may endanger residents  health 
care. 6) Much of the land has been classified as AONB - please do not remove this asset from Village life! 

  

Rep0960 
Mr Paul Edmunds 

I have seen in the local newsletter that there are plans afoot to change the green belt boundaries on the outer 
reaches of the village. Having been born in the village over 50 years ago  I have been pleased to see that there hasn't 
been too much development on green belt sites, the new houses by the surgery were a good idea to offer young 
people a chance to get on the property ladder with "affordable" homes, a lot of other developments normally are 
knocking down a house to build one or two massive houses on that are anything but affordable. We have  seen the 
demolition of both the old peoples flats behind the shops and also the refurbishment of Valentine house which was 
also for older village residents, I doubt any old people will be purchasing the new apartments.    I cannot see the 
point of building any houses on the fields between St Giles and St. Peter as it would destroy the character of both 
the villages. I know they have been building up at the colony and plans to build many houses at the old newlands 
park site, which I think is a lot more sensible.    Please note my objections to these current plans. 

  

Rep0961 
Mr Neil 
Scarborough 
Director 
Focus 
Hairdressing Ltd 

With reference to the Proposed development of Great Missenden Garage .I have owned and run a business for 
30Yrs in Great Missenden and wish to inform you of my disappointment and objection to the threat to the 
aforementioned business . There is absolutely no need to redevelop this site especially as there is a long Established 
family business trading from there . If this proposal is allowed to go ahead we will loose an essential community 
service which will be sorely missed and in my opinion as a business owner in the village will add to the what is 
becoming the over residential development of Great Missenden .We already have two medium to large sites near 
my business proposed for development into housing . Stop , Think , Don't let this happen 

  

Rep0962 
Mr Joe Ninty 
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Rep0963 
Mr Charles Pierce 
and Rep0964 
Mrs Kathy Pierce 

We are writing this response as concerned residents, commenting on the possible impact on Little Chalfont. Whilst 
our postal address is Chalfont St Giles, our house is on Loudhams Wood Lane which sits on the edge of Little 
Chalfont village, and hence the plans for this village directly affect us.   Our views (highlighted in red)  relate to 
various elements of Q1-17 of your consultation:   The Green Belt is a national asset and should be preserved for 
future generations.  The case for further development and construction in the Chilterns is questionable, and should 
be challenged.  Whilst we appreciate the pressures placed on the Council because of Government targets to create 
new homes and businesses, we believe the Council should be doing all in its power to seek to reverse the present 
policy, which will otherwise serve to erode continually the quality of life of all in the District.   No area of Green Belt 
land should be released or built on until every other unprotected area in the South East and beyond is developed 
The Council should seek other options within its boundaries, and then, through its duties to cooperate, work with 
other councils and the government to ensure that any construction that is essential is undertaken where there is 
least damage.  The methodology for the Green Belt assessment, dividing areas into parcels, is flawed, and will 
encourage the continued erosion and ultimate loss of the Green Belt.   This argument is put far more eloquently 
than I can in the response from the Little Chalfont Parish Council.  Sub-dividing land in this way inevitably serves to 
undervalue each part. Such an approach would however lead inevitably to the denigration and loss of all the Green 
Belt as successive salami slices erode it.   Also, as the proposed boundaries are all minor roads, they will never serve 
as “permanently defensible barriers”.   Little Chalfont has already taken more than its share of recent development, 
and further pressure on the village would be disproportionate and unfair, destroying the character of the village. 
Since 2006 Little Chalfont has taken more than its share of new development compared to other settlements in the 
Chiltern area. The Parish Council has calculated that the dwellings’ percentage growth in that period is over 12%, 
significantly more than Amersham, Chesham or Chalfont St Peter. As a smaller community we may seem an easy 
target for more development, but our less developed infrastructure means that in fact this affects us more 
adversely.  The village’s infrastructure is unable to cope with further large scale development, either residential or 
commercial.  This infrastructure is already under severe pressure and is not capable of the additional burden of large 
new developments: Transport:  Local roads are narrow, often country lanes, and already face severe congestion. The 
A404 in and out of the village is frequently a bottleneck in both directions  and the road to Beaconsfield from 
Amersham is heavily overused. This has been getting worse over time, and long queues and delays are already 
common. Parking in the village is already a nightmare, with cars frequently parked illegally and congestion on the 
A404 from cars waiting for parking in the village shops – this situation would only get worse.  Whilst we are 
fortunate to have a tube/ rail station, this too is getting increasingly busy. In the rush hour it is already the case that 
you can have to stand all the way to London from 7.30am. That is unacceptable, and cannot be addressed through 
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more frequent or longer trains, due to platform constraints.  The local transport infrastructure cannot cope with 
significant additional population. Schools - Whilst developers of new residential areas may be encouraged to pay for 
new junior schools, they will be deeply reluctant to pay for new secondary school provision. The cost of this may 
therefore fall unfairly on existing residents. Utilities - Local utilities are already under pressure. Water, waste and 
other utilities were simply not built to cope with anything like current levels of usage. Large scale development will 
therefore carry a high risk of increased failure and poorer service.  Our specific response on the proposals in respect 
of Green Belt assessment area 35  (land West of Lodge Lane, South of the railway [CD0082]) :   This area is the one 
adjacent to our home, and therefore we believe it is appropriate to make some specific comments above and 
beyond those on the Council’s general consultation proposals. We fully endorse the comments made in respect of 
this area in the Little Chalfont Parish Council’s submission to the consultation.   As noted above,  we believe that the 
Green Belt Assessment methodology that has been used to create this area, as separate from area 29, is 
fundamentally flawed. Proposed boundaries for the Assessment should be permanently defensible boundaries, and 
those proposed for this area simply are not – if this area is released from Green Belt designation it will simply be the 
first step to losing the Green Belt further to the South. 29 and 35 as a minimum should be considered together as 
one area.  In our view this land is particularly essential for the Green Belt purposes of:     • Checking the 
unrestricted sprawl of Little Chalfont, especially toward Chorleywood;  •   Preventing these two settlements, and 
that of Chalfont St Giles, from merging;   •  Preserving the special character of Little Chalfont as a place 
surrounded by countryside and space, not housing estates and business parks; and      • Safeguarding the 
surrounding countryside from further encroachment through successive attacks on the Green Belt.  If this area were 
no longer Green Belt, and therefore faced the inevitable barrage of new development, this would also have a major 
detrimental impact on the adjacent AONB and Green Belt areas, as well as parts of ancient woodland. Damage to 
these would in turn be irreversible, to all our loss. The loss of this open land, trees and paddocks would cause great 
damage in turn to the village, transforming a small settlement to one with utterly different character. It would also 
result in a great loss of amenity for houses such as mine and my neighbours in Loudhams Wood Lane – we moved 
there to enjoy the peace of the countryside, and large scale development there would shatter this. 

Rep0965 
Dr Kenneth Evans 

I respond as someone who moved to the village of Chalfont St Peter in 1971 and still live there. I worked at the 
Research Laboratories at Chalfont Park from 1971 until British Alcan sold the site in 1999.  I have lived in three 
different parts of the village, my three children were born whilst my wife and I lived in the village, they went to 
school and grew up in the village.  After qualifying as a vet, one of my sons worked at the veterinary practice in the 
village for a number of years.  Consequently I feel intimately connected to the village.   I believe we are extremely 
fortunate to have enjoyed the benefits that have resulted from the faresightedness and wisdom of others at the end 
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of World War II who established the Green Belt around London which has been so valuable in controlling 
development in our area and preventing towns and villages simply merging. This is immensely appreciated by those 
of us who chose to live in areas such as Chalfont St Peter and is admired by so many that visit the area. I feel 
strongly that we should maintain as much of the undeveloped land around our rural towns and villages as it is. We 
have a duty to preserve the area for others who follow us to benefit from the foresight shown by our predecessors.  
The A413 from the Grehound northwards cannot currently cope with the traffic during the evening rush hours. 
The Packhorse Road through Gerrards Cross during the late afternoon is already extremly congested.  These roads 
and cannot cope with additional traffic caused by more employment or accommodation in the area. Thuis is in 
spuite of the additional 600 houses being planned with the developments at Holy Cross and Newlands Park.    The 
two doctors surgeries in Chalfont St Peter, which also serve Gerrads Cross, are already at capacity resulting in delays 
in getting appointments.  As the poulation ages, and from personal observation I beleive that the population in 
Chalfont St Peter is on average older than the normal distribution, this situarion will only get worse Mill Meadow 
development  -  This area is at the heart of Chalfont St Peter and to take over any of the area currently occupied by 
the Scout hut, children’s play area, school football area, and Chalfont Saints football ground and allotments would 
be very counter productive.  One needs these amenities at the centre of any community so that people can walk to 
them.  Development on the east side of the A413/Chalfont Park area  - Whilst a modest increase in offices in this 
area could be achieved without scarifying too much green belt land, I do not believe that it should be developed as 
industrial units, warehousing or distribution centres.   The area lacks any public transport provision and this was 
always a problem when British Aluminium and British Alcan operated on the site.  At certain times mini bus 
transport was provided by the company to Gerrards Cross station and Chalfont St Peter centre but not at all a 
satisfactory option.  Forcing people to drive to their place of work should be discouraged.  The area is in the Colne 
Valley Park and the area around the lake at the rear of Chalfont Park is a wonderful wildlife habitat, the area 
adjacent to the River Misbourne greatly benefits as valuable wildlife habit because of the lack of access. 
Development along this area would destroy that.  Additionally, I believe that many offices remain unfilled in 
Chalfont St Peter, Chalfont Park and Gerrards Cross, it therfore seems unnecessary to increase office space further. 

settlements.   
The Local Plan will need to plan 
to meet employment needs 
over the Plan period to 2036. 
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Rep0966 
Mr Ben Fowler 
and Rep0967 
Mrs Veronika 
Fowler 

Please see my response to questions 11-12-13-17. I would like to protect areas of Green Space within the 
boundaries of my village (maps provided).   Firstly, I request that the Hatched area of land owned by Chiltern District 
Council, presented on p40 of ‘The Plan’ (commonly known as Upper Stone Meadow) be protected from all future 
development and any ‘change of use’.   Secondly I would like to extend the Hatched area in Fig 1.1 and incorporate 
the area more commonly known as Lower Stone Meadow.   Both Upper and Lower Stone Meadow above in Purple 
(Fig 1.2) are currently owned by Chiltern District Council see Ordinance Survey Map reference SU9993NW. Land 
Registry Title Number BM294098.   I request the land in fig 1.2 have a binding and legal covenant imposed on it that 
binds Chiltern District Council to protect it for the good of the village and to never allow development of any kind, 
on any scale, including but not exclusively housing, commercial buildings or offices.  My supporting evidence is that 
fig 1.2 highlights land already recognised as An Area of National Interest. It contains a rare and precious chalk 
stream, wildlife, flora and fauna, and fulfils its existing classification as An Area Of Outstanding Natural Beauty in 
Green Belt. It is physically unsuitable for any development as it is on a flood plain, above the proposed HS2 Tunnel, 
in an area safeguarded by HS2 and therefore not deliverable before 2036. 

  

Rep0968 
Mr Andrew 
Welch 

Chalfont St Peter has already taken planning permission for 600 new houses, significantly more than other areas of 
Chiltern District.  This should be included in the new allocations and distribution should be fair.  It is not on this Plan. 
Drainage has always been an issue in CSP.  Raw sewage has been seen and experienced on many occasions in the 
main street.  The sewage problem needs to be addressed BEFORE any more housing adding to the sewage problem 
which is a massive public health and safety issue.   Brownfield sites should be developed first.   Schools within CSP 
are at capacity now.  There is no capacity to accommodate children from the 600 houses already proposed.  This 
matter needs to be addressed now, and certainly in advance of any further housing permissions.  Other areas of the 
Chiltern District are more sustainable than CSP.  This needs to be given due consideration. MILL MEADOW - This is a 
major community facility area which includes a community centre, football club, recreation park, playing pitches, 
tennis courts, a scout headquarters, and the parish council offices It is the only park able to be used by the Middle 
School for sports lessons, team games and the sports day.  They could not function without this facility, which is so 
close to the school and accessible without having to cross any roads for the children. As this is a hub for the 
community and in a central  location for the village, any relocation of these facilities would be detrimental to all of 
those who use them.  Apart from that it is a public facility with the Nature Reserve, Jubilee Garden and Lady Gibb 
Millennium Wood and walking paths by the Misbourne River.  Money has been invested in this area and taking this 
away would be a waste of public funds and resource.  Apart from anything else, and most importantly, Mill Meadow 
is sited on a flood plain and floods regularly.  No large building project should ever be considered on a flood plain. 
EPILEPSY SOCIETY SITE - This site is used by the community and surrounding communities for football.  It is 
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important from a receational perspective.  The care home provision is exceptionally important for the community 
and surrounds as there is a national need for more care homes.  There may be potential and I would encourage the 
use of more care homes on this site in disused buildings or brown sites there.  The ES site fulfils all 5 stated purposes 
of the green belt and is a buffer between settlements.  It provides agriculture and forestry related employment, as 
well as a nursing and riding stables.  It is unsustainable as it is not served at all by public transport.  It is bounded by 
3 narrow dangerous country lanes.  The size of the potential for building is excessive and could double the size of 
the village with no consideration of sustainability and facility. EAST A 413 proposed industrial site - This is identified 
as particularly important as a green space for biodiversity and environmental priorities.  The area is a buffer 
separating built areas of Gerrards Cross, tatling End and Denham.  It is most importantly a flood plain area.  It is 
valued and used by the community as a green area and would result in the loss of separate developed areas.  Areas 
need green and trees to prevent pollution and noise and this area supports the need for this alongside the A413.   

Rep0969 
 K Robey 

I am disappointed that once again more major developments are proposed for Chalfont St Peter (CSP) with little 
thought for the impacts on the existing community.  CSP is already subject to extensive development on the Holy 
Cross (Grange) and Newlands Park sites despite the fact the many local facilities are overloaded. At both sites a 
considerable area of recreational playing fields had been lost to development. Our local schools are all over-
subscribed but the CDC Chief Planning Officer stated that the land swap proposed by the CSP Parish Council 
between the existing CSP Academy and the Holy Cross site to allow expansion of the Academy was too complex for 
her to consider. At peak hours, the village centre and many of the through routes cannot cope with the existing 
traffic volumes before the extra traffic from current developments let alone the further expansion being 
contemplated. Loss of recreational space - The most notable feature of the new Plan is the nomination of almost all 
the public open spaces in the village for development, specifically Mill Meadow and CSP Football Club together with 
the allotments and newly created Millennium Wood, Butlers Field, the playing fields on the NSE site and parts of 
Gerrards Cross Golf Club.  Mill Meadow is the only playing field accessible to the CSP Academy. It is used extensively 
children's and youth football.  It is also on the flood plain of the River Misbourne.  Butlers Field has been 
uncultivated for many years but is much used for recreation by local residents and visitors to the Scout Camp.  The 
NSE Playing Fields support many junior football teams every weekend. Access to the proposed development areas - 
It is noticeable the bulk of the proposed new development areas are to the north and east of CSP whereas the major 
transport link for the many commuters is south of CSP via Gerrards Cross Railway Station. As there is no effective 
bus service, such commuting will require the use of a car to get to the station, which currently suffers from a severe 
shortage of parking space.  It is encouraging to see that some housing development is proposed in the vicinity of 
Beaconsfield and Little Chalfont stations.  Similarly the new proposed development areas are far from shops and 
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commercial facilities, schools and buses thereby adding to the considerable traffic congestion and pollution in the 
area, particularly at peak times. Housing densities - The housing density proposed for developments along Denham 
Lane (300 houses on Butlers Field?) is quite out of keeping with the Existing Residential Area of Special Character 
designation of the adjoining Chalfont Heights. Overall shape of the conurbation - Gerrards Cross and CSP already 
form a single conurbation stretching some four miles long by a mile or so wide. The proposed re-zoning of green belt 
land will elongate the conurbation by an extra 20% with urban sprawl reaching from the M25 up to Gorelands Lane, 
virtually touching the eastern quarter of Chalfont St Giles. The A413 will pass through an almost continuous built up 
area from Tatling End right through to Chalfont St Giles.   To address the access to shops and transport facilities as 
well as to reduce the overall environmental impact of the enlarged conurbation, it would be better to consider re-
zoning land to the south west of CSP such as Layters Green Farm, Parkwood Farm and land beside Welders Lane. 
This would give a better shape the overall conurbation whilst reducing its external impact and the distances 
residents need travel.  If the village must expand on NSE land, then it would be much better to concentrate the 
development to the east towards Horn Hill and not take the green belt land to the north (including recreational 
space on the NSE middle site on Chesham Lane, Rowan Garden Centre, and the Shire Horse Centre (Model Farm), 
thereby leaving some green space between Chalfont Common and the Newlands Park developments. Much of this 
area has been designated AONB and ought to be protected.   The re-use of land currently dedicated to horses would 
be infinitely more sensible than robbing the community of precious recreational space. Ribbon development along 
the lower A413  -  Ribbon development of “employment options” along the A413 will have disastrous effects on the 
environment of the lower Misbourne valley and its role as a Gateway to the Chilterns. It would be far better to 
introduce a small industrial estate bounded by the M25, the railway and Martin Baker at the side of the sewage 
works off the A413.  At present that wooded land along the A413 is a valuable haven for wildlife and a buffer 
between a major road artery and the housing along the valley sides.  No proposal for a new conurbation.  It is 
disappointing to see that there is no consideration of establishing new communities as opposed the continual 
stretching of existing conurbations. 

Rep0970 
Mr Karl Sargeant 

The area is in the Colne Valley and is identified as being a particularly important green space for biodiversity and 
environmental priorities. The area is within the Green Belt and provides the important function of separating the 
built-up areas of CSP and Tatling End, Gerrards Cross and Denham. The A413 is a natural barrier for development. To 
build to the east of it would erode the barrier and facilitate yet more development in the future on the open space 
to the east. The area is also in a flood plain unsuitable for sustainable development of any significance. The area is 
valued by residents and visitors as a green corridor and to destroy it would inevitably lead to further 
industrialisation and amalgamation of separate and district development plans. 
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Rep0971 
Mr R Browne 

The National Planning Policy Framework clearly indicates that Green Belt land has a purpose, and that other sites, 
for example brown-field sites, are to be sourced and utilised on a national basis before green belt land is to be 
utilised. Green belt boundaries should not be altered and land built upon against established boundaries. Such 
boundaries have existed, do exist, and it seems unnecessary to alter such boundaries and build upon such land 
when exceptional conditions do not appear to exist, as if they do exist, they have not to find knowledge been 
presented.   The area in and around Little Chalfont is known nationally and internationally as an area of outstanding 
natural beauty. This agricultural and woodland environment needs to be maintained as an AONB as it is beneficial to 
the whole of the UK.   The AONB also has health benefits to locals and persons visiting the area for recreational 
purposes. The health benefit of the AONB has been essential to my own and my late neighbour’s well-being in the 
recent past. Such an asset should not be destroyed.  Little Chalfont appears to have grown proportionately in excess 
of all other villages in the area. It is therefore submitted that Little Chalfont should not be subject to further forced 
growth. It has already taken more than its fair share of new homes through the Bell Lane development, the 
development area behind Chenies Parade, and the area adjacent to Chenies Parade where building is soon to 
commence. It is time the village was removed from the short list of main settlements for growth in the Council’s 
Core Strategy, and where on the basis of available information, parts of the implementation of the strategy and its 
methodologies seem flawed.   The village of Little Chalfont has well-known infrastructure problems. Unlike other 
villages, the A404 runs through the centre of the village. This leads to a high volume of traffic in the centre of the 
village as well as an excessive amount of through traffic to other areas of both light and heavy vehicles. The 
infrastructure of Little Chalfont cannot support further housing estates which bring pressure on school places, 
parking and other essentials, which are already under extreme pressure.  Once green-belt land is gone, it is gone 
forever. Please save the green belt. 
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Rep0972 
Mr Mike Brasier 

I write to comment on the emerging local plan and, in particular, its potential impact on Little Chalfont. 
General Planning Policy  -  1. I understand and acknowledge the need for Chiltern District Council to make provision 
for a land supply to meet housing and employment needs for the plan period.  2. I believe that it is foolish to 
imagine that these needs can just be met from ‘brownfield’ sites and thus I believe that some degree of de-
classification of Green Belt is both sensible and necessary. Indeed, the relentless erosion of brownfield sites in the 
last 20 years has created a real shortage of employment-generating land in the South East of England. However, the 
critical issue for allocating land for either residential use or employment generation should be a qualitative 
assessment of any such land.  3. The establishment of Green Belt created a wonderful and valuable asset for the 
country and de-classification of any such land should not be undertaken without very careful consideration. In 
particular, two founding principles of Green Belt – the provision of a green lung and separation between 
communities – should carry considerable weight in any assessment. In addition, land correctly designated as Areas 
of Outstanding Natural Beauty should be protected unless there are overwhelming arguments for its 
declassification. Infrastructure -  1. The emerging plan identifies a number of sites on the periphery of Little Chalfont 
village as possible locations for residential or employment use. I am sure that these site suggestions have followed 
Government guidelines in terms of proximity to existing communities, infrastructure and nodal transport links. 
However, I believe that the plan does not recognise the enormous constraints for any major development on the 
periphery of the village. I set out the specifics below.  2. Any significant increase in the population of Little Chalfont 
will result in further pressure on the use of Little Chalfont Station, which is already beyond peak capacity. Present 
car parking facilities at the Station are extensive but fully used on working days with no opportunities to expand 
those facilities. The basic plank of Government policy is destroyed.  3. The main road through Little Chalfont is 
already severely congested, particularly at rush hours and further traffic generation from housing or employment 
development will increase the problem.  4. An overwhelming argument against significant expansion of the village 
will lie in the increase in demand for school places at primary and secondary levels. The existing primary schools in 
Little Chalfont (Oakington Avenue & Bell Lane) are working to capacity and the selective secondary school 
(Challoners Girls) will have limited, if any, opportunity to cater for an increase in demand. The real problem will lie 
with secondary school provision.  5. The true result of any expansion of Little Chalfont’s population will be to create 
a migration to schools in Amersham and beyond, where again, there are doubts as to spare capacity. It will certainly 
add substantially to the traffic congestion in the immediate area.  6. Retail facilities in Little Chalfont are virtually 
confined to Chenies Parade and Nightingales Corner and present attendant parking is very limited and often 
seriously congested. An increased population for the village will just accentuate the problem. Site specifics  -  1.  
Most of the sites identified in Little Chalfont for possible development fulfil true Green Belt functions and should 
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NOT be developed. In addition, some of the sites are designated as Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty and the 
loss of their status will be irreversible and damaging to the character of a rural Buckinghamshire village. In 
particular, the greatest damage to the village and Green Belt functions would be the loss of the Stony Lane site and 
those straddling the A404 as you come into the village from the east.   2.W hilst I would acknowledge the demand 
for residential housing in this region, there is no proven demand for land for employment generation. If such land is 
to be identified for development, the logical locations will be adjoining existing land in use for employment 
generation viz. Chesham industrial sites and land at Maple Cross (albeit in Hertfordshire).        3. If there must be 
land to be allocated for residential amongst the identified sites, the sites to the west of Lodge Lane would seem to 
be least damaging in terms of local impact. Planning policies -   Whatever land is identified in Chiltern District for 
residential development, I believe that it is essential to set robust policies for the implementation of Community 
Infrastructure Levies (CILs). In the past 20 years in Buckinghamshire and Hertfordshire, there has been substantial 
residential development, which has created huge pressures on existing infrastructure, particularly in respect of 
schools. Where planning consents have been granted, Section 106 contributions and CIL’s have been pitiful in 
relation to the real need for upgrading infrastructure.  If you consider de-classification of any Green Belt and its 
reallocation for residential development, you will add value to the land in this region at a minimum of £1million per 
acre. It is vital that any future permissions, where there is this enormous gain, provide substantial funds for all 
infrastructure and, particularly, new primary and secondary schools. The permissions are granted by the community 
and a substantial proportion of the value shift should go back to the community.  In the main, I believe that Little 
Chalfont is a most inappropriate candidate for material expansion and I believe that other locations in Chiltern 
District should bear the major burden of provision for additional housing.  I also wonder whether the best option for 
Chiltern District might be to create a new settlement village to bear the lion’s share of the Local Plan allocation. The 
effective use of CIL’s could help to fund local schools and shopping facilities for such a new village. I think it 
inevitable that such a village would need to be located in Green Belt but there are areas close to Amersham where 
the Green Belt is “low grade” and the impact of such a village would not cause too much harm to the rural idyll. 

Rep0973 
Cllr PEC Martin 

Q.1. The vastly different pressures on different LPAs to identify sufficient housing land for their communities mean 
that the Duty to Cooperate principle whilst helpful and practical in some regions, can have only limited applicability 
in the S.E..   If the C and SB Local Plan is to have any chance of being realistic, endorsed by our residents and so 
generally deliverable, the identified Bucks Housing Market Area and the FEMA must be defended at all costs. They 
may only be “best fits”, and not perfect ones, but if they are not upheld as an essential base for our planning. and 
suCtèr erosion/dilution from extra-Bucks LPAs, admittedly with their own difficulties, the credibility and 
deliverability of our own LP will be undermined. Our representations to the Inspector must therefore include the 
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strongest defence of our HMA and FEMA before the almost inevitable attacks. Q.2. (HEELA). Yes. The publication of 
an extensive wish-list of possible GB and PDL locations, culled mainly from the Call for Sites and from Part I of the 
Councils’ GB Assessment. has overwhelmed and alienated a large number of our residents, disillusioned by the 
consultation process pitch. Not only has this volume of possiblc&’ provoked unnecessary Council hostility, but has 
encouraged semi-united opposition. The Councils’ credibility in the planning arena is called into question. It is 
unfortunate that the advice of some Councillors to apply a low level filter to eliminate at the outset “no hope” 
locations was ignored. For example, a need for only 2 ha of additional commercial land has been identified for CDC 
and 13 ha for SBDC — over 20 years! So why did the consultation indicate countless ha of commercial “possibtes”. a 
number of which could have been dismissed as unreasonable. The inclusion of the “commercial prospect” on the A 
413 at Little Chalfont. On GB/AONB prime agricultural land has unnecessarily inflamed public opinion.  Similarly. 
there are many GB locations in the consultation which vill in all probability not be redesignated in the foreseeable 
future whose inclusion was unfortunate. Q.3. Relocatable sites. Yes, the Amersham Leisure Centre should be 
considered. Q.4. LP Vision. It is prudent to draw on previous planning work and drafts to identify needed additions 
to, or opdates of. our working policies, and this must be a substantial review. Many points, which are endorsed, are 
covered in Appendix 6 of the paper, but to be specific we need policies on: A dormer windows code. A design code. 
Guidelines on densities. Varying residential external spatial required standards. A statement on habitable room 
sizes. Guidelines on different types of residential development in different areas. Provision of private residential 
acceommodation for seniors. A review of parking standards — public and private — including requirements for 
practical physical access to delineated spaces. Reconsideration/protection of ERASC and RAEC. Review of residential 
amenity area standards. Streetscape compatibilities for proposed evelopments. In fact the Council must revisit all 
our policies for relevance and contemporary suitability. Q.5. and 6. Option A. Qualified support. Generalised density 
statements will be manipulated and fast become uncontrollable — and that is bad planning management.Very clear 
localised conditions /parameters on densities are overdue and now essential.  Option B. Disagree. The range of 
properties in CDC — housing types, designs, values and settings etc — has performed well in maintaining an 
attractive District mix. Sameness is to be avoided, and will rightly attract considerable opposition. Option C. Very 
limited urban extensions will be unavoidable, and so are supported, but controls and limitations on such must be 
clear and non-negotiable over the Plan period. Options 0 and S. No comment. Option F. Again, acceptable in 
principle, subject to location-specific planning management. Option G.. Supported, subject to the stated criteria. 
Options H and I. Supported. The latter to be subject to the required Rural Exception constraints.  Option J. 
Government direction makes this unavoidable, as the Inspector will doubtless emphasise. Option K. i) Strongly 
support. ii) Not supported as a general go-ahead, but perhaps selectively, 
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dependent upon location, scale, availability of alternatives. iii) Supported for CDC locations. iv) Strongly disagree re 
Pollards Wood. This is GB/AONB. Support for limited growth at Chalfont Grove. v) Strongly disagree with the “ 
Suggested Area of Search” relating to the East of Stony Lane, LC. This is detailed in our separate response for LC ,but 
this site is GB/AONB. unrelated to any extant commercial activity, and is high quality open farmland at the gateway 
to the Village. The GB suggestion at Finch Lane, LC, would be an unnecessary and probably impractical extension of 
the GE industrial centre, and again, a constructive comment is detailed separately. vi) Appears sensible, but 
probably relates more specifically to SBDC.  vii) Cannot support such an imprecise ambition. An irrelevant Option. 
Q.7. See answer to Q. I - There is obviously no capacity within CDC for extra-Bucks needs. Cannot comment on SBDC. 
but it might be appropriate to demonstrate our unmet needs by requesting assistance from E. Berks and Slough? 
Q.8. The Councils’ ability to meet affordability targets depends largely on the size of fund contributed by developer 
levies. This is frequently frustrated by transparently questionable developer refusals based on claimed lack of 
profitability. We must put in place a firm, commercially competent regime to refute these claims and so expand our 
fund. Further, the Councils should secure some degree of financial interest in developable sites which will then 
enable them to influence the form of development. Without these two practical steps our affordability targets will 
not be achieved. Q.9. Cannot support 6.2 d). apart from bad planning, to intentionally mix G and T accommodation 
with new private residential development would the socially challenging, and could introduce long term difficulties 
for both communities. Similarly, 6.20, relating to the granting of permanency of temporary approvals of G and T 
sites, is strongly not supported. Most temporary approvals are gained on appeal. the temporary condition geared to 
allowing time for the incumbents to relocate. This means that the LPA has a strong objection to the appeal outcome, 
particularly as most of the sites appear in GB!AONB areas. Very special circumstances are not present in most cases. 
QlO. The question relates primarily to “specialist” care. Commercial organisations generally meet their market 
needs, but the Councils do need to earmark sites for BCC ‘s public care provision, and this separate objective should 
feature in our policies. However, there is also a growing unmet need amongst Seniors who wish to downsize so 
releasing usually larger properties to the market.). Again, the introduction of a planning policy which enables the 
councils to specify the types of residences to be delivered in specific locations (as per Rural Housing Exceptions?) or 
by the councils securing even minor financial interests in land, would facilitate such a much needed move. 
Q. II, 12, 13, 14. No comment. Q.15. See response to Q.4. Q.16. The closest attention to the general infrastructure 
deficits in CDC is absolutely vital, and a schedule of infrastructure improvements with delivery deadlines must 
accompany every selected development site. Increased levels of development without correcting the already 
substantial in&astwcture failings will inevitably reduce further CDC living standards, particularly with respect to 
education, healthcare and parking availability. If, repeat if it is possible to condition developments on the prior 
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correction of identified infrastructure shortcomings, without the Council being exposed to appeals and costs, then 
this is essential. The councils should explore the local benefits available via the Community Infrastructure Levy about 
which there appears to be some degree of national uncertainty at present. Q.17. No other points. 1. Land to East of 
GE site, White Lion Rd.  (Presumably this indicated area is intended to accommodate possible expansion plans by 
GE. If so, the intention is supported, but with qualifications. GE are well advanced with a welcome renewal 
programme within their site bounds, and also are currently selling a large residential property, which backs on to 
their site, in Finch Lane. We have not yet been advised of their future land needs. Further, GE occupies a prime site( 
Amersham Place) in the centre of LC, adjacent to the rail station. This latter was marked in the DDPD as a 
development site, which would have opened the door to a major planning gain in the unacceptably disparate station 
approach area. Until we know GE’s intentions re Amersham place, and indeed re their main site, it is premature to 
contemplate and land use changes around Finch Lane.) That being said, the P.46 option plan seems ill thought 
through. Not only does it include the very active and substantial St Aidan’s church and outbuildings, all 
unlikely to become available, but would separate the main GE site , by Finch Lane, from this option site. Surely 
expansion westwards through the Bendrose Farm area (designated GB and probably currently in the GE ownership) 
would be preferable? This would retain Finch Lane as a GE boundary, and protect the residences thereon.. There 
seems absolutely no planning or practical benefit in reducing the separation of GE’s industrial site from the Village 
proper. Further, the inclusion of the 16th century GIl * Beel I-louse, with its 13 acres of parkland. howbeit in poor 
condition at present, seems inappropriate, In a word, at this juncture, this Option site is not supported. 
2. Land to the East of Stony Lane. Stony Lane marks the natural limit eastwards of the LC community. The inclusion 
of this GB/AONB site, of prime agricultural land, in the list of industrial search areas can only have been an error. It is 
totally not supported. Here, the GB performs all of its required functions, contributing to the separation of LC and 
Chenies, maintaining the open character of the countryside and substantially assisting in the setting of the GI Listed 
Chenies Manor. Further, to extend this Search Area along Stony Lane and into Walk Wood, a beautiful approach to 
the Misbourne Valley and Latimer. makes little sense. When all of Chiltern seeks only a further 2 ha of employment 
land (over 20 years). such quality land as this should never even be considered. LITTLE CHALFONT Local Plan.. Built 
up Area Extension Option Page 32. 1. Land to the East of Westwood Park, and North of Chessfleld Park.  To support 
development on this key GB/AONB approach to the Misboume Valley would simply be to ignore the reason for and 
purpose of this well-justified planning designation. Without knowledge of the area, squaring off the area between 
Chessfield Park and Westwood Park might seem defensible, but Westwood Park is itself AONB, wide open in 
character and would be badly affected by residential development eastwards. It would constitute further insensitive 
expansion of the built area into the highest quality farmland and countryside, which is not justified. 
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2.Land Between L. Kimblewick Farm and Maplefield Lane/ Yarrowside. A substantial part of this area is in 
fragmented ownership, geared to its protection. It is unlikely to become available. 3. Land at Lodge Lane (former 
Golf Club). This identified “Built up Area Extension Option” of some 40 acres, and proffered as available in the Call 
for Sites, is the Village’s principal prospect for residential expansion. As with most settlements in Chiltern. Little 
Chalfont’s infrastructure problems are very real. Its recent increases in housing numbers and so in population. are 
stressing most services, not least the local education facilities. We have not only a national housing crisis, but an 
educational one, too, with 46% of English schools over subscribed. Little Chalfont is no exception. All of its schools, 
apart from Bell Lane, are full and under unremitting pressure. It verges on irresponsibility to advocate more housing 
in such circumstances, and we ask that this service shortfall be highlighted strongly in the Local Plan proposal. 
Additionally, its position on the A 404 motorway feeder exacerbates an existing traffic and parking problem. 
Nevertheless, it is appreciated that its rail station makes it, in Government eyes, a very sustainable location, which 
will have to make some contribution to the District’s development needs. The planning task is to soften, so far as is 
possible, that impact on the current population. By carefully balancing and phasing any development on this ex-golf 
course, this is feasible. Although GB, it is not AONB. It is naturally bounded by easy demarcations — the AONB, a 
highway, and extant residential property, with reportedly an agreed means of pedestrian and cycle access, free from 
the main road. into the Village. Its location, development and subsequent occupation would not be overly intrusive 
upon the Village centre. Assuming an average density of 25/hectare, up to 400 units are possible, but this would 
demand the tightest control, to ensure a balanced mix of higher value units (perhaps adjoining the private 
Loudhams Wood Lane), standard family homes, possibly a private care home, and vitally a development of private 
residences geared to the specific needs of the retired — which would assist in the release of larger under-occupied 
homes. Extensive green, and central parking would add to the “garden village” ambience. Affordability should 
present little difficulty. Dependent upon the mix and design, some phasing would be advisable. 
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Rep0974 
Mr Maninder 
Saini 

Reject the conclusions of the Chiltern District Council, that the village of Little Chatfont be classified 
as main settlement for growth’ and that adjoining areas ofGreen Belt land should therefore be 
considered for release for housing and employtilens development.  The main reasons for my objection to any 
housing/employment development on ihese identified areas of land include, but are not timited to, the following: 
This land is designated as Green Belt and its development would therefore be in contravention of local and national 
planning policy. Green Belt land was specifically created to prevent urban sprawl and should not be treated as a 
repository of reserve building land.   • Except for the formergolf course on Lodge Lane. all the identified areas of 
iand ale within the Citflterns Area of Ouissanding Natural Beauty (AONts), an important national asset much 
appreciated by local residents and visilors to the area. Use of this land would be in contravention of local and 
national planning potty.    • Any housing and/or Industrial development would be very detrimental 10 Ihe rural 
character and setting of Little Chalfont village.  • In recent years Little Chalfont has taken a greater share (i.e. 12.4%) 
of new housing compared to other settlements in the area (e.g. Amersham 5.3% Chesham 4.0%, Chalfont St 
Peter 7.7%).  • Any new housing estates would severely overload the local infrastructure including roads, 
roadjunctiont, parking, train services, schools, healthcare. waterand waste management.  In particular, would like to 
draw your attention to the fields between Stony Lane and Westwood Park, which have been selected as a planned 
test area for residential development. Further to the objections tisted above, this is an area of open rural land 
crossed by a welt used public footpath and borders on mature ancient woodland to the north. A housing 
development would constitute an unacceptable form of urban sprawl that would severely impact the adjoining 
ancient woodland and Ihe open space ofWestwood Park and, funhermore, degrade the village character of Little 
Chaifont.  It should also be nosed thai this area of land was one of the sites excluded in the Housing and 
Economic Land Availabilily Assessment (HELAA) at Stage 1.  Otequal concem are the fields eo the east ofstony Lane, 
Church Grove and Lodge Lane, wtskh have  been selected as planned test areas for employment development. In 
addition to the objections  highlighted above, this is an area of open rural countryside that forms an important 
butler zone  between Little Chalfont and she settlements to she east. Any devetopmene here would be an 
unacceptabte form of urban sprawl that would completely alter the rural setting of Utile Chalfont. 

 The Local Plan will need to 
identify sustainable 
development options to meet 
needs taking into account the 
scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements.   
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Rep0975 
Mr Gary Tomlin 

In my opinion Chalfont St peter has already played its part in adding to housing in the area with the huge 
development of the Holy Cross site (against the wishes of most of the  villagers) and the developments near the 
Epilepsy site of two Care homes/retirement homes. Chalfont St Peter is surrounded by green belt and beautiful 
open countryside, for residents and visitors to enjoy.    Much of the proposed sites such as the one on Mill Meadow 
are impractical as the site is in a flood plain and does flood. The building of houses there will also deprive the 
children of the local schools of their playing fields and the football club of their grounds. They also use Mill Meadow 
for practice and Junior games.  If the Epilepsy Centre want to sell their land then that is their prerogative. However 
the roads around the area are narrow country roads and there are often accidents. It is completely unsuitable for 
housingand if built on will destroy that part of Chalfont St Peter which will then be indistinguishable from 
surrounding villages. There is no public transport to that area except for an occasionsl bus and the nearest railway 
station sare Gerrards Cross or Little Chalfont whichmeans that the on;y access is via car which the surrounding roads 
cannot take.    Like Mill Meadow the land along the A413 is also a flood plain. The A413 cureently provides a 
reasonablty attractive  drive towards the village and is already populated by offices, a large percentage of them 
vacant. Ither offic space in and around the village are also currently unsued so there is no point in wasting money by 
building more. The access to them off  the A413 is dangerous as it is a fast road and there have been many accidents 
along i. Again access is only by car  as it is some distance from railway /tube stations and buses do not go along 
there.  I think that Chalfont St Peter has done its part in helping out with the housing shortage and needs to be left 
alone, as does XChalfont St giles. Amersham has some empty sites that could be utilised and the area near the 
refuse site along the A40 at Beaconsfield could be built upon with far less impact on the community than in Chalfont 

 The Local Plan will need to 
identify sustainable 
development options to meet 
needs taking into account the 
scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements.   

Rep0976 
Mr Jack Anziani 

I understand that the above garage is under threat by the possibility of building a number of houses on the site.  
Such a move is in my opinion, contrary to the spirit of keeping and encouraging local businesses and employment 
rather than the profit to land owners and building developers.  Whilst additional housing is a sensitive subject, 
particularly so called "affordable housing", I'm led to believe that this site may be used for more expensive homes 
that would not be so beneficial and also risks the livelihood of the several employees at the garage and their 
corresponding suppliers.  I use GM Motors exclusively for all my motoring needs as they offer a reliable and 
important service to the local community.  Our village amenities in the area are being eroded continuously by the 
lust for profit of a few and to the loss of many.  I respectfully request that any proposal to develop the site be 
rejected and our local amenities be preserved. 
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Rep0977 
Mrs Liz Lewis 

Whilst I appreciate the need for housing and development within Chalfont St Peter we already have a commitment 
to build 600+ homes over the coming few years which is approximately an increase of 10% in the village which 
already has stretched or inadequate infrastructure to support the needs of the residents in the village.  Therefore 
I'm against this proposed development plan for the following reasons: The Epilepsy Society Site fulfils, as a whole, all 
five of the stated purposes of the green belt and in particular provides an important buffer between the settlements 
of Chalfont St Giles, Chalfont St Peter and Horn Hill.  The Epilepsy Society Site contains important open views from 
Chesham Lane towards the Colne Valley Park.  It provides important agricultural, forestry and related employment 
uses and opportunities for outdoor sport and recreation, including the Model Farm, Rowan’s Nursery and Brawlings 
Farm Riding Centre.  The  Epilepsy Society Site is currently a Major Developed Site (“MDS”) within the green belt, is 
the home of the Epilepsy Society providing care and support to 90+ residents on site as well and those in the 
community; and now provides a new care home development as well as a large retirement village in addition to the 
important recreational facilities with nine football pitches plus a pavilion with toilets, showers and changing facilities 
which are used by more than 24 teams. The  Epilepsy Society Site is inherently unsustainable; it is not served by any 
appropriate bus service and is too far to walk to either Little Chalfont or Gerrards Cross which are the nearest rail 
stations.  Any development is car dependent.  The  Epilepsy Society Site is bounded on three sides by narrow and 
dangerous country lanes which make it even more unsuitable for development.  Whilst the green belt and 
recreational sites within the Epilepsy Society Site must be protected there are a number of "brown field" areas 
within the site that could potentially be developed to provide housing. Mill Meadow is a much used amenity facility 
which includes the Community Centre, a football club, recreation park, playing pitches (football and cricket), tennis 
courts, a scout headquarters and parish council offices.  There are no areas within the centre of the village where 
any of these facilities could be relocated.  The Chalfont St Peter C of E Academy, adjacent to Mill Meadow, does not 
have a playing field within the school grounds. The school currently uses Mill Meadow for physical education lessons 
on a daily basis and for team games, athletics and cross country activities. The school would be unable to deliver an 
effective curriculum if Mill Meadow is designated for development. Mill Meadow is on the flood plain. There is a 
serious risk of flooding which has occurred regularly.  Loss of the allotments at the Mill Meadow site would also be a 
loss to the community encouraging outdoor activity and healthly leaving.  Many of these proposed development 
sites will have a detremential impact of the flora, forna and wildlife removing vast areas of habit. 

 The Local Plan will need to 
identify sustainable 
development options to meet 
needs taking into account the 
scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements.   
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Rep0978 
Miss Charlotte 
Heffer and 
Rep0979 
Miss Samantha 
Heffer 

Q8 - Green Belt was set-up for the sole purposes of stopping plans such as the existing proposals. Green Belt must 
remain. Q17 -  1) Green Belt was set-up for the sole purposes of stopping plans such as the existing proposals. Green 
Belt must remain.   2) The A404 is already too conjested. Any further development would choke up the Village and 
cause worse traffic prblems.   3) Chenies Parade and Bell Lane new developments have added further strain to an 
already overloaded infastructure - please remove further growth from the Council's Core Strategy.   4) Schools are 
already at full capacity. Further growth would have a knock-on effect to student performance.  5) Doctors surgeries  
and local hospitals find it difficult to cope with the populus as is. Further growth may endanger residents  health 
care. 6) Much of the land has been classified as Area of Outstanding Beauty - please do not remove this asset from 
Village life.   7) The biodiversity lost from cutting down the trees and building on the fields is not cannot be replaced, 
already it is not uncommon to see wildlife killed on the roads that run alongside these areas. The habitat of all 
creatures living in these areas has already been encoroached upon, and should be further diminished.    8) The 
highlight of living in Little Chalfont (note the 'little') is that it is a small village with very easy access to fields and 
woods. Walking in these areas of beauty and hearing the birds sing has a value that should not be underestimated. 
Reducing access to such areas will, necessarily, increase stress rates.  9) The local air pollution is increasing due to 
the fact that so many people drive everywhere. Increasing traffic further will be further detrimental to respiritory 
health in the area. 
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Rep0980 
Mr Derek 
Messenger 

I wish to I wish to object to the possible designation of land for employment as shown on the Chalfont St Peter and 
Gerrards Cross map in Appendix 5, Areas of Search for Strategic Employment Options within the Green Belt listed in 
the Local Plan Initial Consultation document.    The proposal would cut across the lower part of the course at 
Gerrards Golf Club, including the Clubhouse, and so make the golfing facility useless. There is, as I can see, no space 
to relocate the 4+ holes indicated and certainly no space within the grounds owned by the club for a re-sited 
clubhouse.  It would further greatly reduce the sporting and recreational facilities in the local area and deny 
hundreds of members the enjoyment of playing golf in a beautiful part of the Misbourne valley. The area is criss-
crossed by local footpaths and residents and golfers alike share this exceptional local environment. Also at risk is the 
local cricket facility, another sporting facility scheduled for decimation in this plan. There is no indication that I can 
see which takes account of the Misbourne River itself and the plans to retain its natural watercourse. There are 
considerable wildlife implications for such a scheme and these are not accommodated.   Such development within 
the Green Belt would be considered harmful to the principles of such a designation while conversely, the existing 
use is an acceptable use within the Green Belt and wholly appropriate in maintaining the openness of the Green 
Belt.  The area is in The Colne Valley Park and is identified as being a particularly important green space for 
biodiversity and environmental priorities.  The area is within the Green Belt and provides the important function of 
separating the built-up areas of CSP and Tatling End, Gerrards Cross and Denham.  The area is also in a flood plain 
unsuitable for sustainable development of any significance.  The area is valued by residents and visitors as a green 
corridor and to destroy it would inevitably lead to further industrialisation and amalgamation of separate and 
distinct developed areas. 

  

Rep0981 
Mr David Cottrell,  
Rep0983 
Mrs Karen 
Cottrell and 
Rep0984 
Miss Emma 
Cottrell 

I have lived in Iver and Iver Heath Village all my life. My younger years in Iver Heath and now in Iver. Village life is in 
my blood and i have seen many families come into the community over the years wanting to be part of it too. I 
recognise that times change and progression has to happen but i feel that the village way of life is being taken away 
from us through this progression. Our roads are being used more and more, if not by the heavy goods lorries the 
village is being used as a cut through for others.  My main concern is that we will lose our identity as a VILLAGE. This 
is one of the main reasons why people want to stay in the Ivers.    Response to questions:- 1. I am baffled as to how 
the government have got to the figure of how many units will be needed in Bucks? How will it be calculated as to 
the amount we will have in the Ivers? Will it be done on space available, type of land available or will the people of 
the Ivers have a say? 3. The Ivers already have far too many industrial sites. I think areas like the Old Bisons site, 
Court Lane and The Ridgeway could be regenerated into housing and minor employment areas. We have many 
outlets relating to HGV's, Scrap Metal, Concrete/ Minerals, and Recycling/ Waste Management around our area 
which in itself generates even more HGV'S. 

  



Classification: OFFICIAL 
 

571 
 
Classification: OFFICIAL 

Name Summary of Representation 
Council Response (see also 

Volume 1 for generic response) 

We would like to encourage more along the lines of Hotel & Leisure units, Office Based/ Comms/Hi-Tech, Business 
incubators, Walk-in medical centre, Schools and Banking. 4. I am normally aware of what is going on in the Villages 
but did not know anything about the public meeting until the day before. I am sure that many of the people that live 
in the Ivers are still not sure as to what is going on. I would suggest that once this part of the consultation has 
completed then a flyer from South Buck District Council could be sent to every household to make people aware of 
the situation so far and what is needed from the residents next. Not everyone is connected to the internet. 
 5. The following list shows my objections to the options made:-   Option B – Iver High Street to remain as a 
conservation area.    Option D – no encroachment towards Slough or Uxbridge. Or from the other ways. Option E – 
no extension to current built up areas in Iver . Option I – as above (E)  . Option J – see comment for Parcel SB0043 
(below).  Option K – The only acceptable sub-option is (v).  All others would intensify the current problems arising 
from our existing employment sites.  Option L – see above for details. 6. The following list depicts my views on 
particular sites:-  • Parcel SB0043 Thorney Business Park: Ideal for the proposed Richings Park North Garden Village 
and an associated HGV relief road. Should also include SB0065. • Parcel SB0295 Thorney Mill: Ideal for an hotel 
serving an expanded Heathrow should that come to pass.  • Parcel SB0292 Area south of canal, east of M25: High 
Density starter homes similar to West Drayton canal-side properties.  • Parcel SB0177 As above.  • Parcel SB0116: 
Suitable for the proposed dementia care facility being discussed.  • Parcel SB0035: Drawn too widely and should be 
sub-divided.  In particular the Recreation Ground and pavilion need to be preserved.  • Parcel SB0221 Evreham + 
Parcel SB0036: Ideal for an all through school combining pre-school through to secondary.  • Parcel SB0127: Ideal 
for commercial freight operation businesses due to its proximity to the motorway network without the need to pass 
through residential districts.  7.  We cannot meet our own needs (according to government figures) without using 
our green belt land so it is unreasonable to expect us to meet the unmet needs from adjacent authorities.  
8.   The county should be linking partnerships with multiple housing associations to administer and possibly 
construct affordable housing funded by developer contributions and allocated to either persons with existing 
residential qualifications or to key workers required in the area. Utilising a mixture of shared equity purchase and 
rental. 9. I feel that i cannot comment on this question as this is a specialist area and SBDC should be in discussion 
with an appropriate organisation such as www.gypsy-traveller.org. 10. I think that i may be a good idea that South 
Bucks District Council engages with organisations such as AGE UK and specialist developers such as Mccarthy and 
Stone to ascertain the type and location of elderly persons accommodation needs.  In particular we feel that 
dementia is becoming a priority in this demographic. There are plans to build a dementia centre in Iver Heath but i 
am not sure how far this project has got. 11. There are many old building and structures in the Ivers. The old walls 
and trees impart a particular street scene and character unique to the Ivers.  These need to be designated as 
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heritage assets and preserved.  12. Please refer to my answer to question 11.  A survey needs to be conducted. 
13.   Existing recreation grounds in Iver Village, Iver Heath and Richings Park need to be retained.  14.  An Iver Parish 
neighbourhood plan is being formulated and will be submitted.  16.  We definitely require a Community 
Infrastructure Levy to be implemented in order to fund the provision of infrastructure such as schools, libraries, 
health centres and a relief road.  17.   If we could create some of the infrastructure before the development of 
housing and commercial use that requires it would be good but finance will control this being done. 

Rep0982 
Cllr Les Giles 
Chairman of 
Planning 
Little Missenden 
Parish Council 

Question 1:   South Bucks and Chiltern are very different areas with differing needs and in particular different 
infrastructure issues and concerns. We feel the publication of a joint housing needs plan must not disregard the 
issues associated with infrastructure and transport and how these affect each local authority differently. The 
identification of approximately equal housing needs and presumably provision within the two District council areas 
is therefore flawed. Equally, when assessing the provision, they must adopt different review processes recognising 
that Chiltern District carries far more greenbelt, and more ancient infrastructure and therefore its ability to cope 
with additional housing supply is far less. Question 2:  No Comment Question 3: Are there existing uses/sites not 
currently identified in the HELAA and within the built-up areas that may be surplus to requirements or where the 
existing use could be consolidated or re-provided elsewhere such as open spaces, sports and leisure uses? 
Question 4: Do you agree with the approach to the Joint Local Plan Vision and Objectives and if not what changes or 
additions do you consider are needed? Please explain your reasoning for suggesting any alterations. There are two 
key issue relating to approach proposed. These are   a) The Green Belt Assessment should take place early in the 
process, particularly in relation to the villages identified under Option F. For instance within Little Missenden Parish 
the character of the villages of Little Kingshill and Hyde Heath would be significantly changed if they were taken out 
of the Green Belt, particularly with the currently identified parcels of open Green Belt included. b) Secondly it is 
inappropriate that HS2 is not considered a Local Plan matter. Whilst within Little Missenden Parish the route, as 
currently proposed, is in tunnel, it will have a major influence on the AONB which CDC and SBC have statutory 
responsibilities to protect and to conserve and enhance. It is therefore obligated to consider the development of 
any land and buildings by HS2 in precisely the same context as any other material change of land use. The fact that 
the HS2 Act will confer rights on the promoter to build the line, they remain obligated to consult with the District 
Council on matters of planning and design. Such applications must be subject to the same criteria as any other 
application made within the AONB and should consider the National Planning Policy Framework guidelines while 
recognising that the application should be judged on whether it meets the twin criteria of "conserve" and "enhance. 
It is the Statutory Duty of the Officers & Elected representatives of Chiltern DC to fully include HS2 in the Local Plan. 
Question 5: We support Option A - making more efficient and effective use of land within existing built-up areas 
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such as increasing building density or heights (within appropriate limits). We accept converting employment land to 
other uses (such as residential). We support Option B of testing the scope to increase development opportunities by 
reviewing the purpose and function of existing areas of special control such as Established Residential Areas of 
Special Character, as we find it difficult in many cases to clearly identify why these particular areas have been so 
designated.  We accept that Option C (Built area extension(s) to the principal settlements of Chesham, Amersham 
onto the Green Belt) is going to be necessary to meet the identified housing targets.  We are concerned that the 
settlement of Holmer Green will be completely subsumed into Hazlemere and High Wycombe under the proposals 
incorporated in Option D. Some buffer is needed to prevent this. In addition the area shown incorporates a site 
allocated to Showmen. We are concerned that this will be lost to general housing and yet another inappropriate 
piece of Green Belt land will be taken over by the Showmen. This particular site should be clearly separately 
identified.  We do not support Option E, (built area extensions to Great Missenden, Prestwood). These settlements 
are already under strain as regards their capacity both in terms of schools, roads and transport in general. We 
comment that following recent large scale cuts to County Council funding, it is inevitable that this situation will not 
improve but simply deteriorate. If Central Government wish to make cuts in such budgets it is logical that they must 
accept no further development can be possible without a clear plan for investment to remedy matters. We do not 
support Option F to review settlements within the Green Belt with a view to removing larger settlements currently 
within the Green Belt and to explore development potential. Hyde Heath has minimal capacity to deal with 
additional housing and the character of Little Kingshill will be completely destroyed by the current proposals for 
development of Green Belt land to be considered under the Green Belt Review. The infrastructure will not support 
these large areas that will be considered under the Review and the impacts on the local roads and services provision 
would place undue stress on a rural location already suffering from large scale council cuts. We support Option H 
which considers it worthwhile to review the scope for allowing limited infilling within villages and generally built up 
frontages within the Green Belt.  We do not support Option J which advocates additional sustainable growth options 
in built up areas and/or in the Green Belt close to train stations – Chesham, Great Missenden, Amersham, Little 
Chalfont. Such development would only be sustainable if they were truly close to the train station but since the 
stations have formed the centre of most of these settlements, the greenbelt or development options exist on the 
edge and are therefore not sustainable. It is clear from the current situation in Great Missenden that there are 
major parking problems arising from the use of the station, particularly because the local authorities have no control 
over station parking charges.  Question 6: See our responses to Question 5. Question 7: If under the Duty to Co-
operate, Aylesbury Vale or another adjacent authority assume responsibility to take part of the Chiltern District 
Housing need, any additional housing provision would almost certainly require additional road and rail capacity. We 
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would not support improvements to the A413 and A404 which would support higher traffic levels through the local 
area. Additional rail facilities would have been best met by the provision of a station on HS2, but as the government 
has rejected this the District Councils must negotiate with the appropriate rail operators, Network Rail and TfL for 
faster and greater capacity on the local rail routes. We strongly object to any Duty to Co-operate which leads to 
housing allocated elsewhere that ultimately ends up with this area suffering additional traffic and transport 
infrastructure.  We have previously raised in our response to Question 4 the importance of the Green Belt 
assessment being undertaken early in the process. This is a key consideration for the consultation in any emerging 
plan and therefore cannot be treated in isolation nor as a specific study. Question 8: It is quite clear that the current 
government policies of a free market will never provide the necessary affordable housing needs in Chiltern or South 
Bucks. The local plan should be based on the Councils themselves, having identified the requirements, building 
houses for rent. Question 9: In our response to Question 5 we have identified the potential loss of the Showmen’s 
site in Holmer Green, unless it is protected as part of the Local Plan.  We would support a policy of modest extension 
of existing Traveller’s sites, however, there remain regular examples of unlawful occupation of sites by travelling 
people throughout the district and the Council failing in their duty to have these closed down. The Local Plan needs 
to identify how these are going to be controlled. The key issue which is not mentioned is the need to protect as far 
as possible the Green Belt from ad-hoc occupation.  Question 10: In the first instance we believe it is appr0propriate 
to ensure such persons maintain the maximum freedom and movement to fully engage within the community, 
remaining in their own accommodation, with friends and neighbours nearby. However where more specialist 
accommodation is needed such developments should be provided as close as possible to town centres or are easily 
accessible to public transport. Question 11:  We support a heritage protection strategy but this going to conflict with 
increased infrastructure required to support the local housing need. In addition to the list of assets identified, we 
consider deeper consideration of the AONB is necessary. For example, the primary routes leading into the adjacent 
villages from the A413 are ancient single track sunken lanes. They cannot cope with significant increases in traffic 
and/or infrastructure and many are already being eroded as a consequence of the current increases in traffic. The 
plan should recognise such historic landscapes and seek to offer them greater protection. Question 12: The ancient 
sunken lanes of Chalk Lane, Keepers Lane, Penfold Lane and Deep Mill Lane should all be recognised as Heritage 
Assets and should be afforded greater protection from erosion caused as a consequence of increasing traffic. We 
have put forward separately proposals for protection of certain buildings and areas in Little Kingshill. Question 13:  
We believe that the majority of our local green spaces are already identified in the current Council documentation. 
Question 14: Removal of large areas from the Greenbelt even around the major settlements is setting a precedent 
that areas of land within the AONB in proximity to settlements are suitable for development. Under the legislation 
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designed to protect the AONB, these areas are not suitable for development as their use as development land does 
not conserve nor enhance the AONB. Question 15:  We note that the reference in Appendix 7 does not cover all the 
Green Belt Policies and in particular ignores Paragraph 86 (If it is necessary to prevent development in a village 
primarily because of the important contribution which the open character of the village makes to the openness of 
the Green Belt, the village should be included in the Green Belt.) We consider this particularly applies To Little 
Kingshill and Hyde Heath when these are reviewed under the Green Belt Review.  Policy 1.3 states that the 
development policy principles must be “justified” and “consistent with policies set out in the National Planning 
Policy Framework (NPPF) and National Planning Practice Guidance (NPPG)”. The NPPF carries an explicit obligation 
to planning authorities preparing local plans that “planning permission should be refused for major developments in 
the AONB except in exceptional circumstances and where it can be demonstrated they are in the public interest”. 
The Local Plan must provide a definition of what would be considered “exceptional circumstances” to force 
development in the AONB. The national housing need is not an exceptional occurrence and neither is Government 
Housing Policy dictating further allocations of housing numbers. Furthermore, to demonstrate such development is 
in the public interest, there is a need to consider the dis-benefits of such a proposal, namely the impact on existing 
communities as a consequence of the proposals e.g. pressure on the capacity of schools, lack of local transport, 
health services, shopping facilities, etc. Question 16:  The Infrastructure Capacity Study undertaken so far is 
characterised by a lack of information. The emerging plan consultation is premature in the absence of a more 
complete Infrastructure Study which addresses all the communities in the area. We note that it does not seek to 
address under transport secondary roas or any cycling or walking facilities that might be needed. Question 17: We 
believe Buckinghamshire has endured a disproportionate loss of Central Government funding and the impact of this 
must be taken into consideration in the emerging plan. Its impact is being felt in cuts to hospitals, schools, public 
services, roads maintenance, repairs etc. Given the current disrepair of roads and capacity constraints across all 
county council services additional housing and development together with the infrastructure that facilitates such 
development cannot be made available within the AONB and Chiltern District. 

Rep0985 
Mrs Jane Carter 
Carter Planning 
Ltd on behalf of 
Cranford Capital 
Management Ltd 

Q3:  My client wishes to put forward a site for consideration as a housing site in the Local Plan. Please see additional 
letter. Q5:  My client would support option L. In addition the plan should also considr another spatial strategy option 
and this is the redvelopment of PDL within the Green Belt which subject to the limitations in paragraph 89 would 
comply with the NPPF.  My clients site is classified as PDL. 
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Rep0986 
Mr David Harmer 

1- The LOCAL PLAN Document produced - all 67 pages of it - was quite hard to read since it was written in "Official" 
language and not plain English.   The slides at the Public Meeting held in Ashley Green on March 3rd were somewhat 
better.  However, information given at that meeting was not totally correct and I am in receipt of responses from 
TWO  Councillors which clarified things.  Basically we were told (or appeared to have been told) that of the 172 
Hectares marked on the Chesham Map, only TWO were likely to be designated from that area.  The Councillors have 
said that the TWO Hectares were NOT in that area but would be spread over the WHOLE  District as defined in the 
Local Plan.   One has to ask why the large number - equivalent to 250 football pitches - was even put on a map to 
start with when only about 1% was likely to appear on the final plan. No wonder you have received a lot of criticism 
and people are very wary about the final outcome. 2 - Have you considered the impact of any growth of any kind in 
the Ashley Green area on the infrastructure - and I specifically mean the sewage.  In 2011 the small sewage works in 
Ashley Green were refurbished and targets (apparently quite arbitrarily) set by the Environment agency for the 
permitted level of waste allowed at that site.   This was recorded as the "Permitted Consent Levels".  However these 
levels were apparently exceeded within weeks and tankers began to appear on a regular basis to pump out the 
excess and transport it who knows where.  That was 2011. Those tankers are still coming -they were there last week 
- which indicates that the population currently exceeds that which the plant can currently carry so that any further 
ingress, be that housing or business, will cause a problem with more "Excess".  Have the Council considered working 
with Thames Water - or whoever now manages that site - to enlarge it if business/industrial entities, or more 
houses, come into the area as the result of the PLAN. Have the Council even considered this part of the 
Infrastructure at all? 3 -There is already a manufacturing business operating in Ashley Green on the site of the 
Snowhill farm, BUT apparently without legal authority to use that site for the work they are carrying out.   This 
started about a year ago and the owner is known to have assumed that because it was called a farm (ie - a business), 
it had been operating as a "business" for years and so he was entitled to continue using it for a business purposes.   
In fact no farming or any business activities have been operating there in the last 20 years. You have already 
received many affidavits attesting to that.  The owners are now applying for authority to use the site legally - almost 
a year after they began using it without permission - based on the erroneous assumption above.  Does this 
"business" count as one of the sites which would be permitted under your PLAN for business/industrial usage, if the 
council sanctions.    Are you even aware of this issue? 4 - The land here is Green Belt land and the village of Ashley 
Green lies directly within that. There is currently no legislation, to my knowledge, which permits such arbitrary use 
of this land for the purpose the Plan outlines. 5 - The Bellcote is a NEW business along the Ashley Green Road and 
also within the 172 hectares marked on the Local Plan.    Will this count as being a NEW business which would count 
towards any future allocation of sites within the final Plan - hence reducing the need for additional businesses to 
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meet targets.  It should!! 6 - The Parish Council in Ashley Green have been in discussion with a company called 
Hightown Praetorian with a view to allowing them to carry out a survey in the village to assess whether they can 
build more houses in the Green Belt.   Not much is known about this since there has been no information issued to 
all villagers by the Parish Council, but I hope that you and they are in communication since this would appear to be 
additional ingress but not yet as part of your plan.  Will you look into that? 7 - There are a significant number of 
houses recently constructed on the site of the school/college at the top of Nashleigh Hill.  How do these feature in 
the plan, and was that development a matter of turning a "Business" into  additional accommodation.  (See point 8 
and 9 below) 8 - The Nashleigh Arms was demolished and houses are now being built on that.  Is that also a case of  
Business premises being turned into Accommodation? 9 - Finally - this whole matter is a serious cause for concern 
since it appears to be foisting Business/Industrial units and additional housing into the area with absolutely no 
mention of the use of "brownfield" or existing business sites which do exist in the Chesham area.  In fact the 
converse appears to be the case where temporarily unused business premises in the town and the small industrial 
estates are NOT being taken up by business but are being converted to apartments by developers - which the 
Council will be aware of and will have sanctioned.   I know for certain that one businessman was seeking premises 
near to Chesham station, but the obvious sites were  no long available as they had been converted to apartments.   
You must know about that and have allowed developers to take over. 10 - I realise that you are mandated to provide 
a plan, but your whole approach has been, to say the least, rather superficial and ill thought out. The Plan itself is 
almost incomprehensible.   The maps are incorrect or badly presented in that they:-   a) Earmark parcels of land far 
in excess of what is required and the language in no way reassures residents about how the final outcome will look.    
b) Completely obscure the detail below so that roads and landmarks cannot be seen. For our village I had to 
use your maps and adjust them to enable residents to see exactly where the areas lay. 
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Rep0987 
Mr Steven Urry 

I accept that there has to be some growth and the need for housing and work replated business in the area, 
however, this has to be carried out in such a way as to not severly disadvantage people already living and supporting 
the area and potentially alienating them.  In all the discussion there seems to have been no heed payed to transport 
issues and one look at the state of the roads in Chesham and the surrounding Chiltern district tells you that currently 
the demand for road transport exceeds the infrastructure.  With TfB announcing a £10m less expenditure on roads 
this year we will only see the continued errosion of roads and potholes growing in abundance.  
To this the council is proposing adding 1000 new homes, that will invariably come with 1.5 cars overall, so an 
additional 1500 cars on the already stretched network.  TfL have just announced two years of reduced service on LU 
from Chesham in the evenings during the week, this will exacerbate the situation by moving people into travelling at 
least part of their journey into London by car. Chesham is a commuter town after all. If there was an intelligent plan 
and the current network of roads were 90% repaired and well surfaced then the proposals may have some merit, 
but currently they are just going to add to the frustrations and delays residents are already seeing.  Chesham (and 
Amersham) are unfortunate in being seen as a route from the A41 to the M40/M25, if something was done about 
that it would ease the issues in the area.  In recent months there have been a number of instances of utilities works 
closing one carriageway through Chesham, this has caused absolute chaos, it would have been some benefit to see 
the companies work together and do one week of chaos rather than several over a number of weeks.  Also at what 
point do 'Emergency works' constitue regular works when occuring on the same stretch of road.  These issues will 
only be made 10x worse with the additional traffic from new residences/expanded business areas. The council 
should be looking to work with other neighbouring councils and consider investing in a New Town type 
development, having lived in Milton Keynes I can vouch for the infrastructure benefits of starting fresh!  Many 
residents myself included live in Chesham for a couple of reasons, to travel to work with a nominal on hour journey 
time, to be able to afford to buy a house (work is in a very expenive area) and also to have the benefits of living in 
the countryside and green belt.  The errosion of the green belt is something that needs to be stopped. Brown site 
development for housing is fine, but without an investment in infrastructure will become untenable in a very short 
space of time. No one in the chilterns will benefit from HS2 yet money is being thrown at it where that money could 
be benefiting far more people by investing in local infrastructure all around the route of HS2.  The bottom line is we 
need to grow accepted, but without a supporting system in place beforehand it is just going to make life miserable 
for the current residents. 

The councils consider that 
options in the Green Belt need 
to be considered in addition to 
the opportunities that are 
available on brownfield sites. 

Rep0988 
Mrs Sheila Curtis 

This in effect leaves the orchard as an isolated parcel of Land which whilst my parents were alive effectiively 
provided an extension to their back garden accessed via a garden gate.    
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Rep0989 
Mrs A Strudwick, 
Rep0990 
Mr T Strudwick 
and Rep0991 
Ms N Strudwick 

I reject the conclusions of the Chiltern District Council, that the village of Little Chalfont be classified as a “main 
settlement for growth” and that adjoining areas of Green Belt land should therefore be considered for release for 
housing and employment development.    The main reasons for my objection to any housing/employment 
development on these identified areas of land include, but are not limited to, the following:    1) This land is 
designated as Green Belt and its development would therefore be in contravention of local and national planning 
policy. Green Belt land was specifically created to prevent urban sprawl and should not be treated as a repository of 
reserve building land.   2) Except for the former golf course on Lodge Lane, all the identified areas of land are within 
the Chilterns Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB), an important national asset much appreciated by local 
residents and visitors to the area. Use of this land would be in contravention of local and national planning policy.    
3) Any housing and/or industrial development would be very detrimental to the rural character  and setting of Little 
Chalfont village.  4) In recent years Little Chalfont has taken a greater share (i.e. 12.4%) of new housing compared to 
other settlements in the area (e.g. Amersham 5.3%, Chesham 4.0%, Chalfont St Peter 7.7%).  5) Any new housing 
estates would severely overload the local infrastructure including roads, road junctions, parking, train services, 
schools, healthcare, water and waste management.  In particular, I would like to draw your attention to the area 
south of Snells Lane that has been selected as a planned test area for residential development.  Further to the 
objections listed above, this is an area that includes Grade II* and Grade II Listed buildings of special architectural 
and historical interest.  The Core Strategy for Chiltern District, with Policy CS20, requires new development to 
respect and reflect the character of the surrounding area and those features which contribute to the local 
distinctiveness.  A scheme which includes development of the area south of Snells Lane would be detrimental to the 
character of these Listed buildings. 

 
The Local Plan will need to 
identify sustainable 
development options to meet 
needs taking into account the 
scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements.   
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Rep0992 
Mr William 
Forrest and 
Rep0993 
Mr Stephen 
Derbyshire 

I wish to object to the possible designation of land for employment as shown on the Chalfont St Peter and Gerrards 
Cross map in Appendix 5, Areas of Search for Strategic Employment Options within the Green Belt listed in the Local 
Plan "Initial Consultation (Regulation 18), Incoporting Issues and Options", document.  Part of the proposal would 
destroy both the Chalfont St Peter Cricket Ground and Gerrards Cross Golf Course. resulting in the significant loss of 
Important Sporting and Recreational Amenities for both the local and the wider South Bucks areas.  Although there 
is currently some development within the proposed area, the use of the Green Belt space for recreactional facilities 
is entirely appropriate. The proposal outlined for employment development will destroy this Important Recreational 
Space, and is completely agains the principles of the Green Belt and Government policy. There are no Special Local 
Gircumstances for the inclusion of these important recreational facilities within the plan.  The proposed 
development area is in The Colne Valley Park and would destroy the biodiversity of the area, including the protected 
species of Water Voles.   A large part of the area is in a flood plain and most of the area is not suitable for 
commercial or residential development due to the marshy nature of the ground.  I trust these points will be taken 
into consideration when the plan is being considered further. 

  

Rep0994 
Mr & Mrs Colin & 
Christine Crease 

Little Chalfont, of which I have been a resident for 16 years, has seen many changes, not all good, over the last few 
years.  We are disgusted at the latest planning policy, to frankly attempt to turn what is a very pleasant parish into 
an overcrowded area that will be unable to support the increase in population. Schools, doctors, parking and traffic 
are already a problem especially the A404 which is already grossly overused and causes traffic and pollution 
problems. A representative of the council should spend some time to witness the constant stream of traffic entering 
the village and just how many large commercial vehicles thunder past pedestrians just e few feet away. This is 
already bad please don’t allow this plan to make it worse.  We have already had to have the local facilities put under 
increased pressure due the recent housing developments. When is LITTLE CHALFONT going to see the District 
Council looking after its residents by not allowing this latest ghastly proposed planning policy.  The green belt of 
Chiltern Hills and surrounding areas are the pride of Buckinghamshire, lets keep it that way. I believe otherwise this 
will be the thin edge of the wedge and we all will be living in a massively overcrowded town. The green belt was put 
in place as a constraint on building PLEASE LET IT REMAIN SO.  Apart from the effect on residents what about the 
wildlife in the area?  Are we to destroy all their habitats too?  It seems ridiculous to me that anybody would wish to 
make this area of outstanding  beauty just another over crowded satellite town. 
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Rep0995 
Miss Rosie 
Faunch 
Management 
Consultant - 
Healthcare 

Question 1: I understand the need for additional housing in the area and for space for business/ jobs. However this 
needs to be addressed in light of the reasons people are looking to move to the area in the first place which is often 
to find green space and to move out of the city. The over-population of the area will be a self-limiting exercise as 
people will not want to move to a congested part of the 'countryside' so the need will diminish.   The traveller and 
gypsy population are by definition itinerant and sites should not be occupied all year round by permanent settlers 
otherwise they should become the same as any other person loking for housing. Questions 2 and 3: I would want to 
see Green Belt used only as a last resort. Once it has gone it will never revert. Questions 4, 12, 14 and 15 - no 
comment Qustions 5 and 6: I would support options A and C. I am concerned with the implication of option G in 
relation to the Chalfont Epilepsy centre as the current footprint and recent development of Chalfont Audley Dean 
will put considerable pressure on the infrastructure of roads, schools, doctors etc. The development of the large 
field down Rickmansworth Lane would be distastrous. My preferred option is more like option L in that putting a 
few houses at the edges of existing development in lots of places would lessen the impact of any one huge 
development taking up a whole field or vista.  You require 7,300 houses over the next 20 years. There are 17 Parish 
Councils each with a greater or lesser extent of development currently. The average number of housing spaces to be 
found by each is 429. However there are already spaces you have found with brownfield or other already built-up 
infills and places where development can take place without using Green Belt. Subtract that from the 7,300 and 
apply a weighted average to the rest of the Parish councils dependent on size of existing population.  Number of 
houses required = 7,300.  Number of uncontentious houses in the plan - say 2000.  Leaves 5300.   There are 17 
Parish Councils.  The average to be found per Parich council remaining is 311 but applying a weighted average 
dependent upon number of residents.  Apply the same principle to South Bucks. Question 7:  Don’t give in! Be a 
nimby! There are enough people living in the area already. Question 8: No suggestions Question 9:  As stated above 
if these are really Gypsies, show people and travellers they need to be accommodated, however I don’t understand 
why the need has increased. How many more circuses can there be? My concern is that these are vagrants and 
itinerants who are preying on Councils and being given free accommodation. Why wouldn’t they? There should be a 
proper test of need and the minimum required made available. Question 10:  Is this additional to the above? If so, 
some of the elderly people will vacate their homes giving a number of homes back to the market. However in terms 
of finding new accommodation there should be a range of affordability from top - end to those wholly dependent 
upon the state. For the former there is lots of development understandably going on at present. For the latter 
population there clearly needs to be provision perhaps on parts of old hospital sites? or in urban areas so that there 
is foot access to shops etc. I would oppose them being built in the middle of nowhere or on Green Belt. 
Question 11:  Heritage sites are an important part of the area's context. I would not want to see them diminished 

 The councils consider that 
options in the Green Belt need 
to be considered in addition to 
the opportunities that are 
available on brownfield sites. 
 
The Local Plan will need to 
identify sustainable 
development options to meet 
needs taking into account the 
scale of development and 
implications for individual 
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Question 13: Not applicable to where I live Question 16: I have commented on the infrastructure requirements of 
my locality with regard the current developments on the Epilspesy Centre land. I would strongly oppose any further 
development in this area, particularly the field between the Epilepsy Centre and Newlands Park on the basis that the 
provision of sufficient infrastructure (roads, facilities etc) would completley change and undermine the rural nature 
of the area. Hornhill is a small rural hamlet and as such has attracted people to live there who are seeking a lifestyle 
where the rural component is very inportant to them. The proposal for this development would have a deleterious 
effect and incidentally reduce house values. Already the works for HS2 are going to be a massive encroachment on 
the local area and whereas there is nothing more we can do locally to prevent this, the Plan as put forward is a real 
nail in the coffin of this hamlet. Question 17:   I see you have chosed not to ask a question on Green Belt 
development as described in paras 4.14 - 4.17. I can only express my amazement and horror that such an enormous 
swathe of Green Belt in the land between Newlands Park and the Epilepsy centre could even be considered for 
development. While entirely understanding your need to find developable space I would totally oppose this 
proposal.    

Rep0996 
Mrs Julie Lewis 

1. I consider that it would be sacrilegious for planners to allow Green Belt land which runs beside a country lane 
namely Bull lane and the area incorporating Raylands Farm to be developed for housing.   2. There are plenty of 
larger Green Belt fields that are in locations away from country lanes and houses, going towards Beaconsfield along 
the A40.  3. It is my opinion that the only people who will benefit from the aforementioned site being developed for 
housing will be the landowners, developers, estate agents and others out to make money from the development. 
Social housing will be limited to less than 10% of build, because I believe that no developer would consider building 
low value or council houses in the Gerrards Cross area as their profit margins would be considerably lower than they 
currently experience.  6. If the above is the case, it would be completely against central government policy of 
building more affordable housing forr lower income earners. 
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Rep0997 
Mr & Mrs Tony & 
Amanda Nester 

I would like to express my concern and, opposition to the proposed development the land to the rear of my 
property.  Building on this land would substantially affect the value of our property but , more importantly, this is 
Green Belt land, supposedly protecting the countryside from urban sprawl for the benefit of future generations. 
There are other sites, more suitable for housing, that would not use up these areas so vital to the wellbeing of 
people living in and around Beaconsfield.   This area is constantly in use for the enjoyment of many Beaconsfield 
residents. There are fewer and fewer places where people can get out and walk or run without having to take their 
car somewhere.   By developing these areas you increase the pollution and traffic problems that already exist here 
and remove essential public open spaces.  My principle concern with your proposal is that the hay meadow, in 
particular, is vital for local wildlife and, almost unique as an area of countryside not intensively farmed. 
Because of this, red kites, wood peckers, owls, protected bats, deer, rabbits, hares, frogs, the endangered hedgehog 
and bee and many other species of wild animal and bird thrive in this area.  The meadow, untouched for most of the 
year,  is also the perfect home to a large number of wild plants, including, snowdrops, poppies, cornflowers 
primrose, cowslip and the endangered British bluebell.  If this land is developed all this will be lost. I understand the 
need for more housing but as a council, responsible for the wellbeing of local people and the environment, one of 
your principle duties should be to protect these precious and irreplaceable areas.  Please do not develop this land! 

  

Rep0998 
Mr David Priest 

Question 1 HEDNA -  It would have seemed more appropriate to consider the overall plans for South Bucks. This 
would include areas of higher employemnt and better infrastructure such as  High Wycombe and Aylesbury, and, 
given the proximity to 3 Rivers council, it seems remiss of the plan to not have taken any account of the proposals in 
that area of Hertfordshire. Also it has not taken any account of what seems to be an already safeguarded area for 
HS2.   In addition It should be noted that approval has already been given for the construction of 600 new houses in 
Chalfont St Peter and these do not appear to have been subtracted from Chalfont St Peter’s future numbers.  An 
increase of 4,552 households is used in the Local Plan for Chiltern giving, with 14% of the population, 637 for 
Chalfont St Peter.  Accordingly existing approvals have already met Chalfont St Peter’s share of new housing.   Given 
that there are bound to be some infill approvals in the planned period, Chalfont St Peter has already met its share of 
new houses from existing approvals and there is no need for green belt land around the village to be reclassified and 
used for development.  Chalfont St Peter has already had its full share of development Question 2 HELAA. - The 
Epilepsy site is already a brownfield site with a number of new developments approved and built in the last few 
years. As such you should focus your attention on developing within that existing footprint any plans for industrial 
development. Extending it across to Rowan Nursery would change the whole complexion of the town and mean that 
it is linked completely with both Little Chalfont and Chalfont St Giles. thereby losing the individual identities of these 
towns and villages.  There are currently a large number of empty offices within both Chalfont St Peter and Gerrards 
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Cross, so there seems little justification for using green belt to build more down the stretch of the A413.   The area 
called Mill Meadow is the main recreational area of the town , and to build on this (even ignoring that it is subject to 
flooding) would remove many local amenities and attractions. Presumably your plan would be to build more 
recreational areas later somewhere else, so taking even more green belt away. The only site which seems to have 
any merit is the Winkers field site between Winkers Nightclub and the scout camp, and this should be investiagted 
further.  Question 3 Additional sites -  As a general principle I strongly oppose the development of open space, 
sports and leisure areas or indeed other important land and green open space within the village such as car parking 
or other areas deliberately left open which add to the amenity of the village. Question 4 Vision  -  As a member of 
the public it is hard to work out what the overall vision looks like. By breaking everything up into small parcels, you 
lose an overall picture of what you are aiming for.  Chalfont St Peter struggles in any event with the absence of 
tube/train and bus links, has an outdated sewage system, full schools and many inadequate and poorly kept roads. It 
is disappointing that you make no attempt to target an improvement in the infrastructure as a prime part of the 
vision.  You have already allowed the Holy Cross site to be demolished and targeted for housing with no 
commensurate infrastructure development.Do not compound it with yet more. Question 5 Spacial strategy options  
- Option J is the most appropriate given the proximity to tube/rail etc . Options A and D would be the next favoured 
options as they build upon existing larger communities. Question 6 Specific sites  -  1. Epilepsy site.    Currently the 
site is designated for care homes and medical use and this should remain.  In particular two further significant 
developments are taking place at the site, the Audley Homes development and the Porthaven Homes development.  
These excellent developments should be complemented by further medical use or assisted living, retaining the site 
for employment and possibly with some limited key worker housing to support such use.  The site is an important 
community facility providing employment, recreation and medical care.  The Epilepsy Site fulfils as a whole all five of 
the stated purposes of the green belt. The undeveloped part of the Epilepsy site is within the Colne Valley Park.  This 
deserves special protection in any event.  Part of this site is also within the HS2 safeguarded area so is not 
deliverable.   The Epilepsy Society site is bounded on three sides by narrow and dangerous country lanes which 
make it even more unsuitable for development.  It is inherently unsustainable, it is not served by any appropriate 
bus service and is too far to walk to either Little Chalfont or Gerrards Cross which are the nearest rail stations.  Any 
development is car dependent.  The majority of the roads, with the exception of parts of Chesham Lane, have no 
pavement, are poorly maintained and are unsuitable for walking.  We understand that Bucks Highways Authority 
agrees there are clear access issues to parts of the site, eg along Gorelands Lane. 2, Mill Meadow - The area is a 
much used amenity facility which includes the Community Centre, two large allotments, Chalfont St Peter Amateur 
Football Club, fields,  recreation park, playing pitches (football and cricket), tennis courts, a scout headquarters and 
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parish council offices.  There are no areas within the centre of the village where any of these facilities could be 
relocated.  Mill Meadow is on the flood plain. There is a serious risk of flooding as evidenced by the prolonged and 
extensive flooding at various times between 2010 and 2014. 3. Land next to A413 earmarked for industrial 
development - The area is in The Colne Valley Park and is identified as being a particularly important green space for 
biodiversity and environmental sustainability.The area is within the Green Belt and provides the important function 
of separating the built-up areas of CSP and Tatling End, Gerrards Cross and Denham. The area is completely within  a 
flood plain. There are also significant numbers of empty office properties already. 4.Rayland Farm-no comment 
5.Winkers site- see comment in question 2 above Question 7  Unmet needs- no comment Question 8 Affordable 
housing - Chalfont St Peter is not the best location for any sustainable affordable housing as it has no good transport 
amenities unless you drive. You should focus these plans elsewhere. Question 9 Travellers - Chalfont St Peter 
already has provision for travellers Question 10 Elderly accommodation needs - There is already a site focussing on 
these needs in Chalfont St Peter at the Epilepsy site, and this should be part of your ongoing plan to develop this 
within the existing development there. Questions 11/12  Heritage Strategy and Unprotected local heritage asset - 
The Epilepsy site should be protected and preserved Question 13 Green space - A combination of the Mill Meadow 
and the Epilepsy site developments would have the the effect of removing almost all the local sports facilities and 
open spaces from the town. This is contrary to the wishes of most people. You should ensure that green space is 
protected not removed. Question 14 Local measures-no comment Question 15 Scope of policies- no comment 
Question 16 Infrastructure - I have referred to some aspects of the inadequate infrastructure above. To reiterate the 
area suffers from poor sewage and drainage facilities, schools which are full to capacity, no local tube and train 
lines, poor bus services, no local hospital A&E facility, and with a road structure which would be unable to cope.  
Question 17 Other points - The timeframe for consideration of this plan has been ridiculously short, and your 
reasons for this can only be surmised at. It is crucial that sufficient time be given in future for examination of the 
plans in a wider district context, as well as leaving plenty of time for local consultation.  Overall I believe the green 
belt should be protected and only released in very exceptional circumstances. You have already allowed part of the 
Green Belt to be taken by the HS2 proposals to absolutely no benefit to the local community. You seem hell bent on 
compounding that error by this plan. 

Rep0999 
Mr Nick Pounce 

I have been a resident of Little Chalfont for around thirty years, choosing to live in a village rather than a town, 
surrounded by glorious green belt countryside.  Over the years I have grown to fully appreciate the Chiltern 
countryside designated an ‘area of outstanding natural beauty’ and believe it is out heritage to maintain it for future 
generations, if we don’t it is lost forever.  I therefore feel compelled to air my strong feelings at the Chiltern & South 
Bucks Local Plan which threatens the identity of Little Chalfont and the surrounding green belt, which was created 
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as a ribbon of protection to stop exactly what is being proposed – a residential development land bank encouraging 
urban sprawl.   • I am particularly angry how Little Chalfont as a village has been short listed as a main settlement  
for growth in the council’s core strategy alongside towns such as Amersham and Chesham and therefore appears to 
have a disproportionate requirement to provide sites for both residential and industrial development.  We have 
already had to absorb multiple housing developments off Bell Lane (253 houses) and the currently under 
construction ‘Donkey Field’ development behind Chenies Parade (45 homes).  The village can not and should not 
have to deal with any more multiple unit sites and should be delisted.  • The proposal of two planned sides for 
‘employment development’ that straddle the A404 as you enter Little Chalfont is outrageous.  As you depart along 
the A404 leaving Chorleywood and Hertfordshire you have the newly constructed golf course on one side of the 
road and historic Grade I listed Chenies Manor on the other with open farmland on both sides before reaching Little 
Chalfont and the proposal of industrial sites on both sides – welcome to Buckinghamshire!  This will invariably 
generate an increase of traffic including HGV’s, already a busy road for access to and from the M25 (J18) 
Chorleywood.  This heavy traffic will run through the heart of the village under a narrow railway bridge close to 
schools, shops and the station, greatly increasing the congestion &  risk to pedestrian safety.  • The scale of the 
proposal to release green belt to potential residential development behind Chessfield Park and the Little Chalfont 
golf course is totally unjustified for a village the size of Little Chalfont and will change the character of the village and 
surrounding area for ever.  The downgrading of parcels of greenbelt is the start of the ‘slippery slope’ eroding the 
protection against creeping development and urban sprawl.   • I am also deeply concerned at the infrastructure and 
problems and issues that will result from an explosion of growth and that the resources that are already severely 
stretched will not cope.  There is a danger the village will become just a suburb of Amersham or Chalfont St Peter as 
they merge together from urban sprawl.  • You only have to observe that Chalfont & Latimer Station and car park is 
already at capacity with many a journey for ‘standing room only’.  The vibrant parade of shops in the centre of the 
village is well used and on many occasions queues of cars wait for a parking space on a ‘one in one out’ basis with no 
obvious solution.  Perhaps the proposal is to use one of the edges of the villages ‘employment’ sites for a ‘park and 
ride’ scheme as the only way residents can get to the shops for a pint of milk and newspaper!  Pressure on local 
schools, already over subscribed together with health care facilities will also create massive problems.  To conclude 
the proposed sites are poorly conceived and over scaled for a village the size of Little Chalfont and every effort 
should be made to protect our green belt for future generations.  There must be a better alternative to 
accommodate a growing population, either within our existing borders or where the damage to the environment is 
less severe. I trust our elected representatives will support and listen to the wishes of the majority of people they 
represent. 

implications for individual 
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Rep1000 
Mrs Isabelle 
Mercier-Garcia 
Head of Change 
Management 
Practice 
SITA 

I have lived in Chalfont St Peter (CSP) for over 12 years and I would like to make the following general comments on 
the plan proposed:    1) CSP has had its fair share of new development. CDC has already granted planning permission 
for over 600 dwellings withing CSP, these include Holy Cross site, Newland Park and the Audley Homes development 
at the Epilepsy site. In the first three years of the previous Core Strategy (intended to run until 2026) CSP has already 
taken significally more than its fair allocation and provides the largest single percentage of the development 
proposed for Chiltern District as a whole. This should be strongly considered.  Our village has changed much already 
over the years and we have seen the traffic worsen significantly.   2) There is known drainage issue in CSP, 
particularly with open raw sewerage backing up in the centre of the village. This has caused several incidents in the 
past years already. Additional developments of the scale proposed are simply not possible.  3) Development should 
be concentrated around sites closest to train, tube and bus services.   4) All schools within CSP are already at 
capacity and struggle with space to provide the best environment to our children. As parents, we have had our first 
options for the school application rejected twice in the past. With the plan proposed, they will be unable to 
accommodate children from the developments already scheduled within the Parish.    5) All Medical Centers within 
CSP are at, or very nearly at, capacity.  6) The Plan proposed would results in CSP residents being denied a much 
used Community Center, Football Club and Criket Club and all allotments in the Mill Meadow area removed.   
7) The Plan proposed would results in CSP Academy Primary School being denied  a playing field for their 
educational sport.   8) Many other parts of the District are significantly more sustainable and appropriate for 
development.  Furthermore two of the main purposes of Green Belt are ignored by the proposed Plan propose, 
these are: (a) to assit in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment (b) to preserve the setting and special 
character of historic towns, especially by the area identified for the industrial development to the east of the A413. 
Also specifically for the development proposed for Mill Meadow:  • The area is a much used amenity facility which 
includes the Community Center, a football club, a recreation park - which is also one of the most used recreation 
park in our village due to its proximity to one of our main Primary School -, playing pitches (football and cricket), 
tennis courts, a scout headquarters and parish council offices. There are no areas within the centre of the village 
where any of these facilities could be relocated.  • The Chalfont St Peter C of E Academy school, adjacent to Mill 
Meadow, does not have a playing field within the school grounds. The school currently uses Mill Meadow for 
physical education lessons on a daily basis and for team games, athletics and cross country activities. The school 
would be unable to deliver an effective curriculum if Mill Meadow is designated for development.  • The shaded 
area does not cover all of Mill Meadow (the area used by the Tennis Club is not included, nor is a wildlife area on the 
other side of the Misbourne); suggesting that whoever drew the map does not know the area and merely wants to 
make the Green Belt boundary look ‘neat’.   • The deed of sale (Conveyance) from private owners to Amersham RDC 

  
 
 
 
 
 
The Local Plan will need to 
identify sustainable 
development options to meet 
needs taking into account the 
scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements.   
 
 
 



Classification: OFFICIAL 
 

588 
 
Classification: OFFICIAL 

Name Summary of Representation 
Council Response (see also 

Volume 1 for generic response) 

in 1934 show quite clearly that it was sold for the “purpose of a Public Recreation Ground”.    • Two sets of 
allotments are in the Mill Meadow area – Loves Delight and Hill House.   • The Flood Risk Review, 2008, JE Jacobs 
and CDC – shows that up to 40% of the area is the “functional flood plain”, “Level 3b”, and up to a further 40% is at 
“High probability of flooding”, “Level 3a"; There is a serious risk of flooding.  • The area is also a much used public 
facility with a Nature Reserve, Jubilee Garden and The Lady Gibb Millennium Wood and with the ability to walk 
alongside the Misbourne from the Village Centre, across Mill Meadow and through to Chalfont St Giles. These 
amenities are simply irreplaceable due to the length of time taken for tem to develop and their very position. 
Specifically for the development proposed for the Epilepsy Society site ("ES Site):  • This is curently a Major 
Developped Site ("MDS") within the green belt, is the home of the Epilepsy Society, and provides two new care 
home developments as well as important recreational facilities with nine football pitches plus a pavillon with toilets, 
showers and changing facilities which are used by more than 24 teams.  • The ES Site could notionally be divided 
into two parts. The area to the south of Tate Road and Micholls road (extended towards the long established and 
well used track from Tate Raod to Skippings Farm) lies the current built up are ("ES South") and the area to the north 
of that line including (for this purpose) comprises the Model Farm, Rowans's nursery and Brawlings Farm. ("ES 
North").  • ES North is within the Colne Valley Park and therefore deserves special protection in any event as part of 
that park. ES South is currently used for care home and medical facilities and should be retained as such. It is an 
ideal site to provide further care home and/ or medical facilities for CSP.  • The ES Site fulfils, as a whole, all five of 
the stated purposes of the green belt and in particular provides an important buffer between the settlements of 
Chalfont St Giles, Chalfont St Peter and Horn Hill. The ES Site contains important open views from Chesham Lane 
towards the Colne Valley Park. It provides important agricultural, forestry and related employment uses and 
opportunities for outdoor sport and recreation.  • The ES Site is bounded on three sides by narrow and dangerous 
country lanes which make it even more unsuitable for development and heavier traffic.  • A natural boundary 
between ES South and ES North is easily defensible (excluding the playing fields which is identified as green open 
space in the Neighbourhood Plan). The ES North site should be reatainedin the green belt and Colne Valley Park with 
no development at all. ES South should be retained as an MDS in the green belt for medical/ care home use as it is 
already established.  • Several local businesses use the ES site apart from the agricultural use. The ES Society is one 
of CSP's largest employers. Specifically for the area identified for industrial development to the east of the A413:  • 
The area is in the Colne Valley Park and is identified as being a particularly important green space for biodiversity 
and envitonmental priorities. I often run around this area and see many wild creatures that would be endangered in 
their inhabitat if it is further developped.  • The area is within the Green Belt and provides the important function of 
separating the built-up areas of CSP and Tatling End, Gerrards Corss and Denham.  • The A413 is a natural barrier for 



Classification: OFFICIAL 
 

589 
 
Classification: OFFICIAL 

Name Summary of Representation 
Council Response (see also 

Volume 1 for generic response) 

development. To build to the east of it would erode the barrier and facilities yet more development in the future on 
the open space to the east.  • The area is in a flood plan.  • The area is valued by residents, by myself for sure, and 
by visitors as a green corridor and to destroy it would inevitably lead to further industrialisation and amalgamation 
of separate and distinct developed areas.  • The area already provides office spaces and we see that those are not 
entirely occupied and rental realiazations are questionable. I challenge the need for futher emplacement for 
businesses in this area.  Specifically for the area to the north of Chalfont Heights between Winkers Nightclub & 
Paccar Scout camp, this area could be divided into 2 parts and the Winkers land could be exploited for development. 
Many thanks in advance for taking our information into consideration when reviewing the proposed Plan. 

Rep1001 
Mr Mike Densley 

I think the proposed development plan is wrong for the following reasons.   . It will destroy the green belt in 
an area of outstanding natural beauty.   . Little Chalfont has already expanded by 12.5% which is greater than 
any of the surrounding towns.    . Our primary and secondary schools are already full.   . Parking in the village 
already a serious problem.   . The car parks at the station are already full every day.   . The additional traffic 
will cause serious problems.   . I believe this is just a money grabbing proposal from property developers. 

 The Local Plan will need to identify 
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Rep1002 
Mr & Mrs Mark & 
Beth Bailey 

I have been a resident at the above address since 2006 and prior to that I had lived in The Chalfont’s for many years.  
I have always enjoyed living in this area and was attracted to do so by the beauty and open spaces that exist within 
our locality.  I am particularly concerned to see within the draft Local Plan proposals to reduce the extent of the 
Green Belt.  I would like to register my strong objection to the erosion of the Green Belt in our area in any way.  
When the Green Belt was created, after World War II, it was intended to be a permanent creation that would 
prevent urban sprawl.  I believe that it is of the greatest importance that this should be respected and its integrity 
preserved in full.  The Green Belt has done its job extremely well to date, in preventing urban sprawl in Little 
Chalfont, and should be permitted to continue to do so.  Turning to the specific proposals for the reduction of the 
Green Belt in the Little Chalfont Area, it seems to me that what is proposed is grossly unfair.  Little Chalfont has 
already had to accept more than its fair share of new housing in recent years, with the most recent intensive 
developments taking place on the Donkey Field and Old Sawmill sites.  I understand that the share of new housing in 
Little Chalfont over the last ten years has risen by 12.4%, which is hugely disproportionate when compared to other 
local areas where, I understand, the percentage increase is only between 2% and 4%.  Little Chalfont has already 
taken more than its fair share of new housing and should not be required to accept any more by the erosion of the 
Green Belt.  The reduction of the Green Belt and the additional housing that is proposed for our village would ruin 
its character.  I am extremely concerned that the local facilities in Little Chalfont are already overstretched and the 
release of the Green Belt land would make an already bad situation impossible.  For example:-  1. There are huge 
problems with parking in Little Chalfont.  There are simply not enough spaces to cope with the existing local needs, 
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both for the village and the station.  2. The station and public transport into London will not be able to cope with the 
additional needs that will be caused by the new housing generated by the erosion of the Green Belt.  I commute into 
London on a daily basis and, at peak times, it is already difficult to get on to some trains let alone find a seat.  The 
platform length is restricted, so it would not just be a case of adding more carriages to the trains.  3. The traffic 
passing through Little Chalfont is already congested and the new housing proposals will, inevitably, make that 
situation much worse.  The local roads are completely inadequate to cope with the additional traffic that would be 
generated.  If one looks at the area of Green Belt behind Long Walk, where I live, it seems that the Local Plan 
proposes to release that land (including the former golf course in Lodge Lane).  It should be recognised that this area 
of land has no right of access on to Long Walk, which is a private road, and so any traffic from that land would have 
to exit either on to Burtons Lane, which is inappropriate, or on to Lodge Lane, which is merely a narrow country 
lane.  One only has to imagine morning traffic having to pass through that narrow lane under the railway bridge to 
realise how difficult life would become.  Many of the roads in the Little Chalfont Green Belt areas are very narrow 
lanes. Indeed, it would seem that Roughwood Lane is proposed to be the new Green Belt boundary by these draft 
plans.  Anyone who has tried driving along Roughwood Lane will realise how impossible that would be with 
increased traffic.  4. The existing schools in Little Chalfont would not be able to serve the new housing that it is 
proposed should be built on the Green Belt areas.  Our neighbour was unable to find a place for her children at the 
local primary school, which is within walking distance from her home, because there were not enough places 
available.  How on earth could local schools be expected to cope with and serve all the new families that would 
inevitably come to live in the Little Chalfont area? The existing senior schools would not be able to cope with the 
increased numbers and I understand that it would not be permissible for new Grammar Schools to be built whereas 
Grammar Schools are the system that our local area operates.        5. Medical and dental facilities are already 
overstretched and would also be unable to serve the additional households that the erosion of the Green Belt would 
create.   I am also extremely concerned to see that it is proposed that part of the Green Belt should be used to 
create industrial estates.  One of these areas has the potential to run from Chenies Manor into what is now the 
outskirts of the village.  How can this possibly be considered to be appropriate for a lovely Chiltern village such as 
ours?   Much of the areas of Green Belt that are proposed to be released are also designated as being Areas of 
Outstanding Natural Beauty.  Again, I would strongly object to housing being built on those areas, and I feel that the 
proposed Local Plan should respect them and that they should be incapable of development.  AONBs are supposed 
to be landscapes for life, which have significant landscape value and they are supposed to conserve and enhance the 
natural beauty of the area.  It would frankly be a crime for those areas to be developed.  The existing areas of Green 
Belt around Little Chalfont contain ancient woodland, footpaths and a home for nature.  For example, the woods 
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behind us in Long Walk, that would be affected by these proposals, are homes for owls, badgers, deer and many 
other species of wildlife.  This should not be allowed to be eroded.  I would also like to register my objection to the 
methodology that has been used by your consultants Arup in suggesting that the proposed areas of Green Belt 
should be released for development.  The existing areas of Green Belt have been divided up by Arup into a number 
of sub-sections, whereas it seems to me that those areas should be viewed as a whole and not as bits that are 
convenient to slice off for cynical purposes.  By eroding those areas, you will damage or destroy the integrity as a 
whole.  This could lead to Little Chalfont eventually extending into and merging with Chorleywood, Chalfont St Giles 
and Amersham, with the whole area effectively being turned into a New Town.  This is something that of course, the 
creation of the Green Belt was expressly designed to prevent.  It seems to me that Arup have viewed their brief from 
you as being "how to find a way of breaking up the Green Belt" rather than how well the existing Green Belt has 
worked and is working.  What they should have done is to look at the integrity of the whole Green Belt area and not 
slice it up for convenience.  In conclusion, I fully understand that the Council is required to find new homes for the 
South Bucks and Chiltern areas, but I think that to do this by eroding the existing Green Belt would be disastrous for 
the area and completely destroy its character.  I am not against residential development in the area, and recognise 
this has to happen.  However, I feel that any new homes could best be built on infill land or on existing non-Green 
Belt land.  The scale of the development that the Local Plan seems to envisage for Little Chalfont is wholly 
disproportionate, particularly when one considers the developments that have already been allowed to take place.  I 
trust that you will take the above into full consideration. 
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Rep1003 
Ms Nina 
Dluzewska 

Question 5, in reference to option C. Question 16. While an extension to Chesham may be viable there are a number 
of infrastructure issues that need to be resolved before any extension can be successful. A new infant and junior 
school will be necessary if 1000 houses are built in Hilltop. Newtown Early Years and Infant School and Brushwood 
School are oversubscribed and this area falls within their catchment. A number of new homes have been built by 
Cala on Lycrome Road which has already increased the intake for Newtown School and the school currently has an 
extra class of 30 children. The developer must be required to build a school because the council has no control over 
that. It would be negligent to allow 1000 homes to be built in the area by multiple developers when this could be so 
problematic.The provision of GP surgeries also needs to be looked at and the development could require the 
construction of a surgery.   In addition to this there is a problem with the Red Lion Street section of the A416. A 
short time ago the road was closed overnight on multiple nights for resurfacing work and the diversion route took 
people miles out of the town because there is no alternative to the road running from the South to the north 
through Chesham. Recently traffic lights were put up while works were done on the road during the morning rush 
hour and the town was gridlocked along Broad Street, Berkhamsted Road, White Hill, Lye Green Road and along the 
A416 in the other direction. When a bus broke down on St Marys Way it again brought traffic to a standstill. If 1000 
more homes are to be built in the town than an alternative route that does not bottle neck traffic should be created 
if the town is to expand. Question 16. Question 17. Appendix 5, Chesham. The road infrastructure of Chesham and 
the potential disruption to traffic flow when there is disruption on St Marys Way and Red Lion Street will cause more 
problems for car drivers if the area of search for strategic employment options is confirmed as viable. The A416 in 
Chesham is a problem that will need to be addressed if extension of the town goes ahead. 

  

Rep1004 
Mr Gerry Lowe 

Q1. The needs of infrastructure development need in my opinion to be balanced against the needs of social well-
being, and sustainability, and I do not see evidence that this is achieved in the intended policy. In sustainability 
terms, biodiversity remains a critical unresolved issue (see, for example, “State of UK butterflies 2015” - 
http://butterfly-conservation.org/files/soukb-2015.pdf - lepidoptera often being seen as indicator species for the 
wider health of biodiversity. This report starts with the general statement that “New analyses confirm significant 
declines of UK butterflies since 1976”. From the report it is also clear that where significant increases in population 
have occurred, this is as a result of active conservation efforts. A similar picture is painted for bird life by the RSPB 
(https://www.rspb.org.uk/Images/sukb2015_tcm9-409524.pdf). The conclusion is that there is a clear and ongoing 
need to consider biodiversity as a priority in land use planning. I do not think this is given enough weight in the 
proposal.  There are well-demonstrated links between environmental issues and human wellbeing, as measured by 
indicators such as health (for example see http://www.kingsfund.org.uk/projects/improving-publics-health/access-
green-and-open-spaces-and-role-leisure-services) and crime statistics (see http://www.forestry.gov.uk/fr/infd-
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8agdwj), and it is not possible to separate these two issues.  One of the well-known factors in biodiversity loss is 
reduction and fragmentation of habitat (see for example 
http://publications.naturalengland.org.uk/publication/2274045) and this must be considered when choosing 
locations for new building. Unfotunately, HS2 is likely to produce a significant fragmentation effect, together with a 
loss of habitat, and new building in the Chilterns are should therefore be moderated to offset this. It is unacceptable 
to consider the two issues separately, because they will have a combined effect on both biodiversity and issues of 
social wellbeing. This point must be made more strongly. The likely adverse social and environmental effects of HS2 
must be considered, and offset against the housing allocation. I believe that this point should be more strongly 
made at all levels within the planning system.  I acknowledge that there is a great need for additional housing, but it 
is inappropriate to attempt to solve one problem (housing) by introducing another (environmental degradation) 
which will, unless properly addressed, only become more of an issue as time progresses. One should also be mindful 
of the AONB status of significant parts of the Chilterns; this must be considered both on its own, and also in the 
context of other proposed developments which will have an adverse impact – in the main, again, HS2. Further 
degradation of the AONB must be minimised. This point is not emphasised strongly enough in the document, and it 
is not clear how this is taken into account in the housing quota of 7,300 for Chiltern District. In view of the above 
considerations, I would question the appropriateness of the quota of 7,300 houses to be built within Chiltern 
District. Q2. I do not think that more sites should be added at this stage. A lot could change between now and 2036 
and the unneccesary addition of sites should be avoided. In particular, the addition of sites should be posponed until 
the extent of dirsuption caused by HS2 becomes clearer.  In the context of 3.2(a)  the definition of “surplus” must 
take account of the well-established link between health and social well-being, and access to open spaces.  
Q3. The suggesion that open spaces could be “re-provided elsewhere” does not seem relevant to me for two 
reasons: (a) to do this would be to provide a space where none existed before – and this implies the removal of 
buildings and re-wilding of sites – would it not be better to treat such sites as brownfield? (b) re-location of the 
provision of open spaces is likely to have an adverse effect on the access to them by existing communities. As a 
generalisation, this policy risks increasing dependence on car transport, itself a significant social and environmental 
issue.  In the context of a proposed review of the Greenbelt, both the long-term adverse effects of the running of 
HS2 and the short- and medium-term adverse effects of construction should be taken into account: my belief is that 
there should be more protection afforded to the remaining Greenbelt areas because there will be a background of 
adverse change introduced by HS2, and particularly during its construction. Q4. I would question whether it is 
appopriate to build a further Services in Greenbelt land at the location between the M40 and M4. Q5. As a 
generalisation Option A is preferred, although care needs to be taken in “relocating open space” as already 
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discussed.  In the context of options C and E, care must be taken because of the AONB status of portions of the land 
considered, and also the background of likely detriment because of HS2, which makes further detriment more 
undesirable.  In the context of option J, links to rail and other public transport hubs are valuable, and the provision 
of nearby public transport (not restricted to rail) should be considered positively. However, this does not negate the 
need to protect the AONB from inappropriate development, and development of AONB and Greenbelt sites, simply 
because of their proximity to a station, should be resisted.  Extreme care should be exercised for option K(v): as 
already discussed there are far wider issues than just “locations that are most likely to be attractive to the market 
and to meet local employment needs”. Q7. I agree that the wider social and environmental issues should not be 
neglected in a fixated attempt to meet housing targets, important as housing provision is. I strongly agree with 4.13.  
Q11. My view on the Heritage Strategy is that it is extremely important, and must be considered robustly 
throughout the planning process. Heritage has a significant impact on quality of life and social wellbeing. Chiltern 
has a good record in this area, which must be continued. Q17. In general I think the Chilterns area has done well in 
recent years in the preservation of its local heritage and environment. However, I think that continued vigilence will 
be required. My feeling is that there is too often the tendency to morgage the future benefits of our natural assets 
for short-term gain; this must be strongly resisted. There is good evidence relating human well-being to the quality 
of the environment and this needs to be borne in mind throughout.  HS2 represents a specific and potentially 
serious challenge to Chilterns planning policy. Mitigation must be taken as a high priority. I am particularly 
concerned at the possibility that the inevitable degradation of the rural environment that will result from HS2 is not 
taken as a reason to precipitate further degradation, for example by using the proximity to HS2 as a pretext for 
removing land from the Green Belt. In general, I think that throughout this process the character ofthe area and the 
well-being of its inhabitants need to be preserved as a priority. 

Rep1005 
Ms Ruth Plummer 

I understand that the landlord that owns the land on which Great Missenden Garage stands has had the land 
accepted as HELAA.  I am writing to ask that the Council reconsider this proposal.  Great Missenden Garage is a local 
business, serving the local community, staffed by excellent helpful people who support the local community.     
Replacing this essential service with housing further erodes the local amenities for the area and helps reduce Great 
Missenden to a dormitory village rather than an active village 
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Rep1006 
Mr John Curtis 

Whilst recognising there is a housing need, Little Chalfont has already made a greater contribution of dwellings 
percentage growth than any other local village or town in the Chiltern District in the last few years and anymore 
would overwhelm our community.  The future developments should be on a small scale concentrated on sites 
(mainly brown field) within the existing village built up boundaries without encroaching on the adjoining green belt 
land. Regrettably this initial proposed breach of green belt land (Stage 1) could be the precedent for yet more 
advances in these green belt areas (Stage 2). It should be borne in mind that the green belt was formulated not as a 
future land bank but to protect villages like ours from becoming one large conurbation leading to amalgamation of 
villages. This approach has proved very successful up to now as the Chiltern District has attracted a large number of 
tourists to our beautiful surrounding countryside.  All green belt land surrounding Little Chalfont lies adjacent to or 
in close proximity to Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty and any development would undoubtedly destroy this 
aspect. Not only would the visual aspects be destroyed but so would some of the ancient woodlands and wild life. 
The Beel House estate (referred to as far back as the Domesday Book) and the adjoining Snells Lane and Finch Lane 
areas together with its three former farms and cottages, which includes some listed buildings, is partly in the zone 
designated employment development and partly in the zone designated residential development. Not only are we 
loosing green belt land but in addition our heritage.   The emphasis would appear to be on housing and employment 
zones without regard for infrastructure to sustain the proposed development. Schools and hospitals in the area are 
already working to capacity. Car parking provision is a problem with more and more streets near the shops and 
railway station being converted to restricted parking zones. The railway will need additional trains as it is running to 
near capacity in the rush hour. Many of the existing roads are narrow lanes and would require widening and or 
upgrading to cope with the increased traffic. In addition, the main road (A404) through the village is a feeder to the 
M25 and would require upgrading to meet the additional traffic flow. No doubt the sewer and drainage system will 
require upgrading and careful analysis of the availability and supply of fresh water would have to be taken into 
account.  By building on green belt land these proposals are easy, quick and relatively inexpensive solutions leading 
to long term irretrievable damage to our countryside and environment. 

 The Local Plan will need to 
identify sustainable 
development options to meet 
needs taking into account the 
scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements.   

Rep1007 
Mr David Briggs 

This response relates to consultation paper questions 4,5,6,8,11,12,13,15 and 17.  The document contains only 
passing reference to the constraints on development of areas within or near the Chilterns AONB.  Several of the 
options for consideration are wholly or partly within the AONB, and yet there is no discussion within the paper of 
the effect of that incursion.  Some of the options - particularly those around Chesham, Amersham and Little Chalfont 
- would overlook and dominate the open landscape character of the Chess Valley (within the AONB).  This intrusion 
would destroy the quiet enjoyment of the Chess Valley Walk (one of the most popular access routes in the County) 
and the surrounding countryside.  In my view, the Councils should reconsider the options expressly having regard to 
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the effect on the Chilterns AONB, and abandon all those options which could damage the puplic enjoyment of that 
designated protected area. 

Rep1008 
Ms Drina Parker 

I am writing to you to express my serious concerns about the proposed release of Green Belt land around Little 
Chalfont.  The Green Belt everywhere, not just in Little Chalfont, should be protected against any use, including 
housing, regardless of the pressure brought to bear on councils to meet building targets. Removing the countryside 
around areas of settlement makes these villages and towns less pleasant places to live. London is the magnet for 
housing to be built in the Home Counties but why should areas close to London become densely built-up when there 
are other areas of the country which could be developed to improve the economy of the whole country. What has 
happened to the ‘Northern Powerhouse’ initiative?   The knee jerk reaction to release Green Belt land to allow 
building around London is a short term ‘fix’ with a long term consequence. The destruction of the natural to make 
way for the built environment is irreversible. There is no rewind button to undo this major mistake. Many people 
escape their homes in built-up areas to enjoy the Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty surrounding Little Chalfont in 
The Chilterns. Looking at the CDC plans showing ‘planned area for testing for residential development’ or 
‘employment development’ in the existing Green Belt around Little Chalfont, it is easy to see how the urban sprawl 
towards Amersham, Chorleywood, Latimer and Chenies could become a conurbation. Project this to other rural 
areas around London and you have a nightmare scenario of no accessible countryside where urban dwellers can 
escape. I dread to think of the physical and mental health issues this would create if allowed to happen. It is 
inevitable that any encroachment of the Green Belt will facilitate a tidal wave of development if CDC allows. Money-
hungry developers in their pursuit of wealth will not have a conscience about the destruction of the natural world, 
but CDC should.  Little Chalfont has limited infrastructure and even though we have had more than our fair share of 
building development in recent years (253 homes in Turners Field, 45 in Harvard Grange now and there at least 4 
more sites in the village with current construction in process or planning permission that will add tens of more 
dwellings), there has been no improvement or upgrading of our infrastructure. Local schools and doctors’ and 
dentists’ surgeries are stretched to breaking point. Our roads are congested, and not just at normal peak times, and 
utilities are struggling to cope with the number of current residents. Again, short term building targets may be met 
but at what cost? Has any thought travelled to the consequences of the provision of extra housing on the green 
spaces around the village? This would increase all the pressures on our infrastructure, car usage, pollution and 
would not be sustainable.  Little Chalfont, unlike the other Chalfonts, is situated on a main road, the A404, carrying 
both heavy and light through-traffic as well as local traffic. This road is gridlocked at rush hour and leads to small 
country lanes being used as rat runs. With a bigger population, our roads would not be able to cope with the 
increased level of traffic and the pollution it brings. Furthermore, any widening of the A404 to cope with additional 
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traffic would destroy yet more Green Belt and AONB and lead to unwelcome urbanisation, changing forever and 
destroying the character of Little Chalfont.  Parking is another nightmare and has become even more so since the 
new developments have added to the population of the village. Parking is already often impossible at our main 
Chenies Parade shopping centre (with cars queueing to enter the Parade frequently blocking the main A404) and the 
station car park is typically full well before the rush hour ends. How do you expect residents of any development in 
our green spaces on the edge of the village to travel to the village centre, if not by car? Also, the proposed massive 
new development at Newlands Park is on our doorstep and our tube/rail station will attract those residents thus 
exacerbating an already very difficult situation.  Please think carefully before releasing ANY Green Belt land around 
Little Chalfont for building purposes. (I am baffled by the testing criteria used to judge which area of Green Belt land 
is easier to sacrifice than another. It seems very arbitrary to me.) If any Green Belt land is viewed as meeting the 
relevant NPPF criteria more poorly than another, then surely it is CDC’s responsibility to enhance and protect that 
land, and certainly not to view it as a land bank for developers to exploit. Look into using brown-field sites and 
unprotected land and sharing out the housing allocation more fairly. Don’t lose sight of the big picture which is to 
preserve the national asset of Green Belt for future generations.  Please don’t destroy the character of my village by 
allowing more housing than is already planned. Any more development and you will have to change its name as the 
‘Little’ in Little Chalfont will become a mockery.  This small, friendly community has already had to accommodate 
more new development than its infrastructure can cope with. No more, please. 

Rep1009 
 S Joshi 

I wish to register my strong opposition to the major development plans for the area.  The proposed additional 
development on Green Belt and Area of Outstanding beauty, particularly as there has already been substantial new 
housing in Little Chalfont, is totally unjustified and unfair. The reason for creating Green Belt is completely 
overlooked.  The newly built housing has already led to excessive non-local light and HEAVY traffic through the area. 
The infrastructure – school places, parking and other essentials - cannot support any more housing or industrial 
estates.  The land and area should not be released for development AND be excluded as a ‘main settlement for 
development’ 

  

Rep1010 
Ms Brenda 
Prescott 

As a resident of Stubbs Wood for the past 46 years, I wish to object in the strongest possible terms to any proposed 
development of Blackwell Stubbs and the adjacent land of Quill Hall Lane Farm.  The woods and grassland are in a 
designated Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty and Green Belt and as such any development and destruction of this 
area can only be classed as vandalism.   This area has a wealth of flora and fauna and gives great pleasure to local 
residents and visitors. Damage to this environment is simply not acceptable. 
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Rep1011 
Ms Beryl Hinton 

I am writing to you to intorm you how disappointed I am to hear that you are planning to carve up the green belt 
sunounding Little Chaltont so that it can eventually be developed br either housing or indusfrial buildings. 
The Green Belt was created to be a permanent restriction on urban sprawl so that towns and villages were 
prevented Irom merging into one. The Green Belt was designed to protect the destruction of our green spaces. 
The Green Belt around Utile Chaltont is an area ot outstanding natural beauty. The woods between Long Walk and 
Burtons Lane are classed as ancient woodland and are home to owls, badgers, deer, bluebells and oak trees that are 
about 90 yearn old. These should all be protected trom destmction.  It is criminal that you are now planning to 
change these areas Irom Green Belt into areas that can be developed. This plan is not in the best interests of local 
people but it is also detrimental to people from further afield who come to this area to enjoy taking exercise and 
enjoy leisure time in the local countryside.  Many people from far afield come to visit Chenles Manor. At present 
anyone can enjoy a walk from Chenies Manor to Stony Lane and while walking can enjoy, on one side views over the 
Chess valley and on the other side can enjoy sunlight coming through the thin strip ol tress that is on the other side 
of the path. At present on the other side of this thin strip ot trees is open fields. Your plans mean that these fields 
could be developed into an industrial estate, which would severely reduce the beauty of this walk as the 
development would be very visible through the thin strip of trees.  This morning I walked from Latimer east towards 
Chenies Bottom, along part ot the Chess Valley Walk. Not long after leaving Latimer I stopped on the walk to admire 
this beautiful valley. I looked at the view in all directions. I could not see any buildings in any direction. However 
alter you have destroyed the Green Belt the view to the south from this walk, would be ot your employment 
development sitting at the top of the hill. During my short 15 minute walk from Latimer to Chenies Bottom I met 4 
different groups ot walkers coming towards me. Many, many people enjoy this walk, where you are planning to ruin 
the scenery. These people are not just local people but also people who come from further afield including London 
and built up areas which have lost their open spaces, I live on Long Walk near the Budons Lane end. When the 
weather is good, on Saturdays and Sundays there is a constant stream of local people enjoying taking a walk along 
Long Walk. 
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Rep1012 
Ms Susan Gregory 

1. The Green Belt of South Bucks and CDC should be maintained and protected. This is an asset to the area and 
allows for quality of life for residents and an attraction to those who wish to visit the area. It should not be 
destroyed to meet development quotas. Green Belt was created to maintain boundaries and design areas which  
have a “sense of place and feeling of belonging” to live. Urban sprawl will detract from this and remove the 
desirability of the area to live. In particular the areas suggested for development around Little Chalfont and towards 
Chenies are classified as AONB and should be valued not destroyed. 
 2.The areas suggested for development around Little Chalfont are not ideal due to the already over subscribed 
infrastructure. Schools, Doctors, shops and outside facilities are over-used and the traffic on the A404 road through 
the village is excessive which creates a safety concern. Further development by housing or employment will add to 
this and make the current facilities unsustainable. The Chalfont & Latimer station car park regularly is at over 
capacity and the trains are inadequate for the number of commuters. 
 3.Little Chalfont has already built close to 300 new homes in the past 4 years and contributed this to the 
development needs. In doing this already there seems an over-population issue. The lack of infrastructure with 
further development will create issues with more traffic, lack of school places, lack of access to Drs. Development 
should be considered on those areas with the capacity for extra population without creating a negative impact on 
the residents and the countryside of Little Chalfont. 

 The Local Plan will need to 
identify sustainable 
development options to meet 
needs taking into account the 
scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements.   
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Rep1013 
Mr Michael Wood 
President 
Beacontfietd 
Rugby Football 
Club 

On behalf oF Beaconsrield Rugby Club 0 write In response to the draft proposals In the 20 year plan for South 
flucks/Chiltern. Beaconsf:eld Rugby Cub was founded In 1952 and has been providing rugby, sporting and social 
activities on its ground ‘ Oak Lodge Meadow (GrkI Ref 509478189691) and subsequently on the adjoining Cross Lane 
pitches (Grid Ref SU9495389526). Bearonsfield hat been playing rugby continuou sly at Oak Lodge MeadIw for tlte 
past 64 yeats. Over this time the club has become an integral part of the athletic, socIal and community life or 
Beaconslield and its surrounding areas- The dub has 135 senior players and non-playing members, together with 
650+ mini and youth boys, girls and parents. It regularly fields 3 adult teams. The senior side plays in the RflJ 
Southern Counties North oivislon. We have a full fissure list from September to April and play on Saturdays. In 
many cases there are three generations of the same local ramdy involved simultaneously In the Club-The Club 
operates a very significant programme for youngsters ‘ boys and girls -from the age of 6 - IS, after which it is hoped 
they join the senior teams. There are regularly up to 600+ youth and minis spread acmss Oak Lodge Meadow and 
site adjoining Cross Lane pitches on a Sunday. Beaconsileld Rugby Cub has by far the largest youth and mini section 
in Bucks and one of the largest In the whole of the UK- Each age gmup has its own infrastructure comprising of 
qualified coaches. administrators and first aiders, all overlooked by our Child Protection Officer. The children are of 
course accompanied by their parents, who themselves enjoy the community interaction. They frequently organise 
age group events using the club amenities. The Ckjb run two Mini Tournaments in a season Inviting other Clubs. 
These are particularly popular as they are for Clubs B and C teams who do not often get the opportunity to play in 
toumaments. In addition the club hosts many conniunity events. For erample this yesr we are hosting the 
Beaconsfield Mayors Beer Festival and the Queens Birthday Beacon. Over the years the club has helped to hess 
many such events. We have the US Navy Rugby Team using our Oub as a training base this weekend. Beacontrield 
Rugby Club wishes to continu a to thrive. We have recendy extended our social area and improved our ladles toilet 
facilities to Include a disabled toilet. Future plans are to improve our medical facilities, changing moms, showering 
facilities, physio room and provide full facilities for a mixed gander sport. To make this happen the Cub will need to 
raise significant funding which it is well capable oF doing. To do so would require absolute security as far at the 
playing areas are concerned. Without that security there Is a significant risk that the club will ‘wither on the vine’. A 
rugby club wich just a clubhouse and no pitches to play on Is obviously not viable. To maintain the unique character 
of Beaconsfield old Town we would wish to see the green belt status of Oak Lodge Meadow and the adjacent Cross 
Lane field maintained In its current status as a sport and recreation Facility. The Club would welcome the 
opoortunily to sit down with the Planning Department to discuss the above further. 
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Rep1014 
Mr Ronald 
McCaskie 

I am concerned that your proposal is going to adversely affect the character of Chalfont St Peter and also the 
amenities available to residents, particularly in respect to potential erosion of Green Belt Land. Comment are as 
follows:  1. Mill Meadow: Mill Meadow offers a range of recreational leisure facilities which are used extensively by 
locals. It also offers the only playing fields available to the Chalfont St Peter Middle School Academy. The school 
make extensive use of this area. If the decision is made to develop it then many facilities (e.g. community centre, 
playing fields, scout/guide hall, tennis courts, allotments) will have to be relocated, presumably on a site further 
away from the centre of the village. I also understand that this area is on the flood plane of the river Misbourne. 
Therefore not the best site to choose for housing development.  2. Commercial Development along A413: The A413 
is substantially bounded by trees giving the approach to Chalfont St Peter a rural ambience.The proposed 
commercial development on both sides of the A413, if it goes ahead, will completely change and spoil the approach 
giving it much more of an urban feel.  It will further erode the leisure facilities available to residents. There are a 
number of unoccupied commercial properties in Chalfont St Peter, Gerrards Cross and indeed Chalfont Park. Before 
allocating more land for commercial development we should be making effective use of what is already available. 
 3. The Epilepsy Centre and Beyond: The Epilepsy Centre provides medical and residential care for people suffering 
for epilepsy. It is also one of the foremost centres for research and development into epilepsy. In addition, a number 
of  businesses which provide employment for local people are located on the Centre and on the land beyond which 
is proposed for development.There are a number of historic buildings on the site and the playing fields are used for 
recreational purposes. Nothing should be done to compromise the essential purpose of the centre.   Your proposal 
to use green belt land beyond the Epilepsy centre, some of which is in the Colne Valley National Park, has the 
potential to turn Chalfont St Peter into an urban sprawl. It would presumably link up with the Newlands Park 
development and possibly also ultimately with Little Chalfont spoiling the character of both villages and going 
against the ethos of the green belt. The site is bounded by narrow country lanes which are not capable of coping 
with the inevitable significant increased in traffic particularly at peak times. It is also close to the proposed route for 
HS2 which is going to put extreme pressure on the local infrastructure during construction. Therefore two major 
construction projects potentially being carried out in the same time frame is not sustainable. I make the following 
general observations:    1. Car Parking: Chalfont St Peter is plagued with on street parking partly because commercial 
developments have been allowed with inadequate provision and/or because of people’s reluctance to pay for 
parking in the Church Lane car park. Taking the view that people will use public transport given the inadequacies of 
the local system is unrealistic. Therefore any future development be it commercial or domestic must provide 
adequate provision for parking.    2. Local Infrastructure and Services:  I see no evidence of improvements to the 
local infrastructure and services to take into account the influx of people we can expect in Chalfont St Peter as a 
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consequence of the 190+ dwellings to be built on the Grange site. Local people need to be assured that these 
matters are being dealt with in advance of any developments and that service providers are committed to provide 
the extra capacity.  3. Care Homes/Retirement Village: There  has been a growth in the number of care homes in the 
area over the past few years. Perhaps very necessary given the aging population but do we need any more? A high 
quality care home and retirement village is being developed. at the Epilepsy Centre. Indisputably to a very high 
standard but also very expensive and certainly unaffordable by me and I suspect many other residents. Care 
facilities for those of us with more modest means need to be considered. 

Rep1015 
Mrs Polly 
Richardson 

I have lived in Little Chalfont for over twenty-five years, and have never written to the Council before. What force 
me to write now are the Council’s proposals for Little Chalfont in its Local Plan.  They would drastically change the 
nature of our village and our community forever.  I am convinced that the Council must look elsewhere for its 
development aspirations.   Little Chalfont has already expanded considerably over the last ten years – far more, 
proportionately, for example, than Amersham, Chesham or Chalfont St Peter.  With the donkey field development, 
we shall have seen an increase of over 300 properties. This has already imposed additional burdens on local 
infrastructure – on our oversubscribed schools, on our parking, on our roads, on commuting, and on our healthcare. 
Having already grown, Little Chalfont must not now be identified as a “main settlement for growth”.   Instead, I hope 
the Council will concentrate on preserving and protecting the attractions of the community here.  I was particularly 
concerned to learn that the Council was contemplating destroying Green Belt land.  The whole point of having Green 
Belt – much of which here is also designated AONB – is to protect countryside against builders and developers.  
Once you destroy Green Belt, it is destroyed forever.   The Green Belt and AONB countryside around Little Chalfont 
is not just an abstract thing.  It is an amenity that I and my family have actively enjoyed for over a quarter of a 
century – walking to Latimer or Chenies, for example, or in the woods off Lodge Lane, or along Long Walk, or in the 
fields beyond Finch Lane.  I cannot overemphasise the pleasure we have obtained from this activity, from sharing it, 
and from seeing others enjoying it in their turn.  It would be terrible if short-sighted decisions by the Council now 
removed that pleasure from future generations forever.  I fully recognise that we are privileged to live in a village as 
attractive as Little Chalfont; and that many others are not so fortunate.  But that cannot be a reason for the Council 
to destroy something that is special by eroding the Green Belt and allowing development on AONB.  I sincerely hope 
that it will think again. 

 The Local Plan will need to 
identify sustainable 
development options to meet 
needs taking into account the 
scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements.   
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Rep1016 
Ms Sarah Curtis 

Whilst I understand the need for housing to cater for the increasing population, I feel that the Green Belt within this 
village should be protected because we are fast becoming a conurbation and the village was only created as a 
‘station village’ and not a main settlement.  The facilities in the village are inadequate for the proposed housing 
need.  For example the doctors surgery in White Lion Road was created as a minor surgery. We only became a parish 
in our own right a few years ago, consequently infrastructure is very small scale and some local amenities are in 
protected woodland.   The NPPF Para 81 quotes that ‘the retention and enhancement of landscapes, visual amenity 
… were factors reinforcing the Green Belt.  Our particular lane represents the last remaining piece of the original 
Turnpike Road in this area.  This area has scant historical buildings and the Beel House estate is the principal house 
and grounds in the area.  Making the estate a zone for employment development would be out of keeping with the 
visual amenity of the Beel House estate.  It may be pertinent to inform you that the Amersham Rural District Council 
(Chiltern DC) and Buckinghamshire County Council were instrumental in opposing development of the estate in the 
post war period.  Snells Lane contains the original workers’ cottages for the Beel House estate.  Two recent 
extensions to listed buildings have been the subject of attention for your historic buildings officer since sustainability 
was considered of such key importance.  The belt of land under consideration also abuts an Area of Outstanding 
Natural Beauty.  I also concur with the fact that Little Chalfont has taken more than its fair share of new housing 
with a considerably higher percentage than that of the larger settlements which have more comprehensive 
infrastructures. The future developments should be within the existing built up area without encroaching on the 
Green Belt. 

 The Local Plan will need to 
identify sustainable 
development options to meet 
needs taking into account the 
scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements.   

Rep1017 
Mrs Sally Rosser 

Chalfont St Peter has already had its fair share of development; with CDC granting permission for 600 new 
homes (the single largest percentage of the development proposed for Chiltern District as a whole). Our village 
infrastructure and roads, schools, doctors surgeries, sewerage and drainage will already struggle to cope with 
these new dwellings. The depletion of green areas and trees which currently enhance the environment and 
provide shelter and natural drainage, is unacceptable. By allowing any of these additional sites to be developed 
and in the process, depleting out greenbelt, these proposed developments and their locations will undermine 
every single principle for which the green belt was created. I believe there are other more suitable sites in the 
district than the ones I object to below. In the consideration of any new housing proposals, brownfield sites and 
sites closest to public transport links should always be considered before reducing greenbelt land. We have 
neither a train station, a bus station nor a tube stop in Chalfont St Peter and any additional homes being built 
here, will bring to bear an untenable strain on our local roads and services.  I strongly object to the local plan for Mill 
Meadow, as any plan to build additional housing on this space would  deprive the local school, Chalfont St Peter 
Church Academy of any green spaces for the exercise, well being of its children and the ability for the school to 

 The Local Plan will need to 
identify sustainable 
development options to meet 
needs taking into account the 
scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements.   
 
The councils consider that 
options in the Green Belt need 
to be considered in addition to 
the opportunities that are 
available on brownfield sites. 
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effectively deliver its curriculum. I object because the removal of these spaces would deprive our village of it’s 
biodiverse open spaces and football club; used by so many hundreds of people, from the very young, to the very old. 
I object because development here would deprive the village of a thriving and essential community centre which is 
in constant use, benefitting everyone from the elderly to the very young and the most vulnerable and needy in our 
society. I object because the adjacent park provides one of the only recreational spaces for teens and young people 
to meet and gather safely. I object to the loss of the Scout hut, which has been running on that site for over thirty 
years and epitomises the spirit of our village; it was created by local people and volunteers and is maintained and 
run in the same way. Scouting is a vital way to improve the lives of young people. I would like to add that all of these 
vital facilities are within walking distance of most of the population of Chalfont St Peter and locating any of them 
elsewhere (and making them car dependant) would reduce the amount of people who would be able to make use of 
them. I would also like to add on this point that as this area is on a flood plain and regularly does flood often 
bringing the lower half of the village to a standstill. Any further building on it would be have massive implications on 
the livelihoods of local people and businesses due to inevitable flooding. I object to the industrial development 
proposals to the east of the A413 as the Colne Valley Park, an AONB site, is particularly important from a biodiversity 
and environmental point of view. Furthermore, to lose our cricket club (whose parkland areas have huge historical 
significance as being originally designed by Capability Brown) would be hugely detrimental to our village. It provides 
facilities for sport for each of the local schools’ children to play cricket and has up to one hundred and fifty junior 
players as well as three adult teams in local leagues and friendly matches. In addition, the facilities are used by 
schools and local businesses for cricket and by residents for social functions. There is no alternative site for the club 
to be relocated within the village and within walking distance. Likewise, the golf club (also designed by Capability 
Brown) would be lost.   I object because the area provides an important greenbelt function in separating the built up 
areas of Chalfont St Peter and Gerrards Cross, Tatling End and Denham. The A 413 is a natural barrier for 
development and any further building to the east would erode the barrier and facilitate yet more development on 
the open space to the east. This is an area valued by all residents and visitors as a green corridor. There is absolutely 
no evidence to suggest that more commercial/industrial property is required. There are many office, retail and 
warehouse spaces in both Chiltern Heights and the A 413 complex which are currently unused. Furthermore, there 
are a number of retail, business and even warehouse units within Chalfont St Peter in Market Place and Church Lane 
(to name just two) which have lain vacant for a number of years. It is simply unnecessary to develop this site for this 
purpose. I would further like to add that this area lies in a flood plain and that any further development on it further 
upstream could increase the already very high water table and cause flooding.  I object to the development of the 
Epilepsy Society site. While I approve in principal of building on existing 
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developed sites (and within it there may be scope for some medical or additional care home facilities to be 
developed) the size of this plan is grossly disproportionate and is completely unsuitable as it has inadequate 
access. It is too far to walk and is not served by any appropriate bus service nor has train links and therefore a 
car is the only means of reaching it. As it is bound on three sides by narrow and dangerous roads, this is for 
obvious reasons, impractical.The ES Site as a whole fulfils all five of the stated purposes of greenbelt and in 
particular provides an important buffer between the settlements of Chalfont St Giles, Chalfont St Peter and 
Horn Hill. It provides important agricultural, forestry and related employment uses and gives opportunities for 
outdoor sports and recreation; including the Model Farm, Rowans nursery and Cafe, Shire Hall Centre and 
Brawling’s Riding Centre. The site currently has two new care homes as well as recreational facilities including 
nine football pitches which are used by more than twenty four teams. To lose these facilities would negatively 
affect many children and young people in the village and beyond. The sheer size of this proposed development is 
excessive and could double the number of dwellings in the village, changing it and the quality of life of its residents 
irreparably. The fact that it is in an area of outstanding natural beauty makes it even more unacceptable. 
I would like to direct my final object to the site which includes Winkers Farm and Paccar Scout camp, the latter 
which was created after a generous bequest was made from an anonymous donor (not likely to be repeated) 
Any depletion or erosion of outdoor activity centres for young people should be avoided at all costs. It is a site 
used by forty thousands children every year, not just in Chalfont St Peter but beyond, and any development here 
would have a detrimental impact on the wellbeing and quality of life of the village’s many countless children 
who take part from Brownies and Guides, Beavers, Cubs and Scouts as well as nearby schools and their 
children. This site is also highly unsuitable as it has limited access, with narrow, winding roads and no transport 
links nearby, making a car essential and increasing the pressure on the already stretched infrastructure. 
Furthermore, this site features a conversation area with extensive land supporting immeasurable species. To 
build here would severely damage the area’s delicate woodland and river ecosystems.  In conclusion, I would like to 
ask that more suitable options are visited instead of these Chalfont St Peter sites, such as any alternatives which are 
brownfield or indeed have rail and tube links (such as Amersham, which has both stations, and which currently has a 
disproportionately low amount of housing put forward compared to Chalfont St Peter). Any plan which seeks to 
decimate green belt land before all other more sensible options have been exhausted is environmentally, socially, 
morally and financially wrong. The threat to business, property and life, which will be caused by flooding and unsafe 
roads is not to be underestimated. But more importantly, once green belt land is gone, it is gone forever. 
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Rep1018 
Ms Yvonne 
Binnington 

Its not often i feel strongly enough to object to proposals, however on this issue i feel compelled to write about my 
concerns about the proposals to build and develop Little Chalfont. I regularly walk my dog in the chess Valley and 
Stony Lane area and it breaks my heart to think that this beautiful landscape will be destroyed. Its not many 
communities that are lucky enough to live amongst an area of out standing natural beauty so why would we want to 
destroy that gift rather than treasure it.  Not only will these plans destroy the beautiful countryside that we are 
lucky enough to be able to enjoy; Little Chalfont already can't cope with its current traffic flow. There are regular 
hold ups on the main road running from Chenies to Amersham (A404) and parking in little Chalfont and at the 
station are at certain times in the day impossible. Hence I recently incurred a £60 parking ticket for parking at the 
station as there wasn't one parking space left and so I parked in a small space not intended for parking as there was 
literally no where else for me to leave my car.  Not only can we not cope with the extra traffic these proposals will 
incur our whole infra structure would be over strectched for example, the doctors, hospitals, opticians and dentists 
are already over worked with long waiting times for appointments and certain schools are so over subscribed its 
impossible to get a place for your child. It also concerns me how the community would cope with the extra waste 
that each household generates.  i understand that we are short of housing and little Chalfont has already supported 
this with the new housing developments on Bell Lane and the current development at the top of Burtons Lane. At 
some point we have to stop developing or we risk destroying what at the moment is a sought after place to live.  I 
hope that you will take these concerns into consideration and rethink these very destructive plans. 

 The Local Plan will need to 
identify sustainable 
development options to meet 
needs taking into account the 
scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements.   

Rep1019 
Ms Julie Cook 

I object to the plans scope,  It does not take into account all the related development activities plus the reality that 
many parts of South Bucks see significant transit traffic / people movements.  That provide no economic benefit to 
the community but cause undue inconvience and costs to local.  In particular I object to the extent of proposed 
developments impacting upon a small area, namely Iver Heath, Iver and Richings Park. Question 5:  The council must 
consider using brownfield spaces as priority - and nearby councils eg Hillingdon and Slough which both have 
significant brownfield sites should exhaust these before any encroachment into Green belt land.  People want to live 
in London for ease to work - but are priced out - therefore London must firstly attempt to accomodate the growth.  
Failure to do so will see developments in outer areas potentially become very undesirable areas or white elephants.  
People want to live in the counties for the open space experience. Question 6:  The areas of Iver Heath, Iver and 
Richings Park are shown to have the most proposed growth - this is grossly unfair to exisitng residences. Question 7:  
I believe that the unmet growth needs are in fact a flow on from the unaffordable and absence of London based 
housing.  Given a choice many people would not be searching for properties in the area if closer to work (in london) 
options were available. Long commuting is deterimental to peoples family life and mental health - these are proven 
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health outcomes. In addition to environmental impact.  But blindly expanding South Bucks the council will be 
contributing to these poor community and individual outcomes. Question 8:  Affordable housing needs to be part of 
a mixed demographic and should be community developed.  So that locals receive first option to secure the housing.  
Better design of housing is also needed - UK has the smallest and least workable apartment design in Europe this in 
turn drives people away from higher density living.  Suggest you look at new builds in Switzerland by contrast. Each 
has a lock up basement; basement parking; balcony and large rooms.  This combines to make apartment living 
attractive and viable for a family not just young or old. Question 14: I believe that the Parish Councils should benefit 
from the development of small housing projects and that these be controlled by locals. Failing that large developers 
will try to maximise development on each block to ensure profits but at the long term deteriment of the community.   
Question 17:  A holistic approach to development must be taken - this strategy does not really account for other 
work (eg Heathrow, Motorway expansion) and the impact on the communiities.  It has been consistently proven 
that leafy and attractive commercial spaces result in increased business rates and property values.  that in turn 
brings revenue to the area.  In addition there is a strong correlation to social welfare and mental health outcomes 
and spend to the quality of the community life and environment.  A good community life and pleasant green 
environment actually will ensure that the councils spend on social werlfare and mental health do not spiral out of 
control and in fact the area becomes some form of  vacant moral waste land .The home counties need to be part of 
the "green and pleasant land" not urban sprawl. 
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Rep1020 
Ms Susana Perrin 

I'm not someone who usually complains or gets too involved in what is going on around them, because I naively 
tend to think that those "in the know" know more than I do, so let them do what they consider is best for everyone 
in grand scheme of things.   However, on this occasion, I fail to understand how the planned changes to the areas of 
outstanding natural beauty around Little Chalfont can have any benefit to anyone. We residents chose to live in this 
area - paying a premium to do so - specifically for its space, greenery and natural beauty.  We chose to live in a 
village - not a town that is bursting at the seams without the services or amenities to support it. We chose it for the 
long, unspoilt views on the walks that we could take - away from the hustle and bustle of our otherwise very busy, 
stressful lives.  I don't feel passionate about many things outside of my direct family and loved ones - but this I do.  
The cow fields in particular are very much loved by hundreds of walkers who pass through them every day.  The 
village shops are already over-crowded with not enough space to park; over the past years it has become harder and 
harder to get a doctors appointment and the schools are oversubscribed every year.  There is already so much 
changing in the world around us that we don't like and have no control over - please don't bring that insecurity and 
gloom to our doorsteps.  Like many, I don't hold out much hope that the opinions and desires of the everyday folk 
will be able to influence things - but in case we are listened to - then please take this into consideration. 

  

Rep1021 
Mr Michael 
Greaves 

I am very concerned about several aspects of the Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan to which 1 would like to 
object.   1) The removal of Green Belt protection from Butler’s Field.  With regard to removal of Green Belt 
protection, it should be born in mind that CDC had already given planning consent for 600 houses in the period 2011 
-2015, and I feel that Chalfont St. Peter is being asked to take a disproportionate amount of new developments. The 
infrastucture in the village is already strained to breaking point as several floods in recent years in the centre of 
Chalfont St. Peter have shown. Medical sen’ices, education and public transport are also inadequate for the existing 
population before agreed development takes place. and Lower Road is continually clogged with parked cars because 
of the lack of affordable parking for the people working in the village.  Butler’s Field is a community facility used by 
local residents for exercise, nature study,and dog walking, and by scouts from the adjacent scout camp.  A 
development of 300 houses with limited access, presumably on to Denham Lane would cause even more traffic 
problems, particularly if no aceess is permitted on to the privately maintained estate roads, and would adversely 
affect the adjacent Chalfont Heights estate, particularly CNllern Hill. Ellis Avenue. and Upway if they were. It would 
also affect an already inadequate drainage system. Para 7.5 of the plan asks us to nominate green areas of particular 
importance for special protection. Surely Butler’s Field is one such green area. 2) Possible removal of ERASC 
protection.  Much of Chalfont Heights is currently protected by its designation as an Existing Residential Area of 
Special Character. Removal of this protection would open the Heights to less controllable and less appropriate 

 The Local Plan will need to 
identify sustainable 
development options to meet 
needs taking into account the 
scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements.   
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development. Pam 7.8 of the plan asks communities to identi local measures to reflect the character of particular 
areas. This is already what we have with EPASC. Why scrap it? 3) Removal of Green Belt protection from land 
adjacent to the A413, and redesignation as possible land for strategic employment.  This is part of the Colne Valley 
Park. It is also an essential part of the Misbourne Valley flood plane, and so overbuilding and hard surfaces will 
exacerbate the flooding problem already mentioned. It is also likely to lead to ribbon commercial developmenL the 
prevention of which was one of the main purposes of the original plan. Houses in Woodside Hill would be adversely 
affected.  The designation of land adjacent to the Misbourne. including much of Geffards Cross Golf Club, the club 
house, and much of the first, third, fourth, and eighteenth hole would make the club completely unviable, so 
reducing existing employment. it would also greatly reduce the sporting and recreational facilities in the area, and 
deny deny many hundreds of members the enjoyment of playing golf. Currently, the golf club is an appropriate use 
of land within the Green Belt 4) This proposed infilling of land will eliminate the green separation of local 
communities and create one huge semi-urban sprawl, the avoidance of which was the original reason for the 
creation of the Green Belt so that all, including wildlife could enjoy the rural area thus created. I appreciate the need 
for more development and would support any sensible proposals, but targeting Chalfont St.Peter so inappropriately, 
with the proposed increase in developed area being in the order of 50%, without commensurate improvement of 
the infrastructure, cannot be sustainable. 

Rep1022 
Ms Hazel Salmon 

I am writing in response to Q1-17 of your consultation. I am a resident of Loudhams Wood Lane,  Little Chalfont and 
as such am very concerned about the development plans for the village.  The issue of the Green Belt.  This is a vital 
national asset which must be preserved at all cost. Originally created to protect the urban sprawl of London from 
encroaching on countryside, these plans are in danger of eroding the boundaries between settlements, namely  
Little Chalfont and Chorleywood and Amersham, so destroying their character and creating a vast urban area.   The 
undeniable importance of the Green Belt was restated in the National Planning Policy Framework in March 2012.  
Apart from the preserving and respecting  of wildlife and nature, it is essential for the well-being of people not only 
local residents, for whom it is woven into their daily lives, but also for visitors from London and other areas, which is 
considerable.  There has been talk of so called ‘weak Green Belt’, which is a dangerous label, it is all Green Belt.  I 
understand that the legislation requires that the Green Belt should have permanently defensible barriers, for 
example major roads or railway lines, which are intended to be permanent, versus minor roads, lanes etc.  However 
The Assessment seeks to re-write the intent to make boundaries of these lesser roads, eg Lodge Lane, Burtons Lane 
and Long Walk, which is not defensible.   Much of this land is designated an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty, 
AONB,  (72% of Chiltern District Council) and I believe that Chiltern District Council has a duty to protect this as we 
all do.  Ancient Woodlands, once destroyed are lost forever.   Housing and Employment Development - During the 
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period 2006 to 2015 we have seen a much greater percentage growth in new housing (12%), than neighbouring 
communities  eg Amersham 5.3%, and I question whether Little Chalfont should be deemed a ‘Main settlement for 
Growth’?  Can we really cope with the extra demand on schools which are already stretched in terms of numbers of 
pupils, and of course if they are forced to travel further for available spaces it has a knock-on effect on the already 
congested White Lion road.   From personal experience I know that the Doctors’ Surgery had been overwhelmed by 
the demand from the Bell Lane development, as when I moved to the area in 2012, I believed I had registered with 
the doctor only to find that 6 months later they still did not have my details on the system because of the demand 
from the development mentioned above.  It is well known that NHS A&E departments are already at breaking point 
and a surge in the demand for existing hospitals (which are at some distance from Little Chalfont in any case), is not 
reasonable.   The infrastructure of the village will not be able to cope with further large scale housing or commercial 
development.  Currently queues and delays on the A404 are common and other ‘roads’ are in truth country lanes, 
and unsuitable for heavy traffic particularly Lodge Lane and Burtons Lane.  The workforce resulting from any new 
development would in practice need to travel out of the area to work, resulting in more congestion on the roads at 
peak times.  The infrastructure of a village is not designed to cope with a town-like population.  There is also the 
question of parking in the village.  Demand for parking at the small parade of shops has resulted in queuing onto the 
A404.  At certain times school children pour out from the local schools and traffic congestion could lead to increased 
accidents.  In conclusion, I am strongly against any development of the Green Belt, not just for my generation, but 
for future generations as any loss is irreversible, being fatal for nature, wildlife and the quality of our lives.  More 
specifically I am against development of Areas 35 and 29, not just for the loss of Green Belt but also because I 
believe that the scale of the proposed release of land for development is unrealistic on account of the transport and 
social infrastructure of the village.   The educational, health and transport needs of the new residents would be 
overwhelming.  Development of brown-field and small in-fill sites should be the priority focus of development.  We 
have already seen the development of the Donkey Field and it remains to be seen what impact this will have on 
services in the local community.  Much further development of Little Chalfont is misguided and will destroy the 
amenity and nature of the area and the result would be an impoverishment of quality of life for all residents.  I 
sincerely hope that the voice of local people will be heard and respected by the Council. 
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Rep1023 
Ms Clare Powell 

The proposed plans to build on the green belt area in Little Chalfont has recently been brought to my attention.  It 
concerns me for a number of reasons:   1. Little Chalfont was where I grew up and remain local to. I consider it to be 
a quiet and picturesque village. The proposed plans ( on top of all the extra houses that have been built in a Little 
Chalfont) would completely change the character of the village. It would be such a shame to lose this area of 
outstanding natural beauty.   2. Traffic can already be quite contested in the area - for example turning onto A404 
towards Chorleywood from Church Grove and many of the back roads during rush hour. The suggested proposals 
would worsen this.  3. Chiltern and metropolitan line trains are already very busy in rush hour (I rarely get a seat as 
it is) so extra commuters from Little Chalfont will have a knock on effect on commuters in Chorleywood, 
Rickmansworth, Harrow etc.  It is for these reasons I would like to object to the proposed plans to build on the 
previous greenland areas in Little Chalfont. 
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Rep1024 
Mrs Heidi James 

I am shocked and appalled that wide swathes of greenbelt land are being considered for development. This land is 
greenbelt so that its beauty is protected for future generations. The greenbelt was created to preclude just the sort 
of proposals now being outlined. I give my specific concerns in more detail below:   1. Loss of the natural and 
beautiful landscape that defines the area. Indeed much of the area under threat of development is also designated 
as an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty. I feel particularly strongly where land proposed for development would 
destroy uninterrupted long views of fields, trees, valleys etc. In this way the area between Stony Lane and 
Westwood Park is a particularly valuable visual asset for the community. Any developemnent here would severely 
impact the adjoining ancient woodland and the open space of Westwood Park destroying long distance views 
towards the Chess Valley. This also applies strongly to much of the stage 2 development; especially the areas being 
considered for re-designation in the Chess Valley.  2. Taken in combination, stage 1 and stage 2 leads us towards 
linking Little Chalfont with uninterrupted development to Chalfont St Giles, Chenies and Chorleywood. Merging 
villages in this manner replaces open fields, views and habitats with urban sprawl. It leads us towards not only loss 
of the natural amenity but a generalised urbanisation and loss of identity.   3. Local services are already over-
subscribed so any substantial new development would need to be accompanied by substantial addition to services 
including schools and healthcare facilities. The proposals do not appear to outline detail for expansion of services. 
Indeed the recent expansion of housing in Little Chalfont has already been significant and without any additional 
services. Specific concerns being:  a. Little Chalfont Combined School is over-subscribed. We drive our sons to 
Chalfont St Giles School as we were not able to get into our preferred local school.  b. Healthcare – we have no 
access to a local hospital as Wycombe and Amersham hospitals services have been downgraded. Little Chalfont 
Surgery is excellent but consistently busy. c. The council is having to withdraw funds from local services due to 
budget pressures as evidenced by the loss of a council maintained library facility. This leaves the community with 
little confidence that services would be protected at their current levels let alone extended in line with the 
additional housing being considered.  4. Little Chalfont has already had more new housing than other settlements 
(12.4%) of new housing compared to other settlements in the area (e.g. Amersham 5.3%, Chesham 4.0%, Chalfont St 
Peter 7.7%).. It should not now be designated as a 'main settlement for growth' in the Council's Core Strategy as it 
has already fulfilled that plan and cannot continue to do so without harming the village for reasons outlined above. 
5. Existing employment land (offices) have been empty in the area for many years.  Whilst I appreciate the need to 
plan for additional housing and employment I cannot believe threatening greenbelt and AONB is a justifiable option. 
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Rep1025 
Mr Adrian 
Lockyer 

My wife and I have lived in Little Chalfont for coming up to 20 years. Over this time, we have seen a number of 
building developments in the village such that the number of households has increase by some 12% over the last 
few years. This percentage increase is significantly more than any other of the surrounding villages and so Little 
Chalfont should not be asked to take on any more housing development. Even when we first came to Little Chalfont, 
the infrastructure struggled to cope with the existing number of households. There were long waiting lists to 
register with a doctor and get into local schools. The number of schools and doctors has not increased despite the 
recent increase in population and certainly will not cope with any more households.  The A404 is now a regular 
commuter through route and gets very busy during the day. School pick up and drop off times and evenings are jam 
packed and it is impossible to get through the village at some periods. Again this will only exacerbate if more houses 
and/or an industrial complex are built. This bottle neck does not just happen within Little Chalfont, but it extends all 
along White Lion Road and through Chorleywood as cars commute to and from the M25. It can take an extra 30 
minutes to get through at some times.  One of the reasons we moved to Little Chalfont was access to the woods and 
land making up the Area of Outstanding Beauty and Green Belt. These areas of natural beauty must be preserved 
both for the residents of Chiltern district but also the wider population who come to this part of the county for 
recreation and enjoyment from far and wide. We do not understand how particular parcels of land were singled out 
as options and randomly fragmented to try and make it easier to justify they don’t meet the “Green Belt” criteria. A 
very flawed methodology to try and obtain a result.  We urge Chiltern District Council to fulfil its obligations to 
protect and enhance the Green Belt and Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty  and reject any proposal to undertake 
any significant housing or economic development in or immediately adjacent to Little Chalfont. 
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Rep1026 
Mr George 
Assimakopoulos 

I write to formally object to the proposal for further development in and around Little Chalfont in Buckinghamshire. 
It should be noted that the village has recently accommodated a series on residential developments and increased 
the number of dwellings in Little Chalfont by around 12%.  As a result, the current infrastructure is creaking at the 
seams and has become seriously overloaded. We as residents are feeling the negative effects of poor forward 
planning and the lack of investment.  The local schools are oversubscribed and our children and grandchildren are 
struggling to get a place at a school that is walking distance to their homes.   Parking at the village shops has now 
become an absolute nightmare with residents having to consider shopping in areas such as Rickmansworth, 
Amersham, Chorleywood and beyond. The matter has been made worse with the recently introduced 'yellow lining' 
along Burtons Lane (all very necessary for safety reasons protecting residents and pedestrians from blind spots 
created by parked vehicles).  As you are well aware, the area around Little Chalfont is one of natural beauty that sits 
within the green belt. These land classifications were introduced by the UK government to protect areas of beauty 
for present and future generations to enjoy and to protect villages morphing into each other to create unattractive 
and unruly large towns.  As well as safeguarding the countryside, green belts were created as the 'lungs of London 
and other large cities to protect them from air pollution and provide more oxygen. By reducing the green belt this 
strategy is being destroyed by those bowing to political pressure rather than safeguarding the environment and 
future generations.  As a an owner of a dog and a horse I am deeply upset that the proposed developments will 
damage the quality of our beautiful walks and bridle paths in return for unscrupulous development plans. 
As a resident of Loudhams Wood Lane I am completely baffled as to why the green belt land of the old Golf Course 
should be seen to be ‘less valuable’ than any other areas of green belt considering it contains Ancient Woodland and 
stops the sprawl of over population of the area.  Access roads are also very narrow and dangerous especially for 
increased motor vehicle usage.  As a daily commuter into London, I object to the fact that (due to the increase of 
sheer passenger numbers)' seats cannot be found on trains leaving the village after 07.00hrs in the morning which is 
frankly a joke and completely unacceptable.  In conclusion I wish to object and appeal against the proposals for 
development on the following grounds.   - we need to protect the area of natural beauty and green belt to honour 
the laws that introduced them in the first instance.   - the village has already accommodated it's fair share of 
developments in recent times and has become overpopulated.   - the village infrastructure is overloaded and cannot 
cope with a further  increase in population.   - as residents, our quality of life has been and continues to degenerate 
as a result of unscrupulous and poorly planned over development.  - I question the validity of the process being 
undertaken to overturn the laws protecting, areas of natural beauty and the green belt.  I hope that our concerns 
will be given respect and consideration and we look forward to common sense prevailing. 
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Rep1027 
Mrs Pauline Priest 

Question 1 HEDNA   -   It would have seemed more appropriate to consider the overall plans for South Bucks. This 
would include areas of higher employemnt and better infrastructure such as  High Wycombe and Aylesbury, and, 
given the proximity to 3 Rivers council, it seems remiss of the plan to not have taken any account of the proposals in 
that area of Hertfordshire. Also it has not taken any account of what seems to be an already safeguarded area for 
HS2.   In addition It should be noted that approval has already been given for the construction of 600 new houses in 
Chalfont St Peter and these do not appear to have been subtracted from Chalfont St Peter’s future numbers.  An 
increase of 4,552 households is used in the Local Plan for Chiltern giving, with 14% of the population, 637 for 
Chalfont St Peter.  Accordingly existing approvals have already met Chalfont St Peter’s share of new housing.   Given 
that there are bound to be some infill approvals in the planned period, Chalfont St Peter has already met its share of 
new houses from existing approvals and there is no need for green belt land around the village to be reclassified and 
used for development.  Chalfont St Peter has already had its full share of development Question 2 HELAA.  -  The 
Epilepsy site is already a brownfield site with a number of new developments approved and built in the last few 
years. As such you should focus your attention on developing within that existing footprint any plans for industrial 
development. Extending it across to Rowan Nursery would change the whole complexion of the town and mean that 
it is linked completely with both Little Chalfont and Chalfont St Giles. thereby losing the individual identities of these 
towns and villages.  There are currently a large number of empty offices within both Chalfont St Peter and Gerrards 
Cross, so there seems little justification for using green belt to build more down the stretch of the A413.    The area 
called Mill Meadow is the main recreational area of the town , and to build on this (even ignoring that it is subject to 
flooding) would remove many local amenities and attractions. Presumably your plan would be to build more 
recreational areas later somewhere else, so taking even more green belt away.   The only site which seems to have 
any merit is the Winkers field site between Winkers Nightclub and the scout camp, and this should be investiagted 
further.  Question 3 Additional sites - As a general principle I strongly oppose the development of open space, sports 
and leisure areas or indeed other important land and green open space within the village such as car parking or 
other areas deliberately left open which add to the amenity of the village. Question 4 Vision  - As a member of the 
public it is hard to work out what the overall vision looks like. By breaking everything up into small parcels, you lose 
an overall picture of what you are aiming for.   Chalfont St Peter struggles in any event with the absence of 
tube/train and bus links, has an outdated sewage system, full schools and many inadequate and poorly kept roads. It 
is disappointing that you make no attempt to target an improvement in the infrastructure as a prime part of the 
vision.  You have already allowed the Holy Cross site to be demolished and targeted for housing with no 
commensurate infrastructure development.Do not compound it with yet more. Question 5 Spacial strategy options  
- Option J is the most appropriate given the proximity to tube/rail etc . Options A and D would be the next favoured 
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options as they build upon existing larger communities. Question 6 Specific sites  -   1. Epilepsy site.   Currently the 
site is designated for care homes and medical use and this should remain.  In particular two further significant 
developments are taking place at the site, the Audley Homes development and the Porthaven Homes development.  
These excellent developments should be complemented by further medical use or assisted living, retaining the site 
for employment and possibly with some limited key worker housing to support such use.  The site is an important 
community facility providing employment, recreation and medical care.   The Epilepsy Site fulfils as a whole all five 
of the stated purposes of the green belt. The undeveloped part of the Epilepsy site is within the Colne Valley Park.  
This deserves special protection in any event.  Part of this site is also within the HS2 safeguarded area so is not 
deliverable.   The Epilepsy Society site is bounded on three sides by narrow and dangerous country lanes which 
make it even more unsuitable for development.  It is inherently unsustainable, it is not served by any appropriate 
bus service and is too far to walk to either Little Chalfont or Gerrards Cross which are the nearest rail stations.  Any 
development is car dependent.  The majority of the roads, with the exception of parts of Chesham Lane, have no 
pavement, are poorly maintained and are unsuitable for walking.  We understand that Bucks Highways Authority 
agrees there are clear access issues to parts of the site, eg along Gorelands Lane. 2, Mill Meadow - The area is a 
much used amenity facility which includes the Community Centre, two large allotments, Chalfont St Peter Amateur 
Football Club, fields,  recreation park, playing pitches (football and cricket), tennis courts, a scout headquarters and 
parish council offices.  There are no areas within the centre of the village where any of these facilities could be 
relocated.  Mill Meadow is on the flood plain. There is a serious risk of flooding as evidenced by the prolonged and 
extensive flooding at various times between 2010 and 2014. 3. Land next to A413 earmarked for industrial 
development  -  The area is in The Colne Valley Park and is identified as being a particularly important green space 
for biodiversity and environmental sustainability.The area is within the Green Belt and provides the important 
function of separating the built-up areas of CSP and Tatling End, Gerrards Cross and Denham. The area is completely 
within  a flood plain. There are also significant numbers of empty office properties already. 4.Rayland Farm-no 
comment 5.Winkers site- see comment in question 2 above Question 7  Unmet needs- no comment Question 8 
Affordable housing - Chalfont St Peter is not the best location for any sustainable affordable housing as it has no 
good transport amenities unless you drive. You should focus these plans elsewhere. Question 9 Travellers - Chalfont 
St Peter already has provision for travellers Question 10 Elderly accommodation needs - There is already a site 
focussing on these needs in Chalfont St Peter at the Epilepsy site, and this should be part of your ongoing plan to 
develop this within the existing development there. Questions 11/12  Heritage Strategy and Unprotected local 
heritage asset - The Epilepsy site should be protected and preserved. Question 13 Green space - A combination of 
the Mill Meadow and the Epilepsy site developments would have the the effect of removing almost all the local 
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sports facilities and open spaces from the town. This is contrary to the wishes of most people. You should ensure 
that green space is protected not removed. Question 14 Local measures-no comment Question 15 Scope of policies- 
no comment Question 16 Infrastructure - I have referred to some aspects of the inadequate infrastructure above. To 
reiterate the area suffers from poor sewage and drainage facilities, schools which are full to capacity, no local tube 
and train lines, poor bus services, no local hospital A&E facility, and with a road structure which would be unable to 
cope. Question 17 Other points - The timeframe for consideration of this plan has been ridiculously short, and your 
reasons for this can only be surmised at. It is crucial that sufficient time be given in future for examination of the 
plans in a wider district context, as well as leaving plenty of time for local consultation.  Overall I believe the green 
belt should be protected and only released in very exceptional circumstances. You have already allowed part of the 
Green Belt to be taken by the HS2 proposals to absolutely no benefit to the local community. You seem hell bent on 
compounding that error by this plan. 
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Rep1028 
Mr Charlie Pierce 

We are writing this response as concerned residents, commenting on the possible impact on Little Chalfont. This is 
the area I grew up in and to which I have considerable family ties.   Our views (highlighted in red)  relate to various 
elements of Q1-17 of your consultation:   The Green Belt is a national asset and should be preserved for future 
generations.  The case for further development and construction in the Chilterns is questionable, and should be 
challenged.  Whilst we appreciate the pressures placed on the Council because of Government targets to create new 
homes and businesses, we believe the Council should be doing all in its power to seek to reverse the present policy, 
which will otherwise serve to erode continually the quality of life of all in the District.   No area of Green Belt land 
should be released or built on until every other unprotected area in the South East and beyond is developed 
The Council should seek other options within its boundaries, and then, through its duties to cooperate, work with 
other councils and the government to ensure that any construction that is essential is undertaken where there is 
least damage.  The methodology for the Green Belt assessment, dividing areas into parcels, is flawed, and will 
encourage the continued erosion and ultimate loss of the Green Belt.  This argument is put far more eloquently than 
I can in the response from the Little Chalfont Parish Council. Sub-dividing land in this way inevitably serves to 
undervalue each part. Such an approach would however lead inevitably to the denigration and loss of all the Green 
Belt as successive salami slices erode it.   Also, as the proposed boundaries are all minor roads, they will never serve 
as “permanently defensible barriers”.   Little Chalfont has already taken more than its share of recent development, 
and further pressure on the village would be disproportionate and unfair, destroying the character of the village. 
Since 2006 Little Chalfont has taken more than its share of new development compared to other settlements in the 
Chiltern area. The Parish Council has calculated that the dwellings’ percentage growth in that period is over 12%, 
significantly more than Amersham, Chesham or Chalfont St Peter. As a smaller community we may seem an easy 
target for more development, but our less developed infrastructure means that in fact this affects us more 
adversely.  The village’s infrastructure is unable to cope with further large scale development, either residential or 
commercial.  This infrastructure is already under severe pressure and is not capable of the additional burden of large 
new developments:   Transport:   Local roads are narrow, often country lanes, and already face severe congestion. 
The A404 in and out of the village is frequently a bottleneck in both directions  and the road to Beaconsfield from 
Amersham is heavily overused. This has been getting worse over time, and long queues and delays are already 
common. Parking in the village is already a nightmare, with cars frequently parked illegally and congestion on the 
A404 from cars waiting for parking in the village shops – this situation would only get worse. Whilst we are fortunate 
to have a tube/ rail station, this too is getting increasingly busy. In the rush hour it is already the case that you can 
have to stand all the way to London from 7.30am. That is unacceptable, and cannot be addressed through more 
frequent or longer trains, due to platform constraints.  The local transport infrastructure cannot cope with 
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significant additional population.   Schools -  Whilst developers of new residential areas may be encouraged to pay 
for new junior schools, they will be deeply reluctant to pay for new secondary school provision. The cost of this may 
therefore fall unfairly on existing residents.  Utilities  - Local utilities are already under pressure. Water, waste and 
other utilities were simply not built to cope with anything like current levels of usage. Large scale development will 
therefore carry a high risk of increased failure and poorer service. Our specific response on the proposals in respect 
of Green Belt assessment area 35  (land West of Lodge Lane, South of the railway [CD0082]) :    This area is the one 
adjacent to our home, and therefore we believe it is appropriate to make some specific comments above and 
beyond those on the Council’s general consultation proposals. We fully endorse the comments made in respect of 
this area in the Little Chalfont Parish Council’s submission to the consultation.   As noted above,  we believe that the 
Green Belt Assessment methodology that has been used to create this area, as separate from area 29, is 
fundamentally flawed. Proposed boundaries for the Assessment should be permanently defensible boundaries, and 
those proposed for this area simply are not – if this area is released from Green Belt designation it will simply be the 
first step to losing the Green Belt further to the South. 29 and 35 as a minimum should be considered together as 
one area.  In our view this land is particularly essential for the Green Belt purposes of:      • Checking the 
unrestricted sprawl of Little Chalfont, especially toward Chorleywood;      • Preventing these two settlements, 
and that of Chalfont St Giles, from merging; •  Preserving the special character of Little Chalfont as a place 
surrounded by countryside and space, not housing estates and business parks; and     • Safeguarding the 
surrounding countryside from further encroachment through successive attacks on the Green Belt.   If this area were 
no longer Green Belt, and therefore faced the inevitable barrage of new development, this would also have a major 
detrimental impact on the adjacent AONB and Green Belt areas, as well as parts of ancient woodland. Damage to 
these would in turn be irreversible, to all our loss. The loss of this open land, trees and paddocks would cause great 
damage in turn to the village, transforming a small settlement to one with utterly different character. It would also 
result in a great loss of amenity for houses such as mine and my neighbours in Loudhams Wood Lane – we moved 
there to enjoy the peace of the countryside, and large scale development there would shatter this. 

Rep1029 
Mr Bryan Winkett 

This response concerns questions 5 and 6.   Chalfont St Peter has recently been the subject of major approvals for 
housing development. This should be counted towards what is now proposed for the district (s).   The priorities 
should be options E and J.   In terms of sustainable development the priority should be development with access to 
public transport – in particular railway stations. SPECIFIC SITES - A Mill Meadow.   This is in a flood plain and the site 
of sports facilities. It is used by the academy school which has no other playing field.  Paragraph 4.17 of the 
document says that even if a site is taken out of the green belt there might be “additional planning controls”and 7.5 
refers to “local green space designations”  However in this case the right solution is to leave this area in the green 
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belt. Epilepsy Society Site.  The amount proposed to be taken out of the green belt is excessive.   This is the biggest 
site in the Chiltern DC area and the points in the general section above apply.  There is no public transport.  The area 
should be left in the green belt, and there should be no development at all in that part of the site which is  in the 
Colne Valley Park. 

Rep1030 
Ms Helen Garratt 

I am writing to express my horror at the proposed plans to build on the green belt land surrounding Little Chalfont. 
The area to the east of the village either side of the A404 is designated as an area of outstanding natural beauty. 
This should, surely, be protected from development. It is our responsibility as citizens to value and conserve the 
natural world surrounding us. These areas mark a natural boundary between our village and Chorleywood, helping 
to keep a sense of community alive.   Green Belt should be respected as a way of protecting communities from 
developing into urban sprawl.  As the village sits on a main link between the M40 and M25 we already have more 
than our fair share of heavy traffic. The A404 is always congested and further development of residential and 
industrial buildings would increase traffic to untenable proportions.   The developments at Bell Lane and Chenies 
Parade have already increased traffic levels to unmanageable levels. There are already severe strains on the local 
services as a result of this.  As a village, Little Chalfont has taken more than its share of new development and I 
implore you allow this community to continue as a thriving VILLAGE with all the benefits that come from such a 
special place. 

  

Rep1031 
Mrs Collette 
Stone 

General Points:   The viability of this new local plan must be assessed alongside recent planning permission decisions 
already made for the village of Chalfont St Peter and not assessed in isolation. Chalfont St Peter has already had 
planning permission for over 600 dwellings within the village - which include the Holy Cross site, Newland Park and 
the Audley Homes development at the Epilepsy Centre site.  In the first three years of the previous Core Strategy, 
which was due to run until 2016, Chalfont St Peter has already taken the largest single percentage of the 
development proposed for Chiltern District as a whole and does not have the infrastrucutre to take more. As a result 
I believe the proposals in the Local Plan are excessive and disproportionate. Examples of the impact:   All schools 
within Chalfont St Peter are already at, or very nearly at, capacity, so there will be nothing like enough school places 
available for many of the children from the already proposed 600 dwellings, and children housed in any additional 
development over and above this will be facing unacceptably long journeys to schools that do have room for them.  
There is a known drainage problem in Chalfont St Peter with instances of raw sewerage backing up in the village 
centre, that people in any additional housing will serve to make even worse.  The existing transport networks are 
poor and car ownership is essential for anyone living on the outskirts of Chalfont St Peter; and hundreds more cars 
using narrow and potholed country lanes are damaging to the local environment and a potential increase the 
likelihood of traffic accidents.  The areas to which these general points speak are the whole of the Epilepsy Society 
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site, Rowans Nursery, the Shire Horse Centre land, Brawlings Farm, the area between Winkers Farm and Paccar 
Scount Camp site, Mill Meadow community centre and the playing fields used by the CSP CoE Academy, Rylands 
Farm and the land stretching up the Misbourne Valley from Chalfont Heights to the railway line crossing the A413. 
Comments on Green Belt Methodology - Parcel 38a - Epilepsy Centre.  This has been scored too low.  Principal 
purpose 1(b) should be scored higher.This land parcel is indeed an important barrier to outward sprawl and there is 
clear scope for the existing built up areas within this parcel to be divided to form a defensible barrier. It clearly 
forms an important barrier to prevent land from sprawling out beyond Chesham Lane and the Chalfont Common 
settlement towards Gerrards Cross, Chalfont St Giles, Maple Cross, Rickmansworth and Horn Hill.  The backs of the 
gardens and the well-established footpaths and roads within the site itself can easily form defensible boundaries.  It 
appears to me it should score at least 4+ or 5 rather than 3+, which seems inexplicably low.   I agree with the 
assessment under purpose 2 in that it does indeed perform an  “essential” purpose.   The areas with reduced 
openness actually increase the importance of the remaining open views on the remaining site.  The land also has 
many footpaths and in particular the majority of the northern part of the site is within the Colne Valley Park which 
surely means that the openness of the countryside is particularly important.  Accordingly not least because of its 
presence in the Colne Valley Park the score should be increased to 4+ or 5.  If Parcel 44(b) scores a 5, then for 
consistency purposes this should also score a 5. Under purpose 3 this land clearly protects the openness of the 
countryside and has much less than 5% of the land parcel covered by building.  It is predominantly characterised by 
open fields and woodland.  The topography is not predominantly flat as there are significant valleys within that and 
there are significant and important views towards the open countryside.   I disagree with the scoring for purpose 4, 
which makes no sense.  Please refer to the Buckingham County  Council Historic Towns Assessment carried out 
between 2008 and 2012 (“BCCHTA”) for Chalfont St Peter and in particular p55 which summarises the heritage value 
as high, the historical value as high and the communal value as high, with the aesthetic value as medium.  It notes 
that “given the historic importance of the Chalfont Colony, the buildings have the potential to be a conservation 
area in its own right”.  There are four existing listed buildings of historical importance on the Epilepsy site and the 
land surely provides immediate and wider context for the historic settlements of Chalfont St Peter and Chalfont St 
Giles as a whole.  The Epilepsy Society Site is clearly of itself of significant historical importance being established on 
that site in 1894.  Accordingly for purpose 4 the score would be a 5, giving a total score of 18+ or 19 out of 20. 
Sustainability Appraisal:The Epilespy Centre Site if you include the land up to Brawlings Lane, is bounded on three 
sides by dangerous and narrow country lanes, often with no space for two cars to pass and certainly with no street 
lighting or pavements for pedestrians, including children to walk to school buses and the like.   It would obviously be 
very difficult to upgrade these roads, if not impossible, and clearly from a sustainability point of view this site is 
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inherently unsustainable.   Mention is made of a number of bus stops being nearby but, again, the comments in the 
sustainability appraisal are incorrect (see above).  The bus service is limited with two buses per day.  Indeed, so 
inappropriate is the bus service that the planning permission granted on Newlands Park requires the developer to 
provide a bus service for its residents which I believe will eventually dwindle leaving all the residents car-dependent. 
A development of the ES site would indeed cause loss of public footpaths and cause irreparable damage to the 
Colne Valley Park and the Chilterns AONB which is located to the immediate north of the site. Any development will 
encroach on mixed farmlands, areas of ancient woodlands and the hedgerow network in particular. The site is 
currently well screened by hedgerows with trees providing restricted visibility from the adjacent roads and 
residential properties. I agree that any development of the site is likely to result in loss of habitats of principal 
importance and species associated with these (SA objective 3) and significant environmental damage will result from 
development on this site.   We agree with the assessment in paragraph 3.10.8 that the site has limited access to 
health and recreational opportunities. Indeed it is our contention that the site should be retained for healthcare and 
recreational use with some employment land to support such use.  It is noted further that sustainable distances to 
facilities and amenities are set as local park, green space, minimum 400 metres maximum 600 metres, leisure centre 
1.5km minimum and 2km maximum, Doctors surgery, 800 metres minimum, maximum 1km, and hospital minimum 
5km, maximum 8km.  The Epilepsy Society site fails to achieve all but the first of these targets by some distance.  To 
satisfy the proximity to a hospital for the whole of Chalfont St Peter, Chalfont and Gerrards Cross hospital is used 
which has a very limited range of services.  The nearest hospital to Chalfont St Peter is in Amersham at some 9.7km 
away, and that has no A&E facility. 

Rep1032 
Mr Paul Dunning 

The Consultation Document refers to and consults on what is a reasonably wide area - Chiltern and South Bucks. I 
will confine my comments to the Chiltern District around Amersham and Little Chalfont as that is where I live and 
where I have the greatest insight to make any valid comments.  Whilst there may be a need to develop facets of our 
local area due to population growth and other economic forces, there are many drivers that both push and pull this 
development. It would be very easy to encourage much development by granting largely unfettered  access to land 
and infrastructure. We do not have that luxury in much of the UK and particularly in Chiltern District.  The Green Belt 
has been a very important factor in shaping the development of our community and maintaining it as separate and 
distinct from suburban Greater London. The Green Belt comprises of two separate components for this 
consultation, land designated as an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty within the Green Belt and other land solely 
designated as Green Belt. The reason that it is designated as AONB is not accidental and therefore, in my view, no 
AONB should be defiled by local development unless local residents democratically and specifically cast their vote to 
approve any changes, perhaps where for some reason certain designated areas no longer actually retain the 
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characteristics of AONB. Changing this designation via planning consultation fails to meet that hurdle for me and so I 
object to any proposals that would result in the development of large scale plots of AONB land.  As for Green Belt 
designation, this was done for a reason. Destruction of Green Belt, is unless I am mistaken is contrary to government 
policy. The National Planning Policy Framework states clearly that Ministers attach great importance to the Green 
Belt and will maintain existing levels of protection and the Prime Minister recently declared that protecting the 
Green Belt is ‘paramount’. Due to the passage of time and other eventualities there could possibly be a rationale for 
the odd area of Green Belt land being redesignated had its characteristics been changed by neighbouring 
development over the intervening years, but that is about it as far as I am concerned. In the consultation document, 
the timescales for the HEDNA requirements are not outlined, just a bald set of numbers of houses required over a 
very long time period, which makes sensible objective commentary rather difficult. However, the potential for this 
planning process to go astray in a variety of ways, and end up with irredeemable and undesirable consequences, is 
very troubling to me as an observer and for this reason alone, I would object to any Green Belt development. Before 
we reach that point, we must be certain that all brownfield and other land not so designated has been fully 
exploited.   In particular, in terms of the 'consultation' maps that I have seen, in my opinion no AONB land adjoining 
Little Chalfont should be touched by development.   Specifically in terms of the Green Belt area inside of the 
Chalfont & Latimer to Chesham railway line that adjoins the eastern half of Amersham, the open fields of Quill Hall 
Farm are a beautiful piece of Green Belt that I feel should be preserved as such. Additionally, nearby Blackwell 
Stubbs wood and the adjacent grassland is home to wildlife and many birds. The grassland is of Special Scientific 
Interest for the variety and rarity of plants and animals. The wood itself,  as I understand it, was gifted to the 
Woodland Trust, perhaps only around 20 years ago, in perpetuity so that it may be maintained as an open public 
amenity for all local residents for ever. The Woodland Trust describes it as 'a small piece of ancient woodland in a 
steep-sided valley, next to a residential area. There is a circular network of paths and it is well used by local people.' 
Who would ever gift something in future as a wonderful act of public service and generosity if within a generation, 
the gift was despoiled? In response to Question 12; Blackwell Stubbs wood should be designated as a local heritage 
asset under the Heritage Strategy as it was gifted to the Woodland Trust, in perpetuity so that it may be maintained 
as an open public amenity for all local residents as a small piece of ancient woodland with its network of paths that 
can continue to be well used by local people.   Quite apart from simple issues for me that are lines in the sand, such 
as AONB and Green Belt designations, there is the issue of infrastructure. Amersham town centre is full. Parking is at 
a total premium during shop opening hours. School capacity is an issue already. In my locality, as I understand it, 
planning applications have been turned down due to inadequate road access through the busy junction of Bois Lane 
and Hollow Way Lane at peak hours, which should rule out that road network as a potential access point to the 



Classification: OFFICIAL 
 

624 
 
Classification: OFFICIAL 

Name Summary of Representation 
Council Response (see also 

Volume 1 for generic response) 

green belt area inside of the Chalfont & Latimer to Chesham railway line. The creation of a significant urban road 
infrastructure in what is currently a semi rural environment would change the entire character of the local 
environment. At the other end, can the Raans Road junction with Woodside Road take any more peak hour traffic 
after the commercial and residential developments in that area - I don't think so without some kind of radical 
solutions, which might be likely to be unpalateable to local residents. For example, adding hundreds of houses to 
Amersham and Little Chalfont would only further exacerbate the long rush hour queue through Chorleywood to 
access the M25 and the queues on the White Lion Road in both directions, which would be both ill advised and 
undesirable outcomes.   I recognise that this issue is a difficult one for local government, but as a local resident, I do 
not want my locale to be irredeemably changed by a 'Grand Projet' or even a hotchpotch project. There are many 
fundamental characteristics and reasons why people want to live in Chiltern District - excellent environment, 
distinctive community that is not solely commuter belt, very good schools, strong public transport network and so 
on. These should be improved and enhanced for future generations to enjoy, so any developments need to be 
incremental, well planned accretive enhancements, not of the 'whole quasi new town' variety which the amount of 
land proposed for redesignation in this consultation would suggest, and seemingly inevitably result in. In summary, 
my comments on the proposed changes to the designation of certain areas in Chiltern District proposed in the draft 
development plan are as follows:  - No AONB land should be redesignated for other purposes.  - Little or no Green 
Belt land should be redesignated, unless a largely indisputable case as to its changed present characteristics, 
compared to when it was so designated, can be made by the planners and openly and freely agreed by a majority of 
the adjoining and nearby stakeholding local residents.  - Blackwell Stubbs wood should be designated as a local 
heritage asset under the Heritage Strategy  - In my view, no land should be potentially redesignated on the basis 
that it is pending further work until these issues are fully addressed, as we all know that probably means it will get 
developed. Little or no guidance is available on infrastructure and wider spatial issues, but current (or indeed any 
improved) road and schools infrastructure will be unlikely to be sufficient to support the proposed redesignations, 
this being particularly the case on the roads at the junctions of Bois Lane and Hollow Way Lane and also Raans Road 
and Woodside Road.   - Given the enormity of their impact on the local community, the case has just not been made 
to justify why these plans have merit, outside of seeking to meet HEDNA and other targets (the accuracy of which in 
terms of need, will in any event turn out to be very questionable over time).  - I worry that this process could get 
influenced by outside pressures that do not in any way represent the wider local residents interests and so for this 
reason alone, I object to any redesignation of AONB or Green Belt land around Amersham and Little Chalfont. 
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Rep1033 
Mr Alan Wallwork 

HEDNA sees the need for 15,100 new dwellings (7,300 of which will be in the CDC area and many of those in and 
around Chesham) and an additional 15 hectares of employment land from 2014-36 but no consideration has been 
given yet to the infrastructure needed to support all this - particularly the transport implications.  This seems to be a 
case of putting the cart before the horse, because anyone with even a passing knowledge of the geography of the 
Chesham area is well aware that the transport infrastructure is already barely able to cope, particularly at peak 
times Mon-Fri so any additional housing and industry will completely overwhelm the existing roads. Before any work 
is started, Chesham needs a by-pass (which also needs to embrace Chesham Bois and South Amersham), but looking 
at the geography, it won't be easy and will require some serious engineering and hence considerable expenditure.  
Meanwhile, Central Govt has already stated that it wishes to see greater use made of public transport in preference 
to private vehicles being used but currently we see no evidence that it is practising what it preaches. For example, it 
has been cutting its grants to Bucks CC which in turn is unable to subsidise local bus services, without which they will 
be lost, just at the same time that all this development is going on, which is nonsensical !   Chesham Underground 
station is at the end of a 4 mile branch line from Chalfont & Latimer and is heavily used (having the third highest 
growth on the whole network in the period 2010-15 [source LU/TfL]. Despite being constructed for double track 
usage (e.g.all the bridges can accommodate double track), it currently only has a single track but with all this growth 
projected, it needs to have an extra track laid or at the very least passing places built, to enable more trains to be 
run than the current service of 2 trains per hour. 

  

Rep1034 
Mrs Bernice 
Colwell 

1.  Challenge the numbers.  Not sure how the sonsultants have arrived at the numbers of households or 
employment areas.  3  The Ridgeway Estate as a whole.  This could be mixed residential and commercial but NOT 
HGV generating.  We require hotel& Leisure, office based - Communications - Hi Tech.  Busininess incubators.  
Infrastructure businesses we need - School's, Banking, Walk-in medical centre.   WE DO NOT need HGV/logistics and 
freight haulage, Scrap Metal, Concrete or minerals, recycling, railway maintenance etc. 4  I believe SBDC's approach 
to public consultation ans been extremely inadequate, not enough money, resources or time has been put into this.  
Lots of the local residents are unaware of what is going on.  This was mentioned at the launch of the consulation Jan 
19th but has been completely ignored. 5  Objections to the following:   B  - Iver High St to remain as a conservation 
area.  D  - no encroachment towards Slough or Uxbridge.  E  - no extension to current built up areas in Iver.  I   - (see 
answer to E).  J  - See comment for Parcel SB0043.  K - only acceptable option is (v) all other options will add to the 
current problems arising from existing employment sites.  L  - see above for details 6  Parcel SB0043 Thorney Bus Pk:  
perfect for the proposed Richings Pk Nth Gdn Village and an associated HGV relief road.  Should also include SB0065.  
Parcel SB0295 Thorney Mill:  Ideal for a hotel, great if the expansion of Heathrow happens.  Parcel SB0292 Area 
south of canal/east of M25: High densiity starter homes similar to the ones that have been built along the canal in 
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West Drayton.  Parcel SB0177:  as above.  Parcel SB0116: would be great for the proposed Dementia Care Facility 
that has been discussed.  Parcel SB0035: this should be sub divided as it is too vast.  The Recreation Ground and 
Pavillion must be preserved.  Parcel SB0221 Evreham & Parcel SB0036:  Good site for a pre-school through to 
secondary school.  Parcel SB0127: would be great for commercial freight due to its proximity to the motorway 
network.  Prevent HGV from using the residential roads. 7 We are unable to meet our own needs without using 
green belt land and thus cannot meet the unmet needs from adj authorities. 8 working close with numerous housing 
associations to administer and possibly build affordable housing funded by developer contributions.  These could be 
allocated to either people with existing residential qualifications or to key workers required in the area.  Utilising a 
combination of rental and shared equality purchases. 9.  This should be discussed with an appropriate organisation 
as it is a specialist area ie.  www.gypsy-traveller.org 10. SBDC Should liase with organisations eg. Age Uk and 
specialist developers eg. Mccarthy and Stone to ascertain the type and location of elderly peoples accommodation 
needs.  I belive that dementia in particular is becoming a priority. 11.  The old walls and trees bring character to the 
streets in Iver.  These should be preserved and should be designated as heritage assets. 12:  A survey needs to be 
conducted.  See anser to Q11. 13:  The existing recreation grounds in Iver and Iver Heath need to be preserved. 
14: An Iver Parish neighbourhood place is being formulated and will be submitted. 15:  No Comment 
16.  We need a Community infrastructure Levy to be implemented to fund the provision of infastructure as 
mentioned in my anser to Q3 along with libraries and a  RELIEF ROAD. 17.  To get the infastructure in before the 
development of housing and commercial use that requires 

Rep1035 
Mr Paul Lofty 

Reply to Question 3-  Why is the land between the BP filling station and Chiltern Heights not developed? This has 
access to White Lion Rd and is not used? Would provide space for a small number of dwellings? Reply to Question 8 
- I cannot understand why green belt land between Latimer and Little Chalfont is even being considered? The stage 
2 plot between Stony(Stoney) Lane and Bell Lane is scandalous! This section of land is dead centre of the view 
standing in front of Latimer house. I have lived in the area for 50+ years and this view has remained constant for all 
this time. The Westwood area is full of bluebells and is a delight to walk through in early spring. If you stand in front 
of Latimer house and  look right towards Pednor and left towards Rickmansworth you can see no more than three 
dwellings - this is how it should remain. This area was a settlement 2000 years ago for the Romans so why change it 
now? Reply to Question 17 - Having lived in the area all my life I have witnessed many developments. Every one of 
them has the same fundamental error. Lack of infrastructure. This is always bottom of the list along with lack of 
schooling facilities, sewerage treatment and public transport. 

  

http://www.gypsy-traveller.org/
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Rep1036 
Mr Ian McCaul 
Principal 
Chiltern Way 
Federation 
Prestwood 
Campus 

We appreciate that the document is considering options.   The plan for Prestwood (Appendix 4) shows a 'housing 
estate' option that borders Prestwood Campus. Prestwood Campus is a Special Educational Needs School. The 
school has a growing population of young people who have a diagnosis of Autistic Spectrum Disorder (ASD), many 
have associated sensory and behaviour needs.  Construction on this scale, on the school boundary, will have a 
detrimental effect on the school. Many students will respond very badly to the noise, the vibrations and the general 
chaos that a construction site brings.  We will talk to and work with those who are proposing this venture to allow us 
to understand the scale and impact and to ensure that they fully understand the complexity of the Special 
Educational Needs within the school 'next door' and the damage that they may cause. 
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Rep1037 
Ms Caroline 
Chave 
Chave Planning 
on behalf of 
Mr Adam Grint 
Club Secretary 
Gerrards Cross 
Golf Club 

Question 5:  Whilst it is considered that all options should be explored in order to ensure that Green Belt boundaries 
are only altered in exceptional circumstances, it is considered that some of the options presented are unlikely to 
lead to sustainable or practical outcomes.   Option A suggests that more efficient and effective use of land could be 
made within existing built-up areas by increasing building density or heights. This is unlikely to be a deliverable 
outcome, since the house building industry will only build at a density and scale suitable for the market. Building 
heights are also constrained by having regard to the character of the surrounding area. These options could not be 
relied upon to deliver additional housing as regard would have to be had in each case to an appropriate height and 
density.   Option B suggests reviewing the purpose and function of existing areas of special control such as 
Established Residential Areas of Special Character (Chiltern Saved Local Plan) and Residential Areas of Exceptional 
Character (South Bucks Saved Local Plan). Again it is suggested that this should not be relied upon to deliver 
additional housing. Whilst it is right that such policies should be reviewed, this is likely to be a weak option to deliver 
significant additional housing due to the special character of those areas.  We support the consideration of Option G 
and consider this should be prioritised alongside the review of strategic options in Options C, D and E. Such 
amendments to the Green Belt have the potential to release significant land for development within durable new 
boundaries and would result in a robust Development Plan that had considered all options. Question 6:    Option G 
proposes a detailed review of the inner Green Belt boundaries to address any existing anomalies, areas of significant 
development such as the Epilepsy Centre, Chalfont St Peter and/or small scale releases which would meet the test 
of exceptional circumstance to undertake a change, not undermine a purpose of the Green Belt and be capable of 
establishing a durable and defensible new boundary.   We support this option and in particular highlight the 
suitability of land at Lower Road, Chalfont St Peter for removal from the Green Belt through this part of the review. 
The site has been submitted to the Call for Sites in August 2015 and has been allocated reference CD0064 in the 
Housing & Employment Land Availability Assessment (HELAA).  The Stage 1 Green Belt Assessment has looked at the 
performance of land against Green Belt objectives and has identified areas that make least contribution to the 
Green Belt for further consideration at the next stage. The land at Lower Road falls within parcel 57a - 'Green Belt 
Areas for Further Consideration'.    The HELAA has excluded the site from further consideration at this stage ONLY 
because it is in the Green Belt and is not brownfield land. The methodology has excluded all such sites across the 
board at this stage. However it explicitly states that excluded sites can be reconsidered if the area is identified for 
further consideration through the Green Belt Assessment.   Parcel 57a has been identified for further consideration 
as it was assessed as some of the least valuable land to Green Belt objectives across the study area. Of the four 
purposes of the Green Belt, the site scored 1/5 for three of the purposes, meaning that it makes a weak or very 
weak contribution towards objectives for the Green Belt. Only on one of the purposes did it score 3/5 (moderate) 
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due to the area being mostly free of built form and having a rural open character. However it was noted that the 
A413 (Amersham Road) to the east is an urbanising influence and effectively severs the parcel from the wider 
countryside. In our view the HELAA site CD0064 does not exhibit a strong rural character. It is heavily influenced by 
the presence of the A413 and adjacent residential development and it appears as vacant ‘urban fringe’ land, having 
previously been used for access through to the Gerrards Cross Golf Club.  Parcel 57a is effectively enclosed by the 
large built-up area of Gerrards Cross / Chalfont St Peter. It is contained by existing built-form to the north, west and 
south and has limited connectivity to surrounding Green Belt as a result of the A413, which severs linkage to the 
countryside further east.  We agree with the Council’s assessment that the land parcel forms a very small part of the 
less essential gap between Gerrards Cross / Chalfont St Peter and Maple Cross and that the parcel makes only a very 
limited contribution to the overall scale of the gap in physical and perceptual terms.  It is noted that land to the 
south of site CD0064 is allocated reference CD0132 in the HELAA and has a similar status; forming part of Green Belt 
Assessment parcel 57a. Together the sites could form a logical release of land from the Green Belt within a 
defensible boundary. The A413 is a significant and durable feature which prevents unrestricted urban sprawl to the 
east and would form a defensible boundary to the Green Belt. Development of the site would not appear to 
encorach in to the countryside.   HELAA site CD0064 is within Flood Zone 3a, but this is based on a cursory level of 
mapping and merits further investigation with a site-specific Flood Risk Assessment. The topography of the site and 
surrounding features in relation to the potential flood source (River Misbourne) suggests that the site may be at a 
lesser risk of flooding than the published flood maps suggest. The site is noted in the HELAA as partly comprising 
previously developed land. It is considered that previously developed land within the Green Belt should be given 
particular consideration by the Council due to the importance placed on recycling previously developed land in 
paragraph 17 of the National Planning Policy Framework.    The site has been disused for some years and has 
become overgrown. In the majority, trees within the site are young. Some larger trees exist to the perimeter of the 
site and could be retained as part of any development proposals. The site is suitable for the erection of up to 5 
dwellings at a density in keeping with the character of the surroundings. The proceeds from the development of the 
site would assist with the development of junior and adult golf academy programmes at the Gerrards Cross Golf 
Club, thus providing community benefits. The site is in a sustainable location, with good access to a range of local 
facilities.  The Gerrards Cross Golf Club would welcome the opportunity to discuss this site further with the Council. 
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Rep1038 
Mr Mark 
Greenwood 

I understand that you have received a request to turn the existing Great Missenden Garage, known as Wickes 
Garage into a housing development.  As a local businessman and supplier to Missenden Garage for many years I am 
extremely surprised to learn this.  Myself and many of my colleagues are local resident, living just a short distance 
away from the garage. The garage provides a vital service to the local community in Great Missenden and 
surrounding area and gives the many residents a real, alternative choice to consider when arranging car repairs.  I of 
course understand the needed for more housing, but if this is at the expense of local independent businesses, the 
houses and local economy will only be adversely effected.  The loss of the garage would detrimentally affect the 
community and have a devastating effect on the employees of the business, all of whom would lose their job.  It 
would also have other negative commercial knock on effects in as much as my business (local and independent) and 
others like it would suffer from the loss of Great Missenden Garage.  Small, independent garages are vital in our 
community to ensure the local car owners continue to have a good choice of service to choose from and that they 
can obtain good value car repairs locally without having to pay the large rates often charged by main dealer 
workshops.  I ask you to consider my comments and objections to this application and refuse permission. 
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Rep1039 
Ms Genevieve 
screeche-Powell 

I object to Declassification of green belt in Little Chalfont and surrounding areas.  (i) The purpose of the green belt 
was to prevent urban sprawl, protect the countryside from encroachment and prevent neighbouring towns merging 
into one another. The Local plan for Little Chalfont and it's in-roads into the Green Belt, falls foul of all of these 
principles. The prospective eastern growth of little Chalfont could well lead to a conurbation of Chorleywood, little 
Chalfont and Amersham.    (ii) Much of the areas under threat in Little Chalfont include or are adjacent to Areas of 
Outstanding Natural Beauty. The proposed developments (more residential development and now also employment 
development) run counter to the very essence of an AONB. To sacrifice the green belt in this way is a very sad legacy 
indeed to leave to future generations. It also sends out a bleak message to our children about the value we place on 
the environment.  I am always amazed by the number of times I have been aboard, chatting to locals, and told that 
not only have they heard of Little Chalfont (because it is in the chilterns, which is renowned as an AONB) and of their 
plans to visit it. The beauty of the area is a vital asset and should be vigorously protected.  (iii) The proposed 
development in little Chalfont would significantly change the nature of the village to a detrimental effect. The open 
and green space is what makes living in this area such a pleasure. The essential characteristic of little Chalfont as a 
village will be lost for ever if it is designated a main settlement for growth.  (iv) Pressure on infrastructure. Further 
development of little Chalfont and its surrounding fields is unsustainable. The A404 is already terribly congested, 
there are insufficient school places as it is (and the plans to build new ones are to cope with the current shortage 
and not the future one that the Plan will entail). Other local infrastructure (hospitals, water, public transport and so 
on) cannot support this kind of development. Amersham has lost its hospital, general hospital services have moved 
from Wycombe to Stoke, so that Wycombe is unlikely to have much of a future as a hospital. 

  

Rep1040 
Ms Susan Christie 

I am writing to object most strongly to the current proposals to deluge Little Chalfont in new houses, and large 
industrial sites,  thus demolishing the Green Belt, requiring White Lion Road, Cokes Lane and Nightingales Lane to 
become dual carriageways (we can't afford to repair the potholes in the existing roads),  more schools, more of 
everything.  Little Chalfont has already taken far more of its share of local expansion and it is time to spread the 
load.  I am particularly worried about the effect of changing the Green Belt.  This really is an area where the 
"slippery slope" rule applies.  Either the Green Belt is sacrosanct or it isn't.  If the powers that be can change it once, 
they can carry on changing it.  And the present proposals ignore, for the most part, the need to replace any existing 
boundaries with firm and logical new boundaries.  If these proposals are accepted we can wave goodbye to the 
whole principle of the Green Belt.  Please, please listen to the many serious concerns of our cherished community. 

 The Local Plan will need to 
identify sustainable 
development options to meet 
needs taking into account the 
scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements.   

Rep1041 
Mr Alan Christie 

I am writing to express great concern about the proposals to destroy the local Green Belt which are not only 
damaging of themselves but also will result, because there will no more be any clear defining boundaries, in the 
inevitable destruction of the Green Belt as such.   It is also very worrying that proposals of this sort are even being 
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contemplated without reference to infrastructure.  Our schools are either full or already overflowing.  Cars are 
parking for the station in Linfields and will no doubt soon be encroaching on Harewood Road and Cokes Lane.  There 
is no room for more shops and nowhere to park anyway.  Health professionals are under pressure.   And the rail 
services are overcrowded and not well placed to take on even a small part of the extra traffic envisaged.  Perhaps, as 
part of this development, we could persuade HS2 to stop at Chalfont & Latimer, solve the commuter problem  and 
at the same time save at least part of Chiltern's natural beauty, even if not Little Chalfont's? 

Rep1042 
Mr David Enright 

In response to the Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan Initial Consultation (Regulation 18) incorporating issues and 
Options ('The Local Plan') please see my response to questions 11-12-13-17. I would like to protect areas of Green 
Space within the boundaries of my village detailed in the maps below.  Firstly, I request that the Hatched area of 
land owned by Chiltern District Council, presented on p40 of The Plan' (commonly known as Upper Stone Meadow) 
be protected from all future development and any 'change of use'.  Secondly I would like to extend the Hatched area 
in Fig 1.1 and incorporate the area more commonly known as Lower Stone Meadow.  Both Upper and Lower Stone 
Meadow above in Purple (Fig 1.2) are currently owned by Chiltern District Council see Ordinance Survey Map 
reference SU9993NW. Land Registry Title Number BM294098.  I request the land in fig 1.2 have a binding and legal 
covenant imposed on it that binds Chiltern District Council to protect it for the good of the village and to never allow 
development of any kind, on any scale, including but not exclusively housing, commercial buildings or offices. 
My supporting evidence is that fig 1.2 highlights land already recognised as An Area of National Interest. It contains 
a rare and precious chalk stream, wildlife, flora and fauna, and fulfils its existing classification as An Area Of 
Outstanding Natural Beauty in Green Belt. It is physically unsuitable for any development as it is on a flood plain, 
above the proposed H52 Tunnel, in an area safeguarded by HS2 and therefore not deliverable before 2036. 
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Rep1043 
Mr W Noble 

As a resident of Little Chalfont (LC) for 30 years I do not agree with any planning proposals or consultation process 
that considers the release of green belt land for either residential or employment use. The village is in an area of 
natural beauty and the supporting infrastructure facilities and resources are already severely stretched with the 
existing community in the village and surrounding areas. This applies particularly to road access and parking, which 
in recent years have become totally inadequate. Q2/3/6 - The consultation document was apparently aimed at 
identifying land that could be considered to be surplus to requirements or provided elsewhere. It is very difficult to 
see how property and land, including a lengthy access from the main road, that is privately owned, some of it listed, 
is well managed and maintained at owners expense, can in any way be described as surplus to requirements (Whose 
requirements) or provided elsewhere. The pockets of green belt within the village seem to be contributing to the 
Chilterns' AONB and as such should be protected by the Chiltern District Council (CDC). In addition, as for example 
between LC and Amersham Common, these pockets of green belt should be preserved to prevent sprawl, 
particularly in respect of potential development for employment.  Q12 - Beel House, understood to be Listed Grade 
2 in 1958, a Georgian Country House, with extensive grounds, including the listed walled garden and nursery and an 
active deer park, appears to be included in the site identified for 'planned area of search for employment 
development'. From a heritage perspective, owners of Beel House since the fifties have included Dirk Bogarde and 
Ozzy Osbourne, respective world famous actor and musician.  Q14 - It seems a little strange that the Chiltern Council 
supported the creation of the Nature Park, formerly part of Snells Farm, when it must have been known that there 
would have been a perceived need to release land for development. This land could have been considered for 
release, as it would not have had any meaningful impact on the surrounding area, having been previously part 
sculpture park (since defunct after the death of the previous owner), an orchard and severely overgrown park land. 
The council must have clearly considered that it was worth preserving this open space, which seems at odds with 
some of the current proposed sites, albeit a worthwhile facility for the local community. To summarise:  • I do NOT 
think LC should be identified as a "Main settlement for Growth".  • I do NOT think LC can accommodate significant 
new developments  • Although I support the notion that development in LC should be only within the current village 
boundaries, I do NOT think that this should include areas of green belt that are within the LC Parish   • I strongly 
believe that CDC should protect the Green Belt in and around LC and should NOT declassify such existing Green belt.   
• I believe that CDC should protect the existing AONB, together with open spaces that enhance AONB  • Although 
my main concern regarding infrastructure is related to road access and parking, I cannot see how the present 
facilities and services, including Healthcare, Education, Train services, Sports and recreation , Social care, Water and 
Waste water can possibly cope with the proposed additional housing and employment developments, without very 
significant infrastructure investment, which would further seriously erode the village nature of LC. 
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Rep1044 
Mrs Tara 
Luckman and 
Rep1045 
Mr Andrew 
Luckman 

I wish to register my support for the proposed gymnastics and cricket facility located at Betjeman Park, Amersham 
HP6 6JQ.  As a local resident with children attending RAANs gymnastics club, I feel strongly that the community and 
in particular our ability to develop young sports men and women would benefit enormously from this facility.   
The club currently runs from overstreched local leisure facilities and is limited in its ability to expand and accept new 
members. Purpose built facilities without pressure from other user groups would resolve this issue and allow the 
club to thrive as a centre of excellence. 

  

Rep1047 
Mr Scott Dodds 

In reference to the Chiltern & South Bucks Local Plan 2014-2016, I would like to strongly object to the proposed 
change to green belt status in the fields adjoining Beaconsfield Rugby club. I strongly believe that it is in the interest 
of the town itself that the land either side of Windsor End used by the Club stays within the green belt and 
continues to provide a sporting facility for local adults and children. The health, social and development benefits of a 
thriving rugby club, with space to accommodate one of the largest mini rugby sections in the county are vital to the 
on-going health of the town and should not be compromised for green belt development. I hope that common 
sense prevails in this plan and the proposed change to green belt is denied. 

  

Rep1048 
Miss Holly 
Luckman 

I wish to register my support for the proposed gymnastics and cricket facility located at Betjeman Park, Amersham 
HP6 6JQ.   I am a member of RAANs gymnastics club, which I love, and I wish some more of my friends could join but 
there are not enough spaces.   The club is in Chesham, but it would be even better if it was in Amersham and if there 
was more space for my mum to watch and for us to park the car. I hope I will get all my gymnastics badges and one 
day compete in the Olympics or the games. 

  

Rep1050 
Mr Daniel 
Freemont 

I would like to express my thoughts on, ‘testing for residential development’.  A plan where the council is looking to 
change green belt land into housing.   I believe a very large area around Quill Hall Farm and Raans Rd is under 
consideration, again.  A report, ‘Delivery Development Plan Document’, dated Feb 2014 stated the Green belt status 
of this area should be not be changed?  Why is it being reconsidered, who is pushing for this, again? 
I am strongly against green belt areas being used for additional housing.  It’ seems an easy option and once it’s gone, 
it’s gone, forever.  What would stop future projects doing it again?  I understand the need for additional homes with 
a growing population but the simple fact is that some areas of the UK are just not able to accommodate the levels of 
housing that has been suggested by central government.  The infrastructure of Amersham and surrounding areas is 
already under strain with the current level of building that is taking place.  I am against more houses on green belt. 

  

Rep1051 
Ms Carmel 
Collins,  Rep1052 

I wish it known that I object to any part of the plan that extends any additional housing onto the current green belt 
area that runs from the Southern edge of Leas Drive, Iver Recreation Ground, Dutton Way, Chequers Orchard and 
Barnes Way, as I feel this area is supporting its role as designated Green Belt land, acts as a boundary for the current 
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Ms Anneliese 
Juriansz and 
Rep1055 
Mrs Andrea Ellis 

housing perimeter and light industry, and that local infrastructure would be unable to successfully support 
additional housing without having a major detrimental impact on the area of Iver village.  I also wish it known that I 
object to any part of the plan that extends any additional housing and light industry onto the area adjacent to Old 
Slade Lane, as I also feel the local infrastructure would be unable to successfully support additional development 
without having a major detrimental impact on the local area of Richings Park. 
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Rep1053 
Mr Johan 
Schulten 

In response to the Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan Initial Consultation (Regulation 18) Incorporating Issues and 
Options (‘The Local Plan’) please see my response to questions 11-12-13-17. I would like to protect areas of Green 
Space within the boundaries of my village detailed in the maps below.   Firstly, I request that the hatched area of 
land presented on page 40 of ‘The Local Plan’ be protected from all future development and any ‘change of use’.   
The potential loss of the AONB and Green Belt in Chalfont St. Giles as presented on page 40 of the 'Plan' would be 
devastating to the local community and the many people who visit Chalfont St. Giles. The history of the area of land 
is of national significance (Oliver Cromwell's troops were stationed in the Stone Meadow after the battle of 
Aylesbury with evidence occasionally discovered). The meadows are in active agricultural use both for grazing and 
growth of feed stock. The area is full of flora, fauna and wildlife including foxes, badgers, red kites and muntjacs 
amongst others. The land is crossed by the Chiltern Way, the 125 miles circular walk around the Chiltern AONB. 
Stratton Chase Drive between Mill Lane and the High Street, locally known as 'Conker Drive', and the Woods 
surrounding it on the East side is the most frequently used walking route for dog walkers, horse riders and families 
on a day out in the local area. The river Misbourne flows beautifully in this part of the county as the result of 
significant volunteering work by local people. Development of this area of land in Chalfont St. Giles would have 
consequences for the local heritage that are just too devastating to even begin to describe. If Green Belt and AONB 
designations were ever designed to protect local areas of significant heritage then surely this area of land in 
Chalfont St. Giles would be precisely that.  Secondly, I would also like the Lower Stone Meadow where Chalfont St. 
Giles hosts its Annual Show in September and where Guy Fawkes Night is celebrated in autumn each year to be 
equally protected from any future development or change of use.   I request that the Chiltern District Council as 
owner of significant pieces of land on page 40 of 'The Local Plan' and the Lower Stone Meadow impose binding and 
legal covenants on their titles of land that bind Chiltern District Council to protect the land it owns for the good of 
the village and to never allow development of any kind, on any scale, including but not exclusively housing, 
commercial buildings or offices.   Lastly the entire area on page 40 of 'The Local Plan' and Lower Stone Meadow 
functioned as an effective flood protection zone two years ago when the village suffered from one of its worst 
flooding in recent history. Developing this land seems truly foolish in that context bearing in mind the still unknown 
consequences for future risks of groundwater flooding from HS2 constructing their tunnel underneath the land on 
page 40 of 'The Local Plan'. 

  

Rep1054 
Mr & Mrs 
Reginald Denby 

Developments such as this can only destroy the village which is already being slowly spoilt for the future generations 
To even consider building on the meadow would be the wrong this area is a flood plane. 
yes we have to have more housing Not in the centre of this ancient village which must be preserved this is part of 
English heritage.  when you do increase homes on the perimeters ensure their is the infrastructure in place first. 
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Rep1056 
Mrs Sandra Finan 

I don't normally make a stand about issues, but I cannot believe these areas around Little Chalfont are being 
considered for redevelopment for work /homes. Little Chalfont cannot cope with the amount of traffic as it is and 
overflow from White Lion Road often overflows onto Elizabeth Avenue. Too much traffic and insufficient safe places 
to park cars.  Our schools are not big enough to expand for more children and you have to wait 1-2 weeks for a 
doctor's appointment as it is, how can increasing the population be a good thing. Having recently got a dog I'm 
loving the fields and woodlands we have to walk and enjoy our area, this will decrease, the roads will be busier and 
the area as a whole will become far less safe to walk.   Why can't the council spend some money on things we do 
need, more lighting, safer walkways, lighting under the railway bridge. Our doctor's surgery is great but it definitely 
cannot cope with more people.   We're lucky to live here at the moment, beautiful scenery, easy to commute to 
London, but increase the population and the trains, roadways, schools etc just won't be able to cope.  Please 
reconsider. 

  

Rep1057 
Mr Jeremy 
Houdret 

I am pleased to answer Questions outlined in your appraisal shown regarding the HELAA, and Development 
Options in Green Belt and the Green Belt Assessment.   have considered carefully all the documentary evidence that 
has been sought, and remember most of the  concepts from my time as Planning Policy Portfolio Holder for South 
Bucks District Council. My regret is that I did not persuade officers and Councillors to permit the 459 dwellings per 
year that were required to fulfill the plan for 2006 to 2016. The result of around 90 dwellings per year has now been 
shown as far too few for the Community of South Bucks. With few homes to downsize to, older folk are staying put. 
With no starter homes to move into, new folk - doctors, nurses, police, fire officers, teachers, and many other much 
needed workforce, have no options but to either move into very overcrowded Slough or move out of the area.  It is 
down to us now to react positively to this need- without destroying the outstanding areas around us of Green Belt, 
Outstanding Natural Beauty, Games Fields, Conservation Areas, and yet retaining the needs to have places of work 
and light industry. No use creating an additional dwelling quota and removing the places to work, meaning new 
residents have to travel to find employment, chocking the overcrowded roads and railways.  My responses to 
Sections 3.2 and 3.3 are as follows: QI I agree the defenitions proposed. Q2 -Q3 I am shocked that by using 
Ove_Amp to carry out your local area appraisal you have suggested parcels of land that are wholly inappropriate for 
consideration for Development in the Farnhams and Stoke Poges areas. Ove Arup can know nothing of the particular 
circumstances of land in the area, and historically their surveys have been unable to create a balance against local 
requirements. The suggestion that Farnham Park Playing Fields might provide suitable development land is 
destructive to the Community, and all who use the land which now boasts an International Standard soft ball and 
baseball field let alone rugby, football and cricket fields.  There are at least 2 alternatives for general development 
and retirement accommodation which should be considered and would be available in the 2016-2036 window. 
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Q4 I agree totally with the proposed scale of development required and the reasons for those needs, however I 
am against the sites proposed because there are suitable alternatives. Q5 -6 The prospect of including sites of 
Special Scientific Interest, of Community need, of AONB, of Green Belt falling into the 5 Categories now suggested 
by the NPPF as worth retaining, when there are other options, is totally unacceptable. I ask you to look at Appendix 
4 when reviewing this statement. Q7 Not surprised that these needs are so large. Had the Authority and its 
Councillors woken up and released unused land ten years ago this would not be so bad now. Q8 Is asking how to 
help deal with Affordable and Social Housing needs. Implement hard and fast criteria for all sites greater than 4 
dwellings to provide these needs as a % of the development. With no CIL in place, ensure that substantial Section 
106 payments assist the Authority in building its own Social Affordable homes on released land in its control. 
Further, to continue to allow very large dwellings to be demolished to make way for 2 or 3 equally large dwellings, 
out of the financial reach of the people we need to be in our villages in the southern part of South Bucks (ie south of 
the M40), is only exacerbating the problem. Should one large house be proposed for demolition, let there be 5 
reasonable sized - and priced - houses instead. This requires integrated working with developers, and fair dealing on 
CIL/Section 106. Grant more consents for multioccupancy dwellings, staggered terraced, appartments, etc. 
Ql0 This is all down to granting consents for suitable dwellings. Failure to be flexible and allow sensible growth will 
eventually be challenged and huge developments will then take hold of our lovely villages. An example of lack of 
using an opportunity is to have granted outline consent for only 3 dwellings at the Wyevale Garden centre site in 
Crown Lane Famham Royal. This Green Belt location would have been suitable for a semi-detached and staggered 
terrace development of 12 to 15 dwellings and some would have suited first time buyers, with assistance from the 
developer as part of the planning permission. South of that Wyevale Garden Centre is a scrap car yard (with 
outstanding unenforced Enforcement Notices) covering several acres. South of that are more than 4 hectares of 
land which would be ideally suited to removal from the Green Belt since they fulfill none of the 5 main criteria for 
GB retention. Instead of putting the Famham Park Playing Fields under threat, (and they are supposed to be subject 
to a Restrictive Covenant from their original donor for use only as Playing areas), the fields between Blackpond Lane 
and Crown Lane Famham Royal are ideal for development during the period 20 16/2036, both from highways issues, 
for location, for not affecting anyone else, and for current derelict condition, or illegal use and subject to 
unenforced Notices. Q13 We MUST keep Famham Park Playing Fields free from threat. There is a genuine fear that 
allowing them to be available would open the door to Slough Borough Council taking over South Bucks up to the 
M40. I agree with the criteria in 79-82 of the NPPF on GB policies and the potential release of sites inappropriate 
locations for the right reasons, such as retirement accommodation and affordable first time buyer dwellings. 
A proposal was put forward in 2010 to permit the South Bucks Boundary with Slough which is an important 
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Green Belt buffer zone, to be varied so that the actual buffer ran between the Woodland Trust woods to the 
west of Farnham Road, across to the old wooded disused quarry (the Dell) at the east side of Famham Road 
(south of Church Road), through the St Mary’s Church yard and down over 2.5 hectares of 4 older dwellings (2 
listed) forming a Conservation area, before the Green Belt continues across Stoke Park Golf Club grounds. The 
released land to the south of this revised Buffer Zone could now provide 34 retirement cottages, some shared 
equity and affordable with warden control, in an ideal location for highways, doctors, shopping, and as a 
permanent defence against the inexorable move northwards of Slough. Now is the time to revisit this location as 
a suitable homes provider.  In essence this review is a golden opportunity to ensure the right types of homes are 
supplied for the growing population of our villages, as the young adult generation of 1985/1995 birthdates, wish to 
leave family homes but stay in the area they know and in which they were born. Failure to deal with this need 10 
years ago has led to the problem being worse now. But this does not mean following the Ove Arup proposal to allow 
to be released Famham Park Playing Fields, nor the fields to the south of Stoke Poges at the corner of Church Lane. 
Nere the fields to the north of Church Lane leading towards Stoke Poges are far more appropriate and less 
likely to have a detrimental effect on local highways issues, or other dwellings. Should the proposed Stoke 
Poges land be considered, it could only be used for large expensive homes in keeping with those already in the 
locality without setting a presedence for over intensive use of the land. In summary:- Release appropriate Green 
Belt to provide suitable mixed development sites as outlined in the Local Plan. Do NOT release those proposed by 
Ove Amp. Consider the sites I propose. 

Rep1058 
Mr Martin 
Scottow 

I wish to add my objections to the proposed plan for change of designation of the green belt area in Chalfont St Giles 
and the proposed building of up to 500 houses on the site.  I am sure that if an ordinary developer was to make the 
application it would be rejected but not it seems if it comes from the council.  I have lived in Chalfont St Giles all my 
life ( as did my mother and her mother before her)  and know how that area regularly floods and understand that it 
is designated a flood plain. If the plans went ahead who would buy a house there knowing they would find it difficult 
if not impossible to get insurance with the prospect of having damage to the property every few years. It would end 
up a white elephant having cost the local people ( because no matter if the cost was bourne by the council we as tax 
payers always end up paying) millions of pounds.  The change from green to brown belt is another worrying aspect 
as it would appear that the only reason for changing it is for financial gain.   I strongly suggest that the applications 
are rejected and another ( more appropriate) site is found if the council are set on continuing on this route. 
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Rep1059 
Mr Michael Wood 
President 
Beaconsfield 
Rugby Football 
Club 

On behalf of Beaconsfield Rugby Club I write in response to the draft proposals in the 20 year plan for South 
Bucks/Chiltern.  Beaconsfield Rugby Club was founded in 1952 and has been providing rugby, sporting and social 
activities on its ground - Oak Lodge Meadow (Grid Ref SU9478189697) and subsequently on the adjoining Cross 
Lane pitches (Grid Ref SU9495389526).  Beaconsfield has been playing rugby continuously at Oak Lodge Meadow for 
the past 64 years.  Over this time the club has become an integral part of the athletic, social and community life of 
Beaconsfield and its surrounding areas.  The club has 135 senior players and non-playing members, together with 
650+ mini and youth boys, girls and parents.  It regularly fields 3 adult teams.  The senior side plays in the RFU 
Southern Counties North Division.  We have a full fixture list from September to April and play on Saturdays.  In 
many cases there are three generations of the same local family involved simultaneously in the Club.  The Club 
operates a very significant programme for youngsters - boys and girls - from the age of 6 - 18, after which it is hoped 
they join the senior teams.  There are regularly up to 600+ youth and minis spread across Oak Lodge Meadow and 
the adjoining Cross Lane pitches on a Sunday.  Beaconsfield Rugby Club has by far the largest youth and mini section 
in Bucks and one of the largest in the whole of the UK.  Each age group has its own infrastructure comprising of 
qualified coaches, administrators and first aiders, all overlooked by our Child Protection Officer.  The children are of 
course accompanied by their parents, who themselves enjoy the community interaction.  They frequently organise 
age group events using the club amenities.  The Club run two Mini Tournaments in a season inviting other Clubs.  
These are particularly popular as they are for Clubs B and C teams who do not often get the opportunity to play in 
tournaments.  In addition the club hosts many community events.  For example this year we are hosting the 
Beaconsfield Mayors Beer Festival and the Queens Birthday Beacon.  Over the years the club has helped to host 
many such events.  We have the US Navy Rugby Team using our Club as a training base this weekend.  Beaconsfield 
Rugby Club wishes to continue to thrive.  We have recently extended our social area and improved our ladies toilet 
facilities to include a disabled toilet.  Future plans are to improve our medical facilities, changing rooms, showering 
facilities, physio room and provide full facilities for a mixed gender sport.  To make this happen the Club will need to 
raise significant funding which it is well capable of doing.  To do so would require absolute security as far as the 
playing areas are concerned.  Without that security there is a significant risk that the club will 'wither on the vine'.  A 
rugby club with just a clubhouse and no pitches to play on is obviously not viable.  To maintain the unique character 
of Beaconsfield Old Town we would wish to see the green belt status of Oak Lodge Meadow and the adjacent Cross 
Lane field maintained in its current status as a sport and recreation facility.  The Club would welcome the 
opportunity to sit down with the Planning Department to discuss the above further. 
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Rep1060 
Miss Aude Pantel 
Planning Policy 
Officer 
Wycombe District 
Council 

Thank you for your recent emails highlighting the above consultation and inviting us to respond.   Wycombe District 
Council (WDC) welcomes the consultation and the opportunity to comment on the Joint Local Plan initial (Reg 18) 
consultation including issues and options. As we are working on our own new Local Plan to 2033 and as part of the 
Duty to Co-operate regime, we are very keen to continue to develop strong joint working and positive, constructive 
engagement with yourselves and other local planning authorities in the area to enable positive outcomes in 
strategic plan-making to be achieved.   Therefore, as a neighbouring authority of Chiltern and South Bucks Districts, 
we look forward to working with you more closely on these planning issues over the coming months and we very 
much welcome the progress that we have been making on addressing strategic issues between our authorities. 
Where we are doing joint working, we are keen to ensure that we work following common methodologies.  In the 
meantime, we do have some specific comments about the Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan Initial (regulation 18) 
Consultation including Issues and Options. • We have discussed in the past that the plan period would benefit from 
being aligned with that of WDC and AVDC so that local plans within the best fit Housing Market Area and Functional 
Economic Market Area are working to a consistent plan period in terms of strategic issues, but note that you have 
retained a plan period ending in 2036. Given the potential for unmet needs in the joint plan area, any resolution of 
unmet needs will need to be based on a plan period ending in 2033 as you are seeking unmet needs to be met in 
authorities with plan periods running to 2033. Appropriate adjustments to the need figures will be required.  
• In terms of the HELAAs for the two authorities, including the recently published South Bucks one,  we welcome the 
engagement we have had so far and will continue to act as a critical friend. We will come back with more specific 
comments on the HELAAs separately as part of our ongoing joint working. • In terms of the Green Belt sites options, 
we welcome a joint site assessment methodology for GB assessment part 2. • We note in this consultation 
document that some of the sites recommended by ARUP for taking to stage 2 have been missed out from the 
consultation. We understand that you have excluded areas where either development is well advance or where 
constraints would severely limit or prevent development. We will be seeking to understand this in more details, as 
well as the methodology used for identifying additional Green Belt site options through ongoing discussions 
amongst the Buckinghamshire authorities. • In terms of potential unmet needs, we are aware of your recent 
response to the AVDC consultation and will want this to be explored in more detail through the strategic options set 
out in the plan and our ongoing joint working. Paragraph 4.12 indicates that the two Councils will want to explore 
options for Wycombe amongst other authorities to take unmet needs from Chiltern/South Bucks. You will be aware 
that based on current information that we have shared we do not believe there is scope for this as there are likely to 
be unmet needs in Wycombe District also, which clearly will also need to be tested. • Clearly at this stage given the 
unmet needs of the joint plan area you will want to explore all reasonable options that are consistent with national 
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planning policy and joint working agreements. In relation to the sub-options in Option K concerning employment 
land we will clearly want to explore with the Councils the implications for employment land supply across the wider 
functional economic market area.   • In relation to Gypsy and Travellers we welcome the options to meet your 
needs in your plan area. However we believe the figures used should be that of the Buckinghamshire GTAA 2014 
update which now identifies needs for the period 2013 -2028. This amounts to 56 pitches for travellers and 17 plots 
for travelling showpeople from 2013 to 2028. This will of course have to be updated to take account of the new 
assessment when the findings emerge. • Appendix 2 paragraph f - We note that you are suggesting that some of the 
land identified through the Green Belt assessment for release could be safeguarded to meet needs beyond the plan 
period. Whilst we understand that the NPPF encourages such an approach when Green Belt boundaries are being 
reviewed, this can only realistically apply where an authority is meeting its full objectively assessed needs, which 
appears unlikely to be the case in the CDC/SBDC Joint Plan. If the Green Belt assessment and subsequent site 
assessment identifies suitable sites to be developable i.e. have reasonable prospects of delivery during the plan 
period, they should be allocated to contribute to meet the CDC and SBDC combined OAN within the plan period. 
Alternatively sites should not be proposed for release if they are not deliverable within the plan period. There would 
need to be clear evidence why any safeguarded land proposed could not be delivered within the plan period. . It 
would be helpful to more clearly understand potential infrastructure or timing constraints in relation to key sites for 
both the CDC/SBDC Joint Plan and Wycombe’s emerging plan as part of our ongoing joint working. I trust that you 
find these comments helpful and we look forward to continuing to work with you closely. 

Rep1061 
Mr William 
Forrest 

I wish to object to the possible designation of land for employment as shown on the Chalfont St Peter and Gerrards 
Cross map in Appendix 5, Areas of Search for Strategic Employment Options within the Green Belt listed in the Local 
Plan "Initial Consultation (Regulation 18), Incoporting Issues and Options", document.   Part of the proposal would 
destroy both the Chalfont St Peter Cricket Ground and Gerrards Cross Golf Course. resulting in the significant loss of 
Important Sporting and Recreational Amenities for both the local and the wider South Bucks areas.  Although there 
is currently some development within the proposed area, the use of the Green Belt space for recreactional facilities 
is entirely appropriate. The proposal outlined for employment development will destroy this Important Recreational 
Space, and is completely agains the principles of the Green Belt and Government policy. There are no Special Local 
Gircumstances for the inclusion of these important recreational facilities within the plan.   The proposed 
development area is in The Colne Valley Park and would destroy the biodiversity of the area, including the protected 
species of Water Voles.  A large part of the area is in a flood plain and most of the area is not suitable for 
commercial or residential development due to the marshy nature of the ground.  I trust these points will be taken 
into consideration when the plan is being considered further. 
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Rep1062 
 Caitlin Walker 

I am a pupil at Little Chalfont Primary School, aged 10. I want you to know that I don’t agree with your plans for 
Little Chalfont. It will destroy our village by:  · Causing a lot of travel problems.  · Parking problems.  · Making you 
late for work which makes people lose their jobs.  · Destroying the park where lots of children and families go for 
sport and to play.  · Little Chalfont will have to change its name to Huge Chalfont. 

  

Rep1063 
Mr Jonathan 
Andrews 

As a user of the facilities of the Beaconsfield RFC I would like to object to the plans to develop the land used by the 
Club on the following grounds:  loss of green belt land,  amenity space,  detrimental impact on the club and 
community it supports,  impact on traffic levels the corresponding pressure on the supporting infrastructure such as 
schools, roads, doctors etc. 

  

Rep1064 
Mr Irvin 
Thobourne 

I wish it known that I object to any part of the plan that extends any additional housing onto the current green belt 
area that runs from the Southern edge of Leas Drive, Iver Recreation Ground, Dutton Way, Chequers Orchard and 
Barnes Way, as I feel this area is supporting its role as designated Green Belt land, acts as a boundary for the current 
housing perimeter and light industry, and that local infrastructure would be unable to successfully support 
additional housing without having a major detrimental impact on the area of Iver village.  I also wish it known that I 
object to any part of the plan that extends any additional housing and light industry onto the area adjacent to Old 
Slade Lane, as I also feel the local infrastructure would be unable to successfully support additional development 
without having a major detrimental impact on the local area of Richings Park. 

  

Rep1065 
Mr Adam Collier 

I see in the consultation document that an area of Beaconsfield currently used as playing fields (mainly by the rugby 
club) have been earmarked as a possible area in which to build additional housing. I have two significant concerns 
about this - 1) the location is not particularly suitable for housing due to proximity to the M40 motorway 2) the loss 
of the playing fields would have a significant impact on the large numbers of people, particularly children, who use 
this facility each week (several hundred) and benefits in terms of teamwork and health and fitness. Any approved 
plan would need to include the replacement of the playing fields with an equivalent facility. 

  

Rep1066 
Mr Benjamin 
Waddington 

Area 69 contains mature oak and beech trees .Sections were offered for sale to residents of Howard's Wood Drive a 
few years ago. I agreed the price for my section and appointed a solicitor for the transaction. I heard no more from 
the current owners.  Apart from the value of the woods as a wild life sanctuary, consideration should be given to 
tree preservation orders.  Encroachment on the green belt is undesirable. 

  



Classification: OFFICIAL 
 

644 
 
Classification: OFFICIAL 

Name Summary of Representation 
Council Response (see also 

Volume 1 for generic response) 

Rep1067 
Mrs Julia Massey 

Development needs in Chiltern and South Bucks Districts 2016-2036. 1. Supply of employment land specifically in 
Gerrards Cross - I understand that you might need to look at employment land in Gerrards Cross but you must not 
lose site of the fact that Gerrards Cross is a COMMUTER TOWN. Historically it grew when the railway came to the 
town and many residents (like myself) commute into London every day. Therefore employment land is most likely to 
be for products and services supporting the commuter workforce eg doctors, dentists, layers, architects, restaurants 
and retail. It’s not going to be factories.  We already have plenty of office space and EMPTY office space in the town 
so I’m not sure why there is a need to create more.   Office space has been consistently empty on Station Rd and 
Marsham Way for at least 15 years and much of it has been, or is in the process of being, converted to apartments 
to make more economic use of the space. The multi storey office block on Station Rd has 13,000 sq ft for rent and 
has been empty or half used for at least 10 years.   A recent search for offices to let/rent in Gerrards Cross has 
revealed that  there are 12800 sq feet of office space, plus an additional 55 to 1980 sq ft of  serviced office space to 
rent in Chalfont Park, 5000 - 9816 sq ft of office space to rent at Phoenix House, Oxford Road, Denham, SL9 7AP, 
4026 sq tf of office space to rent at 2-4 Packhorse Road, Gerrards Cross, SL9  7QE, 100 - 464 sq ft of office space at 
34 Packhorse Road, Hampton House, Gerrards Cross, SL9 7DG, 10,000 sq ft  of office space on Oak End Way. The 
grand total is 39,086 sq ft To summarise we are not an industrial town, we are a commuter town and We don’t need 
any more office space – it will only be left empty! 2. Opportunity for adding vitality to the town through new activity 
such as business start ups - Gerrards Cross is in principle a good place to create a new business development centre. 
We are close to major universities in London and Oxford and much more affordable than central London. We have 
excellent travel links located as we are at the junction of the M25 and M40 and close to Heathrow. As part of the 
Joint Local Plan the Chiltern District Council might want to consider setting up a study group to develop this idea. 
3. Plans for development of land parcel 57A - The plan is to use this land for employment space. I do not agree with 
this for the following reasons:  1. The lose of trees would increase pollution – the trees “mop up” polltion 
2. The lose of the tress would increasse noise lvels from the A413 and M25. Already if the wind is blowing in a 
certain direction we in North Park get noise pollution, losing the trees would make it worse.  3. There is an area tree 
preservation order on this land TPO12950.  4. The area of land is on a slope which absorbs water draining from 
North Park and Lower Road. If you build on 57A it will only make floofing in 57B worse.  5. As I explained in the 
above question one we don’t need any more offices Question 5:   In Gerrards Cross there is considerable 
opportunity to exploit option A (More efficient use of land by increasing building density and heights for private 
homes). This has been very successful in the past.  1. South Park View has recently been developed for 30 
apartments and 4 town houses where there were previously about 8 houses.   2. In South Park Drive 6 apartments 
and 4 town houses are under construction where there was one house before. Four semi detached houses have just 
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been finished where there was previously one dwelling. 3. North Park Extension has a new apartment block where 
there was one house before  to add to the recent development of ….  4. There are two new infill high density 
construction projects on South Park Crescent, one for 8 apartments and one for 5 apartments.  5. There are a total 
of 24 apartments under construction on Station Rd. 6. Over the last 15 years many of the houses on Packhorse Rd., 
Station Rd and South Park has been converted to apartments and town houses and there are more opportunities 
left in all of these areas.  The economics driving this are very powerful and, handled properly in Gerrards Cross we 
can promote this kind of development to help avoid a lot of development on our local green belt. If the market is 
allowed to work as it has in the recent past and based on the numbers above (which are incomplete for Gerrards 
Cross as a whole) a back of the envelope estimate would be approximately 2-300 homes could be added in this way 
over the life of this plan. In my view this should be a high priority and could be Phase One of the growth plan before 
implementing the Built area extensions in the plan.  Question 6:  Why not do a review of the high street and see if 
there any empty spaces that could be converted to flats or adding flats upstairs Question 10: Many elderly in the 
town sell their large family homes and  downsize and move into apartments, so I think this is covered. Question 13:  
I wish to nominate Map reference 57A  for special protection because of its health benefits.  It should already have 
special protection because of the existence of an area tree preservation order, ref TPIO12950.  This is a long heavily 
treed 20 acre wood that runs between Lower Road and the A413 bypass and provides a ‘green lung’ which mops up 
pollution from vehicular traffic on the A413 and increasingly from traffic using Lower Road as a rat run.   Trees are 
well known for absorbing from the air carbon dioxide (CO2), sulphur dioxide (SO2), nitrous oxides (NOX) and other 
pollutants such as airborne particles (PM10) as well as producing oxygen. The role of vegetation in mitigating the 
effects of air pollution has been highlighted as one major potential benefit of urban green space because it reduces 
the incidence of respiratory illness. This is a serious issue as recent evidence has shown that there are 30,000 deaths 
a year in the UK from pollution- related illnesses.  Air pollution has also been shown to cause low birth weight in 
infants. In view of the fact that the UK is currently failing to meet EU standards on clean air in the Home Counties 
and is being sued in the civil courts, it makes sense to afford this green lung special protection.   In addition to this 
important health benefit, the trees absorb noise from the bypass and the M25 improving the ambient environment. 
Question 16.   Infrastructure is very important. If we increase the population via growth in housing support 
infrastructure has to grow too, ie doctors, dentists and parking.  Are our doctors already at full capacity?  Is our 
parking adequate for what we already have? One of the reasons our high street isn’t thriving is because the parking 
is so poor. Marlow in Bucks is a great example of a high street supported by state of the art and adequate parking. 
GX does not have this. Parking space isn’t enough if it was then it would encourage great retail and people would 
come to GX for a special shopping trip. 
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Rep1068 
Mr Matthew 
Rudden 

Firstly, I don't believe six weeks is anywhere near enough time to review all of the documents available. I was only 
recently made aware of this, I don't believe it has been widely publicised.  I have some concerns over who and how 
the initial HEDNA was develeped and whether there was consultation allowed for here.  It would be good to know 
what is deemed to be the gap between existing land available for development and what is required; the 
establishment of green belt was made to prevent urban spread and protect the key environment however, this 
seems to be a key part of the strategy to 're-evaluate' green belt. This effectively nullifies green belt as a term. is 
that what we want for our future? AONB and SSS are also under attack.  Specifically, my objections relate to the 
parcel's of land identified in Prestwood. An existing development has already been rejected several times at this 
location, on the grounds of unsuitability in many areas, but specifically around the lack of infrastructure to support 
it, however, now it seems the idea is to build an even bigger development. How does this make sense? There are 
major issues around road access and quality, lack of schools directly for the area, doctors surgeries, pharmacists, 
retail opportunities. Example, in Prestwood, a Sainsbury's local was opened, but the infrastructure to support has 
never followed, it is dangerous and stressful to use. People who have lived in Prestwood for many years cite the 
example of the Lodge lane site which has stretched and overcome the educational establishments, meaning easy to 
reach local schooling has never been addressed. Distance from the proposed development(s) to the infants’ school 
is a long way for little legs. This will mean more people parking on Moat Lane and Chequers Lane at 9am and 3pm. 
The two roads are a “no-go area” for non-school traffic at those hours now.  Then there are the questions of public 
transport (buses once a half-hour, daytime only), and street-lighting and road maintenance (non-existent).  And 
what about commercially provided services? The developers should be reminded that we are on the periphery of 
our District Council area. Do they know we now have to travel six miles to fill up our cars with petrol? And, unless 
we are with a bank with depositing facilities at the post office, even further to deposit cash or a cheque?  This is a 
snapshot of the concerns I have 

  

Rep1069 
Mr Myles 
Shevlane 

As a parent of a growing family we have enjoyed both formal play - weekly rugby and informal,play on the area that 
you are suggesting goes to residential building - the area is a key focal point in the area and needs to be retained as 
such.  The rugby club is an essential area for the community - we need areas for communal sports.  More residents 
will impact the already congested roads in the area which are already in a poor state with pot holes that are 
unacceptable.  The amount of local state school places is already at breaking point and wait times for doctors and 
other local services unacceptable - there is no viable reason for further development other than a greedy council !!! 
keep the area green belt for our future - once changed you can not get it back !!!! 
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Rep1070 
Miss Clare White 

I wish it known that I object to any part of the plan that extends any additional housing onto the current green belt 
area that runs from the Southern edge of Leas Drive, Iver Recreation Ground, Dutton Way, Chequers Orchard and 
Barnes Way, as I feel this area is supporting its role as designated Green Belt land, acts as a boundary for the current 
housing perimeter and light industry, and that local infrastructure would be unable to successfully support 
additional housing without having a major detrimental impact on the area of Iver village.  I also wish it known that I 
object to any part of the plan that extends any additional housing and light industry onto the area adjacent to Old 
Slade Lane, as I also feel the local infrastructure would be unable to successfully support additional development 
without having a major detrimental impact on the local area of Richings Park. 

  

Rep1071 
Mr Peter Leather 

Q1. South Bucks is an area with relatively little industrial or commercial activity. Office space has been left empty for 
years, demonstrating that there is no need for additional premises. Additional housing would therefore be largely 
for those commuting elsewhere. Any additional traffic in Gerrards Cross would add to existing traffic problems. Car 
parks are already overflowing and local roads parked up with the vehicles of commuters.  Further needs 
assessments must be made on the provision of schooling, medical services, utilities and impact of additional 
population on the environment, already at risk from the M25 and M40. Q2/3. It is important not to invade the 
current Green Belt. Unused office space should be converted into residential usage, possibly to provide affordable 
housing. Land already owned by developers must be made use of, along with possible brownfield sites. Q4. It is 
essential that our Green Belt is maintained. Otherwise our towns will to merge and the character of the area lost in 
suburban sprawl.  Q5. Option A is the priority. Options G and H should then be considered. Q 6. Parcel 47B should 
not be considered for development. It is currently Green belt, it was recommended by Arup that the area not be 
developed. An ANS lies on the east of the site and any development would negatively impact the landscape of the 
area, its cultural value and change the area from largely rural to urban! Q7. There is a need in the area for affordable 
housing. Otherwise Gerrards Cross will become ever more a town of wealthy inhabitants and older people, with 
little opportunity for younger people to buy because of high house prices. Q8. Utilise unused office space for 
affordable housing. Q9. Wapseys Wood travellers site already exists on the A40. Q10. Gerrards Cross already has 
several private care homes. I am unaware if there is a council run care home or if the council funds local residents at 
any of the local homes. If not, there must be a need. Q11/12.  Bulstrode Park, the Camp and the two commons in 
Gerrards Cross are clearly major heritage assets which contribute significantly to our sense of place. Bulstrode Park 
will inevitably be adversely affected by any building along the A40.  Q13. No comment Q14. Local planning 
authorities should be mandated to put time limits on planning applications in order to compel developers to utilise 
their land bank. Q15. No Q16. More information is required before commenting on the CIL.  Medical services for 
Gerrards Cross are currently provided by surgeries in Chalfont St Peter. They would be overwhelmed by an influx of 
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new residents. The same is true in respect of utilities, schools, roads, shops, in fact all facets of life in GX. 
Q17. None 

Rep1072 
Mrs Croline 
Benge 

I am not in favour of development on Farnham Park Playing Fields because sports facilities, fresh air and exercise are 
a vital necessity for the health and wellbeing of our nation, as stated frequently in the national press.  Also a band of 
green helps separate urban Slough with the more rural and village quality of life to the north, where houses are built 
in the high price bracket because of these qualities.  Houses are continually being built on existing gardens of large 
homes with both back filling and side filling as seen opposite us on Beaconsfield Rd for example.  As working families 
no longer have time for large gardens this makes sense, but not on playing fields.  We do need more affordable 
housing and also small retirement homes to maintain a natural balance and quality of life.  Just to build 'mansions' is 
a moral disgrace and one wonders what the motives for this are. 

  

Rep1073 
Mrs Danielle 
Beukes 

In response to the Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan Initial Consultation (Regulation 18) incorporating issues and 
Options ('The Local Plan') please see my response to questions 11-12-13-17. I would like to protect areas of Green 
Space within the boundaries of my village detailed in the maps below.  Firstly, I request that the Hatched area of 
land owned by Chiltern District Council, presented on p40 of The Plan' (commonly known as Upper Stone Meadow) 
be protected from all future development and any 'change of use'.  Secondly I would like to extend the Hatched area 
in Fig 1.1 and incorporate the area more commonly known as Lower Stone Meadow.  Both Upper and Lower Stone 
Meadow above in Purple (Fig 1.2) are currently owned by Chiltern District Council see Ordinance Survey Map 
reference SU9993NW. Land Registry Title Number BM294098.  I request the land in fig 1.2 have a binding and legal 
covenant imposed on it that binds Chiltern District Council to protect it for the good of the village and to never allow 
development of any kind, on any scale, including but not exclusively housing, commercial buildings or offices. 
My supporting evidence is that fig 1.2 highlights land already recognised as An Area of National Interest. It contains 
a rare and precious chalk stream, wildlife, flora and fauna, and fulfils its existing classification as An Area Of 
Outstanding Natural Beauty in Green Belt. It is physically unsuitable for any development as it is on a flood plain, 
above the proposed H52 Tunnel, in an area safeguarded by HS2 and therefore not deliverable before 2036. 

  

Rep1074 
Mr William 
Futcher 

Little Chalfont  - Development of the Green Belt.   I am, and have been for thirty years, a resident of Little Chalfont. I 
chose to live in Little Chalfont as it offered a village development with excellent public transport access to London 
and an expanding road network to the rest of the country. Within those thirty years the area surrounding the village 
has been designated Green Belt and thereby prevented :-  - the enlargement of the village beyond long established 
boundaries   - the merging of Little Chalfont into neighbouring towns – particularly Amersham.   - encroachment into 
wooded areas and into farmland and has therefore development has been consistent with the purposes of the 
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Green Belt.  During the past thirty years I have seen the development of a significant number of new residential and 
employment developments.  The residential development was for many years concentrated on the development of 
new properties within the gardens of existing housing. These developments have increased the density of housing 
and significantly increased the resident population.  More recently two larger developments – Latimer Sawmills and 
Burtons Lane - have been agreed and the percentage level of increase in the numbers of houses and residents has 
now exceeded that experienced and completed in adjacent and nearby towns.  The employment development has 
also been considerable – some of which has either not been occupied or many months or years have elapsed before 
occupancy has been secured. This would suggest that the demand for more employment land is limited.  The Green 
Belt surrounding Little Chalfont is within a designated Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty and justifiably meets the 
purpose of AONB designation. The area is visited by and enjoyed by many people, most of whom reside outside the 
Chiltern District.  Chiltern District Council should not accept, nor support the designation of Little Chalfont as a Main 
Settlement for Growth. The Green Belt should be maintained as it is currently designated. Nothing should be built 
that will compromise the views and landscape within the designated Area of Outstanding National Beauty.   The 
demand for additional housing is a national problem, and the demand is created by unchecked immigration - a 
problem that should be dealt with before the number of houses needed is incorporated into the Development Plan.  
Further increases in housing and/or business development should be rejected as the existing infrastructure of Little 
Chalfont is already under considerable strain. The  population is ageing and requiring healthcare and social care 
support – the current healthcare resources are over subscribed and are unable to meet the current demand. No 
further development that would add to the demand for health services should be allowed.   Many commuters from 
adjacent towns are using Little Chalfont as a travel hub and this places a heavy load upon the road structure and 
facilities for parking. Any development along the Chess valley would add considerably to the number of vehicles and 
would require the conversion of rural roads into major traffic arteries Increasingly commuters are parking in 
residential streets throughout the day, requiring expansion of no parking restrictions to the detriment of residents. 
Some of the Green Belt land surrounding Little Chalfont that is identified for consideration for a change of status has 
already been targeted by unscrupulous speculators that have purchased Green Belt land and has on sold it in small 
parcels to greedy individuals who anticipate a sizeable increased value of the land should any change of use be 
countenanced. Those that have so subscribed should not be rewarded.  I consider the Chiltern District Council 
should not provide for Growth in Little Chalfont, and should reject any further significant New Developments in or 
around Little Chalfont. 
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Rep1075 
Mr Ravi Takhar 
M.D. 
ART Hotels (UK0 
Ltd 

lagree with the policy because alldistricts and councils are inter-related both geographically and financially they all 
rely on each others transport links and therefore the best fit policy should take precedent over many other 
considerations. For instance, a greater demand for housing is going to be created by Cross rail coming to Slough, 
Heathrow expansion towards Slough, Wexham park Hospital, and The Pinewood Studios nearby. Therefore, it would 
make sense to allow expansion closer to these areas of increased economic activity. Question 2 - At this stage, I 
would assume that the councils will explore all in-filling and brownfield sites first and see what housing 
shortfallarises. That shortfall can then be measured across the HELAA sites.  Not allthe HELAA sites are suitable for 
the type of housing shortfallthe government and councils are trying to target.  Any greenbelt release and 
subsequent development is going to meet huge resistance, so suitable HELAA sites should be chosen on the basis of 
suitability for social housing and affordable housing first, and then on the surrounding infrastructure that supports 
it, proximity to roads, trains, schools, hospitals, employment etc.  Sites should then be assessed on their 
deliverability by 2036. I truly believe that the MiddleGreen and Wexham Park Lane sites in Slough, close to Wexham 
park Hospital, provides the most obvious solutions. The latter being the most suitable because it is surrounded by 
decent roads, schools, hospital, doctors surgery, and accessible to employment areas and transport hubs. The 
currently Tarmac owned site already has a number of inroads into the site, and has already been through 
environmental assessments.  The Pinewood Hotelsites is an already developed hotelsite and could provide further 
residential accommodation as wellas extra hotel room space which will benefit the localcommunity by providing 
employment as well as increased business rates. Question 3 - Not known Question 4 - I agree but would add that 
sites should be chosen where a certain degree of building has already taken place and where 
environmentalconstraints are minimal. One use that does need tackling is hotels and tourism. There is a shortage of 
quality hotelaccommodation of a world standard and although HS2, Crossrail and Heathrowexpansion have been 
mentioned, the extensionsto pinewood Studios - one million square feet - will create a further shortage that needs 
to be addressed. Question 5 - Priority order of options. A, B,D ,E,H,I,K. Question 14 - The Tarmac site in Wexham 
Park Lane is one of the best sites for development as mentioned earlier. The Pinewood Hotel site that sits adjacent is 
also another option to provide either further hotel accommodation and employment, and/or residentialon an 
existing developed site. Question 16 - See number 2 and 1.4.  

 The councils consider that 
options in the Green Belt need 
to be considered in addition to 
the opportunities that are 
available on brownfield sites. 
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Rep1076 
Mrs Marie 
Catherine Miller 

I am opposing the consideration of Green Belt parcel 69.   A lot of the land consists of very mature woodland.  This is 
a wildlife sanctuary for a large number of animals- badgers, muntjac deer,birds, foxes etc. Destroying these woods 
would have a serious effect on the local environment.  Also the woodland creates a pollution barrier for houses 
along Fulmer Drive and Howards Wood Drive, on both noise level and atmospheric pollution.  And any new houses 
on this land would subjected to very high level of pollution and noise.  This area of green belt houses a high voltage 
pylons and cables.  We all know about the health hazards attributed attributed to pylons.  Parcel 69 together with all 
green belt, offer gap to separate one town merging into another.  Access for building on this parcel 69 will create 
major problem to residents.  Also the increased traffic if it was developed would be unbearable on the already 
overloaded minor roads. 

  

Rep1077 
Mr Mark Phillips 

The new Town is already over developed.   There are too many flats and inadequate infrastructure.   This is 
destroying the character of the town.  As a consequence of increased density there are knock on problems such as 
excess run-off from paved areas, inadequate parking, such that cycle lanes are permanently blocked with parked 
cars.  Congestion in the new town centre.   Some release of Green Belt should be allowed so that the town is 
protected from intensification - e.g the original Wilton Park site and strips between the A40 and M40.  Make Penn 
Road, Burkes Road, Gregories Road and Westfield Road a Conservation Area.  Protect the Areas of Special Character 
as stated in the Townscape Character Study 2015.  We do not want another Station Road, it is appalling and has 
damaged the amenity.   Continue the protective measures of the current Local Plan such as EP3, H9 and H10, Core 
Strategy number 8. 

  

Rep1078 
Mr Stephen Hall 
Asset Manager 
Highways England 

Thank you for inviting Highways England to provide comments on the initial consultation document in relation to 
your Local Plan 2014 – 2036, as prescribed by Regulation 18 of The Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) 
(England) Regulations 2012 (the Regulations). We have had the opportunity to review your Initial Consultation 
document and this letter sets out responses to the six questions. It also sets out information on the role of Highways 
England, the ways in which the organisation will engage in the local plan process and our approach to collaborative 
working to ensure the Duty to Co-operate is met.   The comments in this letter reflect guidance contained in:  
• Department for Transport (DfT) Circular 02/2013 entitled The Strategic Road Network and the Delivery of 
Sustainable Development, dated 10 September 2013 ; and  • the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), 
published by Department for Communities & Local Government in March 2012; and • Planning Practice Guidance, 
published on 6 March 2014 and updated selectively thereafter.   For convenience the web addresses of the 
documents referred to throughout the letter are collated in Appendix A.  The role of Highways England - As you will 
be aware, Highways England (formerly the Highways Agency), is the new public sector company owned by 
government and set up to manage, operate and improve the motorways and trunk roads in England (collectively 
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referred to as the Strategic Road Network (SRN)) on behalf of the Secretary of State for Transport. The main goals 
for Highways England, as highlighted in the Strategic Business Plan 2015-2020, are: • Making the network safer;  • 
Improving user satisfaction;  • Supporting the smooth flow of traffic;  • Encouraging economic growth;  • Delivering 
better environmental outcomes;  • Helping cyclists, walkers and other vulnerable users;  • Achieving real efficiency; 
and  • Keeping the network in good condition.  Highways England has also been tasked by the government to 
manage and deliver the first Road Investment Strategy (RIS). Over the next 5 years the first RIS will:  • see £15.2 
billion invested in over 100 major schemes to enhance, renew and improve the network; • help prevent over 2,500 
deaths or serious injuries on the network;  • build over 1,300 additional lane miles; and • improve 200 sections of 
the network for cyclists;  • benefit up to 250,000 people by reducing the noise impact of the SRN. Our approach to 
collaborative working - In accordance with the Localism Act 2011 and NPPF, and in common with several other 
organisations, a duty is placed on Highways England to cooperate with local authorities (and vice versa) to support 
the preparation and implementation of development plan documents such as the Local Plan. We will therefore work 
with you, expect to be consulted on all phases of the Local Plan preparation and will share information in order that 
a robust evidence base is developed. This is discussed further below. Approach to engagement in Local Plan 
preparation - In respect of local plan preparation Highways England is identified as a specific consultation body by 
the Regulations, and the policies which explain how we will engage in the plan preparation process are set out in the 
DfT Circular. Paras 12 to 20 are particularly important in this regard. In summary:  • Highways England will engage in 
the Local Plan process to reduce the potential for creating congestion on the SRN; and • Highways England will work 
with your authority to understand the transport implications of development options. This will include assessing the 
ability of relevant road links and junctions to accommodate traffic flows forecast to arise from the cumulative and 
individual impacts of Local Plan proposals in terms of capacity and safety; and • Highways England will work with 
your authority and developers to identify opportunities to introduce travel plan and demand management 
measures through the Local Plan. 

Rep1079 
Mr & Mrs Robert 
and Majory Bird 

Great Missenden Garage site, Rignall Road  (Wicks).   We wish to register a strong objection to the proposal 
contained in Question 2 of the Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan Initial Consultation (Regulation 18) Incorporating 
Issues and Options (January-March 201) document that the above site be made available for residential 
development.  The garage is an important local facility operating on a site which was established before much of the 
surrounding residential development.  If  it closes, it is unlikely that the garage would be able to find an alternative 
site in the locality.  This would mean a loss of local jobs and a considerable loss of amenity for the garage’s many 
local users, of which we are two.  We, therefore, contend that the site should not be considered as suitable for 
residential development. 
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Rep1080 
Mr Robert Penn 

I wish it to be known that I object to any part of the plan that extends any additional housing onto the current green 
belt area that runs from the Southern edge of Leas Drive, Iver Recreation Ground, Dutton Way, Chequers Orchard 
and Barnes Way, as I feel this area is supporting its role as designated Green Belt land, acts as a boundary for the 
current housing perimeter and light industry, and that local infrastructure would be unable to successfully support 
additional housing without having a major detrimental impact on the area of Iver village.  I also wish it known that I 
object to any part of the plan that extends any additional housing and light industry onto the area adjacent to Old 
Slade Lane, as I also feel the local infrastructure would be unable to successfully support additional development 
without having a major detrimental impact on the local area of Richings Park. 

  

Rep1081 
Mr Stephen Fry 

The impact on the countryside would be totally devastating. The number of houses proposed could be spread about 
amongst built up areas in local towns. Industrial estates could be developed on " Brownfield " land. It is of the most 
paramount importance that the Council should protect the existing green belt, particularly the beautiful Chess 
Valley for future generations 

 The councils consider that 
options in the Green Belt need 
to be considered in addition to 
the opportunities that are 
available on brownfield sites. 

Rep1082 
Mr Howard 
Rutter and 
Rep1084 
Mrs Marion 
Rutter 

Any housing and industrial development must no intrude on Green Belt Land and specifically answering the 
following questions. Question 8.  - Housing needs should be met from the development of brown field sites and 
infill.  for example, land adjacent to White Lion Road. Question 17.   - There should be no development of Green 
Belt.  The Green Belt should not be viewed as a reservoir for potential development.  The Chess Valley as a whole is 
designated an area of Outstanding Natural Beauty and the development of the area adjacent to Latimer Road would 
destroy the integrity of the green belt valley.  Moveover this area contains badgers which are protects and contains 
a number of badger setts which one would expect in a green belt/ANOB. 

  

Rep1083 
Mr Toby Friedner 

My main point is that the council should seek assurance from central government that infrastructure and associated 
funding will come first before any housing or commercial development.  I live on the outskirts of Chesham, where 
there may be some development in years to come. I am very keen to ensure that pavements are built or widened 
where necessary, and where appropriate, speed limits are enforced with more effective signage, cameras or traffic 
calming. This will be particularly crucial if the Chesham Society's vision for the town is realised.  I am encouraged by 
the plan to consult the community over existing brownfield sites in Chesham such as that on Asheridge Road. I 
would urge the authority to consider every brownfield and infill opportunity before considering green belt 
development.  High rise, high density residential development would, in my view, be totally out of keeping with the 
existing look of the district.  I also wish to register my support for the proposed gymnastics and cricket facility 
located at Betjeman Park, Amersham HP6 6JQ.   

 The councils consider that 
options in the Green Belt need 
to be considered in addition to 
the opportunities that are 
available on brownfield sites. 
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Rep1085 
 Pamela A Brown 

Having attended the consultation meeting at Colston Hall on 25th February on the above subject, I submit the 
following response: GENERAL - I have lived in Chalfont St. Peter and Gerrards Cross since 1968 - 32 years in Gerrards 
Cross backing on to parcel 57a,[ possible development for employment space], since 1984. My husband and I 
brought up our family here and even though he worked in different locations we stayed here because we value the 
facilities and the proximity to open land and green belt.  PARCEL 57a - ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERNS - The most 
important asset gained from this plot is that it is a bulwark between this whole area of Gerrards Cross and the A413 
and M25. The trees, which are all protected under an area agreed preservation order TPO12950, absorb noise from 
the bypass and also absorb carbon dioxide, nitrous oxide and other pollutants, as well as producing oxygen. I believe 
that the UK is currently failing to meet EU standards of clean air in the Home Counties and is being sued in the civil 
courts. It seems to me that  development of this site would cause even more pollution. Added to this, the housing 
developments around here on slopes suffer from erosion of roads sometimes due to natural springs which occur in 
this area. When it rains the water runs rapidly down North Park and we are at the Lower Road end. We have a 
natural well and the bottom of our garden is always soggy. The trees on this site also protect more water reaching 
the A413 which has a boundary on the opposite side on a flood plain (57b). If you destroy the trees there would be 
more potential flooding.  BUSINESS NEEDS - People tend to settle in this area because of its proximity to London, a 
station, several motorways, excellent schools and the benefit of being close to countryside. I do not consider it 
necessary, in building more housing, that more business space is also required, as most people work out of the area. 
There are too many square feet of office space empty, I believe around 39,000 square ft. Some of this has been 
empty for up to 20 years.  Some space has been replaced by apartments. One such building has recently been 
demolished in Station Road for this purpose. HOUSING NEEDS - There has been much development in Gerrards 
Cross over the time we have lived here. Many large houses, especially in Packhorse Road and vicinity, have been 
demolished, being replaced by multiple properties and apartments. At the present time in South Park Drive, 
adjacent to North Park, 6 apartments and 4 town houses are under construction in the place of 2 houses.  I am 
inclined to agree with one member of the audience at the meeting on 25th February, who stated that he thought if 
building continued in this vein, the housing needs would probably be covered naturally. I apologise for not 
answering all the questions and do understand the difficulties the councils have due to Central Government quotas.  
However, I hope my points will be considered. 
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Rep1086 
Mr Brian English 

My comments relate to the Green Belt area identified for further review within General Area 76 (South Bucks.).  I 
have seen no evidence presented to justify the inclusion of the south-east corner east of Church Lane and western 
part of the parcel west of Parsonage Lane within a Part 2 assessment.  In particular:   1) There is no available full 
report "Buckinghamshire Green Belt Assessment Part 1: Methodology and Assessment of Land Parcels" to review at 
the time of submission of my comments 5 days ahead of the stated deadline for feedback (5pm 14 March 2016).  
The score of 5/5 against Purpose 2 within GB Parcel 76 should rule this parcel out for further inclusion in accordance 
with the following statement contained with the Arup document Buckinghamshire Green Belt Assessment Part 1A: 
Methodology, viz.:"… any General Area scoring strongly against the criteria for one or more NPPF purpose was 
judged to be meeting the purposes strongly overall and therefore deemed unsuitable for further consideration in 
Part 2 of the Green Belt Assessment."   2) In isolation, the Arup table Buckinghamshire Green Belt Assessment Part 
1: Chiltern and South Bucks: Summary of Proformas - ARUP (Jan 2016) does not justify the inclusion of the stated 
area within General Area 76 for further study.   3) A significant portion of the stated "Built Area Extension Option" 
contained within General Area 76 comprises the Farnham Park Playing Fields - a very important community use area 
which is in keeping with the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) policy of enhancing Green Belt areas 
through, inter alia, "Provide opportunities for outdoor sport and recreation;" (Ref. Page 3 of the Arup document 
Buckinghamshire Green Belt Assessment Part 1A: Methodology).  To consider such inclusion within further study 
would run entirely against such policy.  I would therefore request that the Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan 2014 
– 2036 excludes this Green Belt area (i.e. the south-east corner east of Church Lane and western part of the parcel 
west of Parsonage Lane) within General Area 76 from any further study, as insufficient evidence has been provided 
during the Initial (Regulation 18) Consultation period (19th January 2016 until 5pm on 14th March 2016) to justify its 
inclusion, plus a significant portion of the Green Belt land identified comprises the very important local community 
asset of Farnham Park Playing Fields. 

  

Rep1087 
Mrs Katharine 
Baptista 

I wish it known that I object to any part of the plan that extends any additional housing onto the current green belt 
area that runs from the Southern edge of Leas Drive, Iver Recreation Ground, Dutton Way, Chequers Orchard and 
Barnes Way, as I feel this area is supporting its role as designated Green Belt land, acts as a boundary for the current 
housing perimeter and light industry, and that local infrastructure would be unable to successfully support 
additional housing without having a major detrimental impact on the area of Iver village.  I also wish it known that I 
object to any part of the plan that extends any additional housing and light industry onto the area adjacent to Old 
Slade Lane, as I also feel the local infrastructure would be unable to successfully support additional development 
without having a major detrimental impact on the local area of Richings Park. 
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Rep1088 
Miss Emma 
Rogers 

I reject the conclusions of the Chiltern District Council, that the village of Little Chalfont be classified as a “main 
settlement for growth” and that adjoining areas of Green Belt land should therefore be considered for release for 
housing and employment development.   The main reasons for my objection to any housing/employment 
development on these identified areas of land include, but are not limited to, the following:   1) This land is 
designated as Green Belt and its development would therefore be in contravention of local and national planning 
policy. Green Belt land was specifically created to prevent urban sprawl and should not be treated as a repository of 
reserve building land.   2) Except for the former golf course on Lodge Lane, all the identified areas of land are within 
the Chilterns Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB), an important national asset much appreciated by local 
residents and visitors to the area. Use of this land would be in contravention of local and national planning policy. 
3) Any housing and/or industrial development would be very detrimental to the rural character and setting of Little 
Chalfont village.  4) In recent years Little Chalfont has taken a greater share (i.e. 12.4%) of new housing compared to 
other settlements in the area (e.g. Amersham 5.3%, Chesham 4.0%, Chalfont St Peter 7.7%).  5) Any new housing 
estates would severely overload the local infrastructure including roads, road junctions, parking, train services, 
schools, healthcare, water and waste management.  In particular, I would like to draw your attention to the fields 
between Stony Lane and Westwood Park, which have been selected as a planned test area for residential 
development. Further to the objections listed above, this is an area of open rural land crossed by a well used public 
footpath and borders on mature ancient woodland to the north. A housing development would constitute an 
unacceptable form of urban sprawl that would severely impact the adjoining ancient woodland and the open space 
of Westwood Park and, furthermore, degrade the village character of Little Chalfont. It should also be noted that 
this area of land was one of the sites excluded in the Housing and Economic Land Availability Assessment (HELAA) at 
Stage 1.  Of equal concern are the fields to the east of Stony Lane, Church Grove and Lodge Lane, which have been 
selected as planned test areas for employment development. In addition to the objections highlighted above, this is 
an area of open rural countryside that forms an important buffer zone between Little Chalfont and the settlements 
to the east. Any development here would be an unacceptable form of urban sprawl that would completely alter the 
rural setting of Little Chalfont. 

 The Local Plan will need to 
identify sustainable 
development options to meet 
needs taking into account the 
scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements.   
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Rep1089 
Mr Malcolm 
Heald 

Given the scale of the challenge faced by the local authorities I was disappointed that the consultation and 
proposals are not more widely drawn.  I believe a CIL is essential along with adopting creative proposals to ensure 
that all new developments contribute to necessary infrastructure. Having villages in the district with no mains 
drainage, gas or broadband of any speed will not be addressed unless a reasonably large development in a village 
can provide a significant underpinning of the infrastructure costs. This may impact on green-belt, but a careful 
review could easily identify sites for hundreds of new homes in villages in the plan period.  There may not be enough 
planning gain on village sites to justify social housing due to infrastructure costs. However, where the districts are 
proposing very large windfall gains from the extension of the greenbelt, almost by definition more sustainable sites 
for social housing, there should be a much higher weighting of social housing. This would require a more thoughtful 
planning policy. 

  

Rep1090 
Mrs Clare 
Morrison 

I would like Chiltern and South Bucks to consider their responsibility to protect Green Belt land rather than to lose 
this last defence against urban sprawl. The green belt was set up in 1954 to specifically prevent the outward sprawl 
of London by keeping land permanently open. It is because of this far-sightedness of previous generations that we 
still have this land to enjoy and benefit from.  Once built on, it will never revert to what it once was.  Brownfield land 
must be used first and according to the CPRE brownfield land is a renewable resource.  Let us not be the generation 
that allowed land safeguarded for the future to be built over. 

 The councils consider that 
options in the Green Belt need 
to be considered in addition to 
the opportunities that are 
available on brownfield sites. 

Rep1091 
Mr John Benge 

From the few details known to us, we are absolutely against any closure of sports fields.  However knowing the 
pressures from central government we understand the need to provide a substantial number of new building sites. 
In our own situation we have a large garden which cannot be developed because we are in the green belt. This 
seems illogical in that over the road additional housing is being squeezed in leaving little if any room for any gardens 
at all.  With the trend for smaller gardens in general, our "wasted" land seems to be  an unused asset, particularly in 
the current situation.  We urge a revue of green belt usage along with other possibilities to meet Government 
Requirements. 

  

Rep1092 
Mrs Deborah 
Elliott 

I wish to object to further development within Chalfont St Peter – we already have hundreds of new homes in the 
pipeline, at Holy Cross etc, and the village drainage system, schools and traffic just cannot cope with hundreds 
more.   I particularly object to the development of green belt north of Chalfont heights between Winkers Nightclub 
and Paccar Scout camp.  This is an important leisure amenity for local people, is lovely landscape and a home for 
nature, and is on the fringe of the village – why not develop in the centre of the village instead?  I also object to the 
development along the A413.  This is in the Colne Valley Park and is Green Belt and should be environmentally 
protected.  You should built to the west of the main road, not the east, which is not now put to economic and 
industrial use, but reserved for countryside and leisure for local people.  It is also in a flood plain – why build on a 

 The Local Plan will need to 
identify sustainable 
development options to meet 
needs taking into account the 
scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements.   
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flood plain? 

Rep1093 
 Cherri Shotbolt 

As a resident of Howards Wood Drive for 46 years I wish to object to any development of the woodland between 
Howards wood Drive and the M40. These are my reasons   •Noise pollution. Traffic noise increases every year and 
the Woodland dampens the noise a little when in full leaf. However we have had to install triple glazing in our front 
bedroom window as the noise is intolerable at times. It would be even worse for any inhabitant nearer the 
motorway.   •The trees absorb pollutants produced by the traffic and act as a green ‘lung’,purifying the air. 
Removing them would have a deleterious effect on the health of residents in the surrounding area. Also  the tree 
roots absorb moisture which would otherwise drain off down towards the M40. •  There have been many cases of 
subsidence in the area. Some Insurers refuse to cover homes in the area.  • The woodland is part of the Dukeswood 
Estate and still contain many ancient trees which should not be removed. It also provides a habitat for a diverse 
community of plants and animals. 

  

Rep1094 
Revd Dr Jeremy 
Brooks 

Question 1 -   I agree that the original Wilton Park area should be released from Green Belt, provided that existing 
playing fields are retained.  I don’t agree that the expanded Wilton Park site should be released from Green Belt 
because: 1. The view from the A355 is of open countryside and this would be spoilt. 2. Ancient woodland would be 
lost forever. 3. Allotments and public footpaths where people can take exercise and walk dogs in the countryside 
would be lost. 4. It would negatively impact the character of the town. 5. Beaconsfield has already had more than its 
fair share of development and it would look more like a New Town rather than an historic market town. 6. It would 
remove the semi-rural setting of the town. 7. The infrastructure such as water, waste, transport, parking, school 
places and GP provision cannot support more housing. 8. The burden on Beaconsfield would be an unfair one.  I 
would support the removal of land between J2 of the M40 and the Pyebush roundabout from Greenbelt for 
development - particularly to the west of the link road.  We are concerned about removing the sites along the A40 
west of the Old Town from the Green Belt (see reasons above and use/add as you wish) but we feel it would be 
acceptable if this means that the intensification of development in the rest of town stops.  We don’t agree that 
Beaconsfield should be forced to take an unfair number of new dwellings because the town has already seen over 
intensification along Station Road.  We want the character of the town to be protected and cumulative development 
is having the effect of spoiling the town’s character. Question 2 - I do not support the addition of further sites in 
Beaconsfield for consideration by SBDC. Question 3 - It woudl be sensible to consolidate sports and leisure facilities - 
and perhaps use some of the land between the A40 adn M40 for these facilities.  If this were done, land such as at 
the Beacon Centre - or even possibly Bekonskot if that moved to adjacent to teh Pyebush roundabout - could be 
considered for residential use.  Question 4 -  Key objectives:   Protect the town from intensification.  Protect the 
character of the town.  Protect the Green Belt buffer which creates “green fingers” at the edges of the town.    
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Protect the semi-rural nature of the town.   Protect its beautiful older buildings – consider new Conservation Areas 
such as Penn Road, Gregories Road and Burkes Road?    Protect ancient woodland and hedgerows and their habitats.  
Protect the Areas of Special Character.  Support infrastructure.   Continue with the policies of the existing plan which 
protect the town from development which is obtrusive, out of character, overly dense, intensification, overbearing 
and town cramming. Question 5  -  The spatial strategy should in priority order:    Protect the Areas of Special 
Character from intensification and from becoming like Station Road.   Beaconsfield has already had more than its 
fair share of development, therefore look elsewhere in the district.   Some limited of release of the Green Belt 
between the A40 and M40 could be utilised if this caused the rest of the town to be protected.    We would accept 
the development of the original Wilton Park area provided that the playing fields are retained and development is in 
keeping with the character of the town.    We do not need warehousing in Beaconsfield. Question 8 - Difficult, but 
the SBDC has to do soemthign to create genuinely affordable housing.  It is not enough simply to bus in services 
from other areas if the town is to made vibrant.  If some fo the land between A40 and M40 was available for social 
housing, that would be of benefit to all.  Question 11 - Protection of Heritage sites.  I believe the following 
considerations are important:   Beaconsfield should be protected from over dense development and intensification 
in the Areas of Special Character as designated in the Townscape Character Study 2015.   Listed Buildings and the 
Beaconsfield Old Town Conservation Area should be protected and their settings protected also.  Consider new 
Conservation Areas to protect areas from development – e.g Penn Road, Gregories Road and Burkes Road.   
Consider the new listing of buildings which are particularly attractive.  Protection of Ancient Woodland and 
hedgerows and their habitats.  Protection of the town’s Woodlands Roads.   Protect areas sensitive to change – we 
don’t want another Station Road.   Protect the “green fingers” of Beaconsfield – the roads into and out of the town 
which lend a semi-rural feel to the town.  Obtrusive, over- dense or overbearing development should be refused. 
Question 16 - Infrastructure   Water and waste services are already under stress and the Wilton Park development is 
unsupportable by the current system.   Traffic is queueing at peak times: from jct.2 to Pyebush roundabout; through 
the New Town; through the Old Town; at Holtspur roundabout; at the Ledborough Lane junction with the A355 – 
and the proposed relief road will not alleviate these areas.  Parking is a problem; the train station car park is usually 
full and trains over-crowded at peak times; roads are full of parked cars parked by rail commuters; the new town car 
parks are generally full; and the Old Town parking areas are usually full too. 350 new homes at Wilton Park will add 
to the parking pressure.     350 new homes at Wilton Park alone would generate far more traffic at an average of 2 
cars per dwelling.     350 new homes at Wilton Park will require more school places – the figures from the Council 
are 190 places needed.     GP surgeries are under pressure. 350 new homes will only add to this. Also, increased 
housing for the elderly places increased pressure on doctors’ surgeries and there is no longer an A&E department at 
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Wycombe hospital. The new Sunrise home alone, built in recent years, consists of a huge number of extra units for 
the elderly.     No proposals have been made as to how these problems are to be resolved.  A Community 
Infrastructure Levy payable by developers may provide some income towards alleviation schemes but the problems 
would become so acute given the current deficiencies that it seems obvious the the council must find substantial 
funds to construct new infrastructure and supply more school places and medical facilities if Wilton Park is 
developed. Question 17 - general points .   The town has faced enormous development pressure in recent years with 
the intensification of the many blocks of flats along Station Road and elsewhere in the town. The character of the 
town is now under threat by the cumulative number of developments and hence the need for planning policies to 
protect the Areas of Special Character in the Townscape Character Study 2015. The green fingers around the edges 
of Beaconsfield and the roads leading into and out of the town should be protected to protect the semi-rural nature 
of the town.   The protective policies of the current Local Plan should be continued, such as:   Policy EP3 (use, design 
and layout),  EP4 (landscaping),  H9 and H10 (residential layout and design and Areas of Special Character as 
expanded by the Townscape Character Study 2015),  The Townscape Character Study 2015 should form part of 
continuing planning policy.   Core Strategy 8 - Consider whether planning policy should address basement 
excavations by limiting size, distance from boundaries, noise and requiring full and deep screening by planting. 

Rep1095 
Mr Lachlan 
Robertson 
Savills on behalf 
of Portman 
Burtley Estates 

Q1: We note that that the "functional" market area defined in the draft HEDNA overlaps with that provided by the 
Berkshire (including South Bucks) Strategic Housing Market Assessment and that differences are due to be 
addressed through the Duty to Co-operate. We consider that it will be essential to enumerate these differences 
clearly in the Plan and provide a justification for the choice of assumed development needs accordingly. Our 
assessment is that the draft HEDNA is a robust document but that it identifies a need that must be addressed within 
the Joint Districts, given the pressure arising from housing need within this and from adjacent housing market areas. 
Q2: We are concerned that the Joint Councils are seeking to export about half its housing need to the Aylesbury Vale 
area. However, we support the HELAA's identification of land to the east of Beaconsfield for a possible urban 
expansion and the Portman Burtley Estate (PBE) is able to put forward a self contained site to the east of 
Beaconsfield of 39.1 hectares for residential and mixed uses. This site is identified within the HELAA under reference 
SB0011.We are of the view that this site is required for a strategic expansion of Beaconsfield, can be provided 
without detriment to the purpose of the green belt and can contribute to the infrastructure needs of the area. This 
site is required for and is associated with the imminent delivery of the A355 Beaconsfield Relief Road. For this 
reason, the  strategic delivery of substantial housing will become possible from year 2018 onwards.  Q3: We have 
identified land within the site under reference SB0011 that could provide a resource for reprovided open spaces, 
sports and leisure uses should this facilitate re-use of land within Beaconsfield. Q4, Q9, Q11, Q12 and Q13: We have 
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no comment. Q5: We would support in order of priority, Option A (efficient use)  followed by Option C (built area 
extensions) then Option E (other settlements) in respect of residential provision. We consider the remaining 
residential options to be substantially less effective in delivering the needs of the area for these reasons. Option B - 
will not deliver in strategic quantities. Option D - will not serve the immediate needs of the market area. Option F - 
would be a less sustainable option. Option G - would not deliver in strategic quantities. In respect of employment 
provision, we would support Option K(v) though we also believe that the remaining subsections of that option are 
suitable for consideration. Q6: Option C offers the substantial opportunities to create strategic sites which can be 
associated with existing and future infrastructure investment. For example, the delivery of the A355 Relief Road 
opens up the possibility of an early delivery of required housing and allows for an efficient funding of required 
infrastructure normally associated with such strategic sites. Q7: We consider that there are sufficient opportunities 
to meet the full requirement arising from the combined Districts within this area without the need to look 
elsewhere. The need in the south-east region and the wide spread distribution of various constraints precludes the 
swapping of unmet needs. Q8: The provision of strategic sites for urban expansion together with the efficiency of 
locating these close to exsiting and future improved infrastructure allows for substantial affordable housing to the 
proportionate level indicated in the draft HEDNA. Such provision on a strategic level can also accommodate 
considerable flexibility and variety in the funding model according to the needs of the day. Q10: The provision of 
strategic sites for urban expansion also allows for substantial opportunity to provide specialist forms of 
accommodate and care for the elderly both as a commercial opportunity in its own right and as part of an affordable 
housing strategy. Such provision on a strategic level can also accommodate considerable flexibility and variety in the 
funding model according to the needs of the day. The site identified under reference SB0011 is ideally located close 
to Beaconsfield town centre and is in suitable surroundings to be very attractive to potential users and providers.  
Q14: We are not aware of a specific discussion in Beaconsfield which is identifying "local measures" for 
improvements to that community area. However, please refer to the accompanying letter for the approach that 
Portman Burtley will take to such suggestions. Q15: We support the scope of the proposed policies identified. 
Q16: We note that the Settlement Infrastructure Capacity Study states that no settlement performs much better 
than any other: all have capacity constraints. Therefore the Plan must align its overall vision and specific vision  for 
each identified settlement according to the ability to use planned infrastructure improvements and the opportunity 
that strategic sites can offer to improve infrastructure provision. The site identified under reference SB0011 is 
ideally located close to Beaconsfield town centre to support services and is of a scale that it can provide a land 
resource for education, transport and green infrastructure needs as well as provide commensurate support for 
other infrastructure types identified. Q17: In preparing the Plan, we consider that it is important that the Joint 
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Councils ensure that the A355 Relief Road is appropriately designed to be future proofed to accommodate a 
strategic allocation in this area. The new Relief Road substantially runs across the land under reference SB0011 and 
must not, in the interests of the efficient use of scarce land, sterilise land for development either side by a design 
that does not take the future into account. 

Rep1096 
Mr Silvester 
Baptista 

I wish it known that I object to any part of the plan that extends any additional housing onto the current green belt 
area that runs from the Southern edge of Leas Drive, Iver Recreation Ground, Dutton Way, Chequers Orchard and 
Barnes Way, as I feel this area is supporting its role as designated Green Belt land, acts as a boundary for the current 
housing perimeter and light industry, and that local infrastructure would be unable to successfully support 
additional housing without having a major detrimental impact on the area of Iver village.  I also wish it known that I 
object to any part of the plan that extends any additional housing and light industry onto the area adjacent to Old 
Slade Lane, as I also feel the local infrastructure would be unable to successfully support additional development 
without having a major detrimental impact on the local area of Richings Park. 
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Rep1097 
Mrs Jane Lamb 

1.  The Green Belt policy was a foresighted move to prevent unrestricted urban sprawl and neighbouring towns 
merging in to one another.  Chiltern DC should be looking to uphold and protect the Green Belt for the benefit of 
residents and visitors alike, not proposing housing and industrial development on such land. 2.The site west of Stony 
Lane (where I walk most weekday mornings) and the sites east of Stony Lane and Lodge Lane are designated AONB, 
for good reason.  These areas and the nearby Chess Valley are walked and enjoyed by many locals and others from 
further afield.  The bluebells are especially noteworthy. 3.  Little Chalfont has recently been the site of much new 
development (eg. Bell Lane, the Donkey Field).  The percentage increase in new housing is much higher than for 
other Chiltern towns and villages. 4. Infrastructure in L. Chalfont is already creaking: school places are in high 
demand and doctors surgery lists are full.  Trying to park in the village is often impossible.  Vehicles waiting to park 
frequently block the entrance to Chenies Parade and cause hold ups on the already congested A404. 5.  In general 
roads around L. Chalfont are narrow.  Those bounding the areas being tested for residential/employment 
development are in some places single track ie. country lanes.  Any significant development would require the roads 
to be widened, causing the destruction of mature hedgerows (eg. Stony Lane).  Access to most of the specified sites 
is poor. 6.  L. Chalfont is fortunate to have both Main Line and Metropolitan Line rail services.  This attracts 
passengers from some miles distant to use the station and its car parks which are already full on week days.  Trying 
to pick up passengers arriving by train can be awkward because of congestion both sides of the station.  As the areas 
being considered for planned development are some distance from the station (and further away than many people 
would wish to walk), vehicle congestion would be likely to get worse. 7.  Any of the ''planned areas for 
residential/employment development'', if approved, would destroy the nature of Little Chalfont. The village as it 
stands is a pleasant place to live.  It seems that CDC is willing to consider ruining it with over-ambitious 
development.  I would ask the Council to look at sites in other parts of the district which are better able to 
accommodate residential and employment development as required by HMG. 

 The Local Plan will need to 
identify sustainable 
development options to meet 
needs taking into account the 
scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements.   
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Rep1098 
Mr Paul Weir 

I recognise the need for more housing over the next 20 years as the general population increases.  However before 
greenfield sites are considered for development I expect every effort has been made to use existing built up areas 
and brownfield sites.  In addition it is critical that any proposed development does not reduce the provision of land 
for sporting facilities, particularly for children.  This is particularly true in these times of increasing obesity and falling 
fitness levels in our young people.  In fact, if the population of Beaconsfield is to grow, then I would expect these 
facilities to be increased in number, size and quality.  I am a resident of Beaconsfield and a father of a son who plays 
in Beaconsfield Rugby Club, Beaconsfield Holtspur FC and Beaconsfield Cricket Club.  I myself also coach youth 
teams at the rugby and cricket clubs and see first hand the benefit local children get from playing team sports that 
enhance their physical fitness, team spirit and social interaction.  I am therefore concerned at the proposal 
(Appendix 2) that proposes redesignation of greenbelt land that covers Beaconsfield FC's pitches at Wilton Park, 
Beaconsfield Rugby Clubs grounds on the Hall Barn Estate and Beaconsfield Cricket Club's ground.  These areas must 
be protected and enhanced for the benefit of the existing and growing community.  Similarly the proposal in 
Appendix 5 to extend land for business use to cover Beaconsfield SYCOB's pitches at Holloway Pak (which are also 
used by Beaconsfield Holtspur FC) would also be inappropriate.  If green belt land is to be redesignated it must be 
done in a way that protects and enhances the sporting facilities that are available to the community as a whole and 
young people in particular. 

  

Rep1099 
Mrs Louise 
Cruttendrn 

Please see below my response to questions 11-12-13-17.  Firstly, I request that the Hatched area of land owned by 
Chiltern District Council, presented on p40 of ‘The Plan’ (commonly known as Upper Stone Meadow) be protected 
from all future development and any ‘change of use’.  Secondly I would like to extend the Hatched area as above 
and incorporate the area more commonly known as Lower Stone Meadow. Both Upper and Lower Stone Meadow 
are currently owned by Chiltern District Council see Ordinance Survey Map reference SU9993NW. Land Registry Title 
Number BM294098.  I request all land at Upper and Lower Stone meadow as defined in the above Title number 
have a binding and legal covenant imposed on it that binds Chiltern District Council to protect it for the good of the 
village and to never allow development of any kind, on any scale, including but not exclusively housing, commercial 
buildings or offices.  My supporting evidence is that this land is already recognised as An Area of National Interest. It 
contains a rare and precious chalk stream, wildlife, flora and fauna, and fulfils its existing classification as An Area Of 
Outstanding Natural Beauty in Green Belt. It is physically unsuitable for any development as it is on a flood plain, 
above the proposed HS2 Tunnel, in an area safeguarded by HS2 and therefore not deliverable before 2036. 
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Rep1100 
Mr Stephen 
Willaimson 

A project like this is only going to spoil the area and especially the diversity of the many different wildlife species 
that have come to a common site in the area.I consider it to be a most beautiful and magical area to live in.A truely 
fortunate position as do all the resedents in the area.If this is greenbelt land surely it would be a transgression to 
allow yet another wonderful place to be nothing more than an ill judged desion. ONCE ITS GONE ITS GONE FOREVER 
We dont have much in george green but this community is really tight and we truely love our area i would ask you 
seriously to consider this when making your final decision 

  

Rep1101 
Mr & Mrs Ian & 
Linda Cohen 

Your plans will make such an enormous strain on the infrastructure of Little Chalfont and surrounding areas,  It is 
almost impossible to park most days on the parade at Little Chalfont. The enormous amount of cars in and out of 
the road is unbelievable.  At any time it is always busy and impossible to park there anyway for shopping.  There 
have been many accidents with people desperate to get to the shops, and only the other day an elderly man got 
knocked down there trying to cross the road into the shops, but the queue of cars was enormous getting into the 
road, causing this accident.   With more housing comes even more problems for the children to get into the local 
schools.  What about Doctors, there are not enough here to cope with the amount of people.  It of course goes 
without saying that to rid the whole area of its green belt and put up yet more housing, and industrial buildings will 
have a very detrimental effect on the whole area.  People have moved here because it is so nice, and now you are 
going to take it all away.   Please think again. 

  

Rep1102 
Mr Paul Graham 
Chairman 
Iver & Districts 
Countryside 
Association 

The Iver and District Countryside Association has been protecting and improving Iver’s countryside since 1973 and is 
shocked to find that South Bucks councillors can have put so much Green Belt land in danger by including it in this 
proposal. Our members are totally opposed to these proposals to release Green Belt land in Iver.  Once the principle 
of releasing Green Belt land to raise the profits of construction companies is accepted, the Green Belt as we know it 
from the post WW2 legislation is doomed.   The only actual housing crisis has been caused by successive 
governments of both main parties failing to show leadership to ensure that homes are actually built.  There is in fact 
a huge area of brownfield land in and around London (and other parts of the UK) that could and should be used first. 
Sadly, “green field” sites are more attractive financially to builders.  Furthermore, nearly half a million house plots in 
the UK have permission but have yet to be built. This is because it is financially advantageous for construction 
companies and land “investors” to landbank such plots.  Iver is a crucial part of the Green Belt, at its narrowest 
between London and Slough. It is appalling that so much Green Belt land should be targeted in this way. There 
would effectively be no large swathes of open country in this part of South Buckinghamshire.   The District Council 
was once a great supporter of the Colne Valley Park, both in terms of countryside amenities and planning policies. 
The Colne Valley Park would be fragmented by the proposals.  Iver Heath Fields is an example of an area that should 
never be considered for building. Close by the existing Iver Heath settlement and future Pinewood development, it 

 The councils consider that 
options in the Green Belt need 
to be considered in addition to 
the opportunities that are 
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must be retained as public open space.  Instead of asking the public to choose which areas they think least valuable, 
South Bucks District Council should be lobbying the government to change its mind over its plans for the Green Belt. 

Rep1103 
Mr Michael 
Sheehan 

I support development, but only in cases where the characteristics of the area are maintained and where the local 
infrastructure can support the proposed development. For the potential development proposed, this is not the case. 
The scale of the development will swamp the local area, change the character of the area and put unrealistic strain 
on the local infrastructure. Specific comments are;   1) The area is within the Chilterns AONB. This is a designation 
that has to be respected - otherwise what does AONB mean?   2) The area is characterised by narrow lanes. These 
lanes cannot support the scale of development proposed   3) Even the main roads in the area, particularly the A404, 
are single carriageway and are already congested today.   4) The rail link (Met/Chiltern Line) is already at capacity, 
with over crowded trains   5) Large scale development, as proposed, requires a considerable infrastructure which in 
turn requires further development. Roads, rail, schools, healthcare, shops, drainage, etc, are already at or close to 
capacity. These potential developments will require considerable changes to the infrastructure, which, as mentioned 
in my introduction, will change the character of the area and destroy the AONB/Green Belt designation. 
In summary, the potential scale of the development is too severe for the Little Chalfont area. The AONB and Green 
Belt designations have to be respected. I object to the development in this area on the scale proposed. 

  

Rep1104 
Miss Emily 
McHugh,  
Rep1105 
Mr Michael 
McHugh and 
Rep1106 
Mrs Denice 
McHugh 

I reject the conclusions of the Chiltern District Council, that the village of Little Chalfont be classified as a “main 
settlement for growth” and that adjoining areas of Green Belt land should therefore be considered for release for 
housing and employment development.   The main reasons for my objection to any housing/employment 
development on these identified areas of land include, but are not limited to, the following:   • This land is 
designated as Green Belt and its development would therefore be in contravention of local and national planning 
policy. Green Belt land was specifically created to prevent urban sprawl and should not be treated as a repository of 
reserve building land.   • Except for the former golf course on Lodge Lane, all the identified areas of land are within 
the Chilterns Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB), an important national asset much appreciated by local 
residents and visitors to the area. Use of this land would be in contravention of local and national planning policy. 
• Any housing and/or industrial development would be very detrimental to the rural character and setting of Little 
Chalfont village.   • In recent years Little Chalfont has taken a greater share (i.e. 12.4%) of new housing compared to 
other settlements in the area (e.g. Amersham 5.3%, Chesham 4.0%, Chalfont St Peter 7.7%).    • Any new housing 
estates would severely overload the local infrastructure including roads, road junctions, parking, train services, 
schools, healthcare, water and waste management.   In particular, I would like to draw your attention to the fields 
between Stony Lane and Westwood Park, which have been selected as a planned test area for residential 
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development. Further to the objections listed above, this is an area of open rural land crossed by a well used public 
footpath and borders on mature ancient woodland to the north. A housing development would constitute an 
unacceptable form of urban sprawl that would severely impact the adjoining ancient woodland and the open space 
of Westwood Park and, furthermore, degrade the village character of Little Chalfont. It should also be noted that 
this area of land was one of the sites excluded in the Housing and Economic Land Availability Assessment (HELAA) at 
Stage 1.   Of equal concern are the fields to the east of Stony Lane, Church Grove and Lodge Lane, which have been 
selected as planned test areas for employment development. In addition to the objections highlighted above, this is 
an area of open rural countryside that forms an important buffer zone between Little Chalfont and the settlements 
to the east. Any development here would be an unacceptable form of urban sprawl that would completely alter the 
rural setting of Little Chalfont. 

Rep1108 
Mrs Sarah Weir 

This is an objection to the Wilton Park Development.  That is, an objection if they do not provide suitable sports 
facilities for the local community.  My son has played football there for the last 5 years, and without those pitches 
there just is not the provision for the boys.  It is an incredible thing that sport does for kids, and there is a huge 
commitment (and a huge amount of press coverage) about fitness, the obesity crisis, sugary drinks tax etc etc etc. 
Whilst the new housing is no doubt essential.  ALL services must be thought about.  Displacing the football pitches 
would be morally wrong, and bring the company Inland Homes, into a community who would resent them.  They 
have cleverly sponsroed the cricket club just next door.  Do not think that the mums and dads at the cricket club 
don't know what the end game is.  Get some good PR, plug a bit of money into the cricket club and everyone feels 
warm & fuzzy.  Inland Homes need to show their integrity now and ensure the football pitches stay for the good os 
the community and the boys.  I write this as a mum, a Managing Director of a success bar company in London, and 
the part-time volunteering secretary to the Under 10's Beaconsfield-Holtspur football club who play there.  I also 
write as the wife of someone who volunteers every Sunday to coach boys in Under 10 sport and knows how critical 
these facilities are - he does cricket in the summer at the Beaconsfield cricket club, and rugby in the winter at 
Beaconsfield Rugby Club.  Sadly, he's not good enough at football to coach but is there on the touchline every 
Saturday morning.  Inland Homes, do the right thing and keep the football pitches for the boys I know, and 
generations to come. 

  

Rep1109 
Mrs Louise 
Cruttendrn 

Link to Chalfont St Giles website.   
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Rep1110 
Mr Colin 
Gascoyne 

I wish it known that I object to any part of the plan that extends any additional housing onto the current green belt 
area that runs from the Southern edge of Leas Drive, Iver Recreation Ground, Dutton Way, Chequers Orchard and 
Barnes Way, as I feel this area is supporting its role as designated Green Belt land, acts as a boundary for the current 
housing perimeter and light industry, and that local infrastructure would be unable to successfully support 
additional housing without having a major detrimental impact on the area of Iver village.  I also wish it known that I 
object to any part of the plan that extends any additional housing and light industry onto the area adjacent to Old 
Slade Lane, as I also feel the local infrastructure would be unable to successfully support additional development 
without having a major detrimental impact on the local area of Richings Park. 

  

Rep1111 
Miss Amanda 
Thornberry 

I am strongly against the development of this agricultural area of greenbelt and Chiltern AONB land on either side of 
Stoney Lane Little Chalfont.  Our village has plenty of housing which means our schools are already over subscribed, 
our shops do not have adequate parking for the current residents, so can not manage more residents.  This is all on 
top of the fact this is a place of beauty.  We all ready had a large number of houses built nearby off Bell Lane.  The 
industrial site there causes issues with local residential roads not being equipped to manage the large vehicles that 
come with it.  The roads are in a dreadful state and not wide enough to manage.  Many many large vehicles 
approach down local residential roads and cause frequent problems.  The developers of the Bell Lane housing had 
agreed to leave the wooded area next to it clean and usable once they left.  It is far from that, the developers have 
left and the wooded area is a dumping ground with glass & rubbish, not a place to take children or dogs and it 
neighbours a school!  Empty promises that are not checked by our council.   Stoney lane would be another area 
where large numbers of houses are crammed into a small area.  Beautiful woodland here is vulnerable.  We do not 
have a need for more industrial areas!! We have many industrial areas and do not need more especially in an area of 
beauty.  This beautiful area used by residents would be a dreadful sight.  I'm sure the attraction is our closeness to 
the M25 but this is not wanted or needed in this area!!! 

 The Local Plan will need to plan 
to meet employment needs 
over the Plan period to 2036. 

Rep1112 
Mr Thomas 
Niblett 

I object to any housing/employment development on land designated as Green Belt which was specifically created 
to prevent urban sprawl and should not be treated as a repository of reserve building land.  A housing development 
on the fields between Stony Lane and Westwood Park would constitute an unacceptable form of urban sprawl. Of 
equal concern are the fields to the east of Stony Lane, Church Grove and Lodge Lane. Any development in these two 
areas would be an unacceptable form of urban sprawl and would completely alter the rural setting of Little Chalfont. 
Any new housing estates would severely overload the local infrastructure including roads, road junctions, parking, 
train services, schools, healthcare, water and waste management 
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Rep1113 
 Anon 

Housing development in little Chalfont  - I think that this is appalling houses may be needed but you are just 
cramming them into any space that you can find. As I understand this is green belt land and should not be built on at 
all. You are taking way more and more large green land areas for our children to enjoy. This is disappointing and I 
strongly hope that it does not go through!!!! 

  

Rep1114 
Mr James 
Isaacson 

As a resident I am deeply concerned regarding the proposals being put forward for consideration with regards to 
Little Chalfont area. I am resident on Lodge Lane and the size and location of the areas under consideration if 
selected would dramatically and forever change the local area in my view for the worse.   The Green Belt was set-up 
in order to prevent urban sprawl and while constantly being under pressure has managed to achieve this, allowing 
many places such as Little Chalfont to maintain their identity instead of being adsorbed into a never end 
homogeneous concrete landscape. The Green Belt is something that should be applauded and protected for future 
generations rather than constantly be reduced in size.  A number of the areas highlighted are designated as Areas of 
Outstanding Natural Beauty, if this were to be changed, any development will forever impact these areas to the 
detriment of all local people and the surrounding wildlife. The news and media is full of how the impact of human 
activity is constantly changing the face of the planet, driving more and more species to the edge of and beyond 
extinction. Areas of outstanding natural beauty not only server as a welcome respite from the urban life many of us 
are forced to endure during our working days but also act as a sanctuary for many animals and plants. We should 
take every opportunity to ensure these are protected,  preserved and celebrated.  It would seem pointless to 
designate an AONB if this can and is so easily changed, and begs the question what value do we really place on the 
countryside. It is an important resource in the well-being of the young and the old, to be able to spend time in 
nature and marvel at the beauty, providing time away from screens and promoting human interaction with nature 
instead of push us towards the insular world behind closed doors we seem to be forever driven to. The fact that my 
children are able to go for a walks in these areas, and recognise a variety to trees, plants and animals gives me hope 
for the future. The proposals fill me with anxiety and dread of the world we will pass on to our children.  Already the 
area has an infrastructure that is under significant strain. There is a school (Little Chalfont Junior school) within 
walking distance from our home which neither of my children were able to get a place at because of the population 
pressure in the area. Instead they have been forced to attend a school which they can only reach by car which surely 
is not right. The local children should be able to go to their nearest school as the current situation impacts on family 
life and the environment. We are constantly told the government supports families however this in practice would 
appear to be empty words and the proposed developments will only worsen this situation.  The local roads are 
congested becoming more dangerous each year particularly during rush hour times, which is when children are 
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going to school. Enabling greater levels of industrial/commercial development in the local area will only increase this 
and again forever impact what little village feel the area currently has. The local authority struggle to maintain the 
roads currently, with increasing numbers of dangerous potholes left un-addressed. With the changes proposed the 
the influx of additional traffic will only deteriorate further.  The amenities with regards to heath care and waste 
management are not scaled to deal with any increase and doing so in order to support additional residential housing 
or commercial development will only further destroy the local area and impact the community.   I am deeply 
opposed to the proposals that have been put forward, and as a local resident find it of significant concern when 
apparently the last survey that was undertaken had approximately 30% of responses from building contractors who 
live outside of the Buckinghamshire area. 

Rep1116 Dr Joginder Singh Sethi,  Rep1117 Mrs Ranjit Kaur 
Sethi, Rep1118 Miss Jyoti Sethi and Rep1119 Mr Deepak Sethi 

I am opposing further consideration of Green Belt Parcel 69 as most of 
the land in the parcel slopes towards the M40. 

  

Rep1120 
Mr Marshal Pillay 

In general I am opposed to all of the proposed development plans for housing and business.  Question 6:  I have 
deep concerns over the proposed development on Lower Road.  I do not believe this land should be developed for 
housing or business.  I believe that the trees there are protected, and that the tributaries of the Misbourne in that 
location would make the land susceptible to flooding. 

  

Rep1121 
Mr David Low 

I am concerned over the 30 year housing development plan proposal from South Bucks District Council which may, 
in years to come, have some implications for our limited Green Belt space.  This must be protected, so I wish to 
object.  I strongly believe that it is in the interest of Beaconsfield residents, plus other local adults and children that 
the land either side of Windsor End currently used by the Rugby Club stays within the green belt and continues to 
provide a sporting facility for local adults and children.  Zoning the rugby fields for future residential development 
would have a hugely detrimental impact on the community - as well as loss of green belt land and public amenity 
space, traffic problems would be exacerbated as well as creating the need for more local infrastructure.   I would 
dearly hope for my family and other familes to enjoy the benefit of this space for many years to come, it would be a 
huge mistake to remove a key focal point for the community. 

  

Rep1122 
Miss Helen 
Ramsden 

Do you think Little Chalfont should be identified as a main settlement for Growth?  I don’t think Little Chalfont 
should be identified as a main settlement for growth.  This is because: • It has already grown significantly in the last 
few years.  In fact it has had the largest growth (12%) compared to other towns and villages in the area.    • I 
understand one of the reasons for looking to develop Little Chalfont is because it is on a commuter line.  This reason 
does not appear to be credible when you look at other areas in the Chilterns, which are also on a commuter line, yet 
seem to have avoided similar proposals for development detailed here eg: Great and Little Missenden.  It seems the 
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planning proposals have not been done on a level basis.  • The planned areas for development are not only in the 
green belt, but also in a designated area of natural beauty – yet no-one has appeared to have considered what 
impact these developments will have. Do you believe Little Chalfont can accommodate significant new 
developments?  I don’t think Little Chalfont can accommodate significant new developments.  This is because the 
developments seem to be against the spirit of the Green Belt:  • We already have minimum space between Little 
Chalfont and Amersham.  If you asked a stranger to the area they would not be able to see where Little Chalfont 
ends and Amersham/Amersham Common begins.  The planned areas for development will bring Little Chalfont 
nearer to Latimer, Chenies and Chorleywood.  If Hertfordshire decides to expand on its towns and villages in a 
similar way and/or there are boundary changes, we could find Little Chalfont ending up as being part of a much 
larger town straddling the Buck/Herts border. • Little Chalfont is in an area of outstanding natural beauty.  This is 
not only enjoyed and appreciated by the locals; but also by the many numbers of walkers who come from far and 
near to walk in the area.  Groups of walkers are often seen on the Metropolitan Line and walking through the 
village.  As well as enjoying the scenery and local flora and fauna, many of these walkers support the local economy 
by eating in the local pubs and restaurants.  If Little Chalfont becomes more built-up why would anyone want to 
come to the area to walk between housing estates?  They could do this if they stayed at home. • No-one seems to 
have considered the effect the development would have on the environment – particularly how it would impact on 
flooding.  Little Chalfont is on a ridge and the developments would replace farm land – and more importantly 
woodland with buildings.  It is noticeable that in the last few years when it has rained the surface water has become 
more noticeable with regular flooding on roads and pavements.  If the number of buildings increase, the potential 
for flooding (not just in the village, but lower down the ridges) will also increase.  What measures will be put in place 
to prevent this, yet still retain the natural beauty? • Much of the proposed development will be next to Stony Lane 
and Lodge Lane – neither of which are wide roads.  Stony Lane is very narrow and already causes bottlenecks in the 
peak periods.  Lodge Lane is no better and has an added problem in that there is a narrow railway bridge down it, 
which would need widening at considerable expense in order to accommodate the increased traffic.  Both roads join 
the A404 at the entrance to the village just below a hill from Chenies.  The increased traffic from both developments 
could turn this into a dangerous traffic blackspot – particularly for slow-moving industrial traffic.  • The employment 
situation is not credible.  We already have industrial units that are always for let.  Why would industry want to come 
to an expensive part of the country, when it could find cheaper land elsewhere?  The chances are after a few years 
of being empty, the landowners would ask for a change of use to building house there instead.   • It has been 
noticeable how in the last few years Little Chalfont’s infrastructure has been struggling.  It is extremely difficult to 
park near the village shops.  The schools are full and we are now standing on the trains at peak times.  The 

settlements.   
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additional developments will make the problems worse.  Do you believe development in Little Chalfont should be 
only within the current village boundaries?  Yes I believe development in Little Chalfont should only be within the 
current village boundaries:-  • We should encourage the building on brown-field sites, rather than removing the 
green belt.  This has the added advantage that it has the potential to enhance the village by replacing or renovating 
derelict buildings and turning them into useful dwellings or industrial units.    • We should look at changing the 
nature of buildings to allow dwellings to replace factories or industrial units.    • We already have a series of building 
programmes where large houses are replaced by smaller dwellings on the same site.  This seems to be a much 
better alternative than encroaching on the green belt – which cannot be replaced once it has been built over.  • By 
developing within the current village boundaries, we will also ensure we keep to the spirit of the Green Belt 
purposes – particularly in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment and from preventing Little Chalfont in 
merging with the neighbouring towns and villages. 

Rep1123 
Mr 
Christodoulous 
Timotheou 

Chalfont St Peter (CSP) has had it's fair share of new development. CDC has already granted planning permission for 
over 600 new dwellings within CSP, these include the Holy Cross site, Newland Park and the Audley Homes 
development at the Epilepsy site. In the first three years of the previous Core Strategy (intended to run until 2026) 
CSP has already taken significantly more than its fair allocation and provides the largest single percentage of the 
development proposed for Chiltern District as a whole.  There is a known drainage problem in CSP, particularly with 
open raw sewage backing up in the centre of the village. Additional developments of the scale proposed are simply 
not possible.   Development should be concentrated towards the centre rather than the fringes of towns and villages 
to be in line with green belt principles that brown field sites should be developed first, along with sites closest to 
train, tube and bus services.  All schools within Chalfont St Peter are at, or very nearly at capacity. They will be 
unable to accommodate children from the developments already scheduled within the Parish.  Chalfont St Peter is a 
village that already has over 6,000 dwellings and the existing infrastructure such as schools, doctors, dentists as well 
as general utilities and drainage is unable to sustain such mass developments.  Many other parts of the district are 
significantly more sustainable and appropriate for development. 

 The Local Plan will need to 
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Rep1124 
Mrs Deborah 
Todd 

I have considered very carefully the Consultation and supporting documents for the new Local Plan. These contain 
extremely radical proposals which, if implemented would not only eradicate what we all understood were protected 
green belt areas and areas of outstanding natural beauty, within a relatively short distance of London, but would 
create an urban conglomeration by merging the exisitng small towns and villages, such that they will lose their 
current individual identities and eventually become a mere satellite of London. Once lost , these and the counrtyside 
will never be recovered and the whole character of this area of the "leafy" Chilterns will be lost for ever.    
It is understood that land for new housing has to be found. Nevertheless, surely the first thing to consider is the 
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infrasatucture necessary to support such housing. At the moment that is badly stretched. The roads are very busy ( 
and in an appalling state of repair); the commuter trains are packed with parking at the stations at any time of day 
increasingly difficult; likewise in the towns; we are told just this last weekend that there are insufficient school 
places for the number of pupils; the local hospitals are overflowing and cannot cope with the numbers of patients - 
and even in this well populated part of the country there are not enough staff; neither are there private contractors 
such as builders, plumbers and electricians, all of which will be even harder to find if there are more households. 
That being the case, we are simply not in a position to support new large developments. The better solution is to 
permit smaller pockets of development on land adjacent to existing housing when that becaomes available and 
instead of allowing large houses ( as currently seems to be the case), use the available land for building more smaller 
affordable units. This would meet some of the immediate housing and allow a gradual integration. 
It is not accepted that there is any scope in this area for more business/industrial use. One only has to look at the 
number of empty shops, units occupied by charities and unlet offices and warehouses. There is little new industry in 
this area or the rest of the county  (or country for that matter) and more and more people work from home or 
remotely.To reclassify green belt land for such a use is neither necessary or realistic. Indeed, it is not clear that there 
is any evidence which remotely supports the need for this proposal and the rsiks of throwing away protected land 
for no gain ( or worse) is unthinkable.  Chiltern District Council has always contended that it is there to protect the 
amenity of our County and to uphold the town and village settlements as well as the rural way of life, the Green Belt 
and the Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty. These proposals would see those lost and would deprive the 
population of areas for recreation, walking, seeing nature and enjoying fresh air within walking distance and without 
the need to drive to the countryside by car.I frequently walk from home to Little Chalfont and at all tiimes of day 
there are walkers in our Village, along the Chess Valley and up through West Wood. The effect on the environment 
of the loss of these areas( especially if replaced by houses and cars producing yet more pollution) is incalculable. 
There are already serious concerns about the loss of habitiat for wildlife as well as wild flowers and trees. How could 
the bluebells ever be replaced?  Having lived in this area for almost 40 years, I know it very well indeed. These 
proposals and their consequences are so extreme that I respectfully query whether they have been properly 
thought through. The practicalities of development on this scale simply do not add up.  Add to that the 
environmental considerations and the loss of precisely the amenities the Council professes itself there to protect. 
The implemenation of these plans would, I submit, be a serious derogation of  its duty. 
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Rep1125 
Mrs Natalie Pillay 

In general I do not agree with the suggestion to convert parts of the Green Belt in Gerrards Cross and Chalfont St 
Peter to provide housing and employment.  In particular, Gerrards Cross does not need affordable housing or social 
housing because it is an affluent area and people move here for that reason.  There is also terrible pressure on 
schools in Gerrards Cross and Chalfont St Peter, so more housing would make the school place situation impossible.  
I believe the green belt should be left to provide a home for nature and to safeguard habitat for future generations.  
We need to be more responsible in this respect.  I particularly object to the area of land near Chalfont Park and 
around Lower Road and the A413 being used to create employment opportunities.  That stretch of road is already 
an accident black spot, and to add more buildings and lorries would make it even more treacherous.  The sliver of 
land between Lower Road and the A413 does not even look suitable for development.  It is covered with trees, and 
I'm sure they all have tree preservation orders on them.  Also the land banks at a severe angle.  On the Chalfont Park 
side of the A413, this land seems to be flood plain and have a river running through it, which would make 
development less than ideal.  Hasty building on this type of site would lead to problems with flooding which we 
would all regret for years to come.  The residents of this area value its natural beauty, and it would be a shame to 
have it blighted by warehouses etc.  We recently moved to South Bucks from London Borough of Harrow to escape 
the overcrowding and traffic problems there.  The reason that families move to South Bucks is so that children can 
grow up in a more rural environment.  I am saddened to see that the area containing the Paccar Scout Camp is also 
being considered for development.  The Scout Camp is a precious resource for our children and especially those 
visiting from London who have little opportunity to experience the fresh air, wildlife and wide open spaces such as 
this.  I understand that the former convent in Chalfont St Peter is being developed into accommodation, surely this 
is enough for one tiny village.  Gerrards Cross and Chalfont St Peter are the jewels in South Bucks'/Chiltern District 
Council's crowns and they deserve to be kept as green, scenic and rural as possible because once they have been 
overdeveloped, their character will be lost forever. 
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Rep1126 
Mrs Alison 
Barrett 

I oppose the plans that the village of Little Chalfont should be classified as a 'main settlement for growth' at the 
expense and loss of the adjoining areas of green belt which are being considered for housing & employment 
development.  I am a resident of Little Chalfont since 2012 and moved to this area precisely because of the 
spectacular setting within Green Belt, the village benefits from a wonderful sense of community & offers great 
access to adjoining main towns & the capital.  The areas of land identified for development are mostly situated 
within the Chilterns Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty, which is a far more valuable asset to the community at 
present and should be preserved as such. The classification AONB is rendered pointless if this offers no protection 
from developers and planners. The area between Stoney Lane & Westwood Park for example is a beautiful area of 
open space, bordering woodland which is frequented by the local public daily. The community is proud of this 
settling. our children are fortunate be growing up in this area & learning to respect & appreciate the countryside. 
additional housing in this area will not resolve any long term housing issues, it will provide housing for a few more 
people but at the expense of wonderful natural countryside. rather than looking at a village community 
development adjacent to local towns would be more appropriate. Little Chalfont has already expanded with the Bell 
Lane housing estate.  my concerns regarding employment development beyond Stoney Lane are as follows: 
- industrial development will not guarantee any benefit to the local community. If approved, the nature and 
provenance of businesses setting up in this area is unknown.  - traffic to the suggested employment development 
areas will have a significant impact on the village which is already heavily congested during morning & evening 
times.  - jobs will be created but there is no guarantee any benefit will be passed to local people, people will likely 
travel in by car or train from other areas I feel the development plans for the area are detrimental to the community 
of Little Chalfont. I would like to work to protect this lovely village & teach my children the value of the countryside 
we live in through projects such as the nature park, rather than let them observe the countryside be torn up. Let's 
keep this a village and consider development in a more appropriate area. 

  

Rep1127 
Miss Maureen 
Perry 

I wish it known that I object to any part of the plan that extends any additional housing onto the current green belt 
area that runs from the Southern edge of Leas Drive, Iver Recreation Ground, Dutton Way, Chequers Orchard and 
Barnes Way, as I feel this area is supporting its role as designated Green Belt land, acts as a boundary for the current 
housing perimeter and light industry, and that local infrastructure would be unable to successfully support 
additional housing without having a major detrimental impact on the area of Iver village.  I also wish it known that I 
object to any part of the plan that extends any additional housing and light industry onto the area adjacent to Old 
Slade Lane, as I also feel the local infrastructure would be unable to successfully support additional development 
without having a major detrimental impact on the local area of Richings Park. 
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Rep1128 
 Rashpal Hullait 

I am writing to express my immense concern and objection on two areas proposed by SBDC which are 76 and 85b 
and in addition an area suggested by ARUP in Stoke Poges which is wholly inappropriate.  I understand that Stoke 
Poges Parish council has identified and suggested the sites Bayer and Plough Lane Rec for which I would be more 
supportive.  I believe the sites identified by SBDC perform a “strong” Green Belt function when measured against 
the NPPF criteria, and therefore it should retain its Green Belt designation and should not be released for future 
development.  In addition, the Thomas Gray Memorial and the important historic landscape between the Memorial 
and the village of Stoke Poges has not been taken into account. These views are immortalised in Gray’s Elegy in a 
Country Church Yard, which is internationally recognised as one of the most important records of Pastoral England 
prior to the Industrial Revolution.  My concerns and objections are based on the following NPPF policies:  NPPF9 
Par.79 advocates openness and permanence as essential characteristics of the Green Belt stating that ‘the 
fundamental aim of Green Belt policy is to prevent urban sprawl by keeping land permanently open’.  Should this 
land be developed, there will be no open fields left within the village, and only left on the outskirts.  This would no 
longer be a rural village.  NPPF9 Par.83 Once established, Green Belt boundaries should only be altered in 
exceptional circumstances, through the preparation or review of the Local Plan.  NPPF9 Par.87 As with previous 
Green Belt policy, inappropriate development is, by definition, harmful to the Green Belt and should not be 
approved except in very special circumstances.   NPPF9 Par.88 When considering any planning application, local 
planning authorities should ensure that substantial weight is given to any harm to the Green Belt. ‘Very special 
circumstances’ will not exist unless the potential harm to the Green Belt by reason of inappropriateness, and any 
other harm, is clearly outweighed by other considerations.   In addition with regards the Thomas Gray Memorial and 
the vistas and landscape that surround it and Stoke Poges Church I believe the following NPPF policies apply:    
NPPF 12 Par.126 Local planning authorities should set out in their Local Plan a positive strategy for the conservation 
and enjoyment of the historic environment including heritage assets most at risk through neglect, decay or other 
threats. In doing so, they should recognise that heritage assets are an irreplaceable resource and conserve them in a 
manner appropriate to their significance. NPPF 12 Par.129 Local planning authorities should identify and assess the 
particular significance of any heritage asset that may be affected by a proposal (including by development affecting 
the setting of a heritage asset) taking account of the available evidence and any necessary expertise. They should 
take this assessment into account when considering the impact of a proposal on a heritage asset, to avoid or 
minimise conflict between the heritage asset’s conservation and any aspect of the proposal. Finally with regards to 
wildlife:  I believe these sites have been identified without an ecological assessment being prepared in accordance 
with the Institute of Ecology and Environmental Management guidelines.  There is a significant amount of wildlife 
including families of deer throughout these fields.  In addition there is potentially high value habitat such as 
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unimproved flower-rich grassland, and key species may be shown to be present (great crested newt, dormouse, 
bats, reptiles.  To reiterate I completely object to relaxation or rezoning of greenbelt rules within Stoke Poges with 
the exception of the two small packages of land identified by Stoke Poges Parish Council for the sites at Bayer Stoke 
Court and Plough Lane Rec. 

Rep1129 
Mr Paul Golding 
and Rep1130 
Mrs Sarah 
Golding 

Please see below my response to questions 11-12-13-17.  Firstly, I request that the Hatched area of land owned by 
Chiltern District Council, presented on p40 of ‘The Plan’ (commonly known as Upper Stone Meadow) be protected 
from all future development and any ‘change of use’.  Secondly I would like to extend the Hatched area as above 
and incorporate the area more commonly known as Lower Stone Meadow. Both Upper and Lower Stone Meadow 
are currently owned by Chiltern District Council see Ordinance Survey Map reference SU9993NW. Land Registry Title 
Number BM294098.  I request all land at Upper and Lower Stone meadow as defined in the above Title number 
have a binding and legal covenant imposed on it that binds Chiltern District Council to protect it for the good of the 
village and to never allow development of any kind, on any scale, including but not exclusively housing, commercial 
buildings or offices.  My supporting evidence is that this land is already recognised as An Area of National Interest. It 
contains a rare and precious chalk stream, wildlife, flora and fauna, and fulfils its existing classification as An Area Of 
Outstanding Natural Beauty in Green Belt. It is physically unsuitable for any development as it is on a flood plain, 
above the proposed HS2 Tunnel, in an area safeguarded by HS2 and therefore not deliverable before 2036. 

  

Rep1131 
Mrs Gillian 
Bocarro 

I wish it known that I object to any part of the plan that extends any additional housing onto the current green belt 
area that runs from the Southern edge of Leas Drive, Iver Recreation Ground, Dutton Way, Chequers Orchard and 
Barnes Way, as I feel this area is supporting its role as designated Green Belt land, acts as a boundary for the current 
housing perimeter and light industry, and that local infrastructure would be unable to successfully support 
additional housing without having a major detrimental impact on the area of Iver village.  I also wish it known that I 
object to any part of the plan that extends any additional housing and light industry onto the area adjacent to Old 
Slade Lane, as I also feel the local infrastructure would be unable to successfully support additional development 
without having a major detrimental impact on the local area of Richings Park. 
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Rep1133 
Mr Christopher 
Veys 

Option C – Yes.   In response to Question 5, I believe that Option C is the priority option for further testing and 
consideration as part of the next stage of plan preparation.   Option A – No.   I specifically vote against Option A 
particularly in Gerrards Cross and even more so in the Conservation Areas of Gerrards Cross as I feel it results in over 
development and loss of the special character of the area, as seen for example along Packhorse Road with the 
creation of the large apartment blocks on previously single sized house plots. Gerrards Cross is particularly at risk 
from such development given the larger than average plot sizes being suitable for building multi occupancy 
apartment blocks.  Option C - comments on Land Parcels 38a, 69 and 47b.  More particularly with regard to Option 
C, I consider that the following Specific Sites merit further testing and consideration with regard to the Chalfont St 
Peter and Gerrards Cross Plan in Appendix 2: Land Parcel 38a Land Parcel 69.  I believe Parcel 47b should be 
removed from the list of sites being considered.  In response to Question 6 and with regard to Parcel 47b, I agree 
with the conclusion reached by ARUP in rejecting this site.  The land parcel is connected to Gerrards Cross and 
prevents it’s outward sprawl in to open land, which is necessary to check the unrestricted sprawl of Gerrards Cross 
(a key purpose of Green Belt).  In addition, if the land parcel were developed the towns of Gerrards Cross and 
Beaconsfield would begin to merge losing the character of each town.  Finally only a very small part of Parcel 47b is 
covered by built from and the land maintains a very open and rural character with very little encroachment. This is 
attractive and open rural Green Belt over a large area and should in my opinion remain so.  In summary, this 
representation votes against Option A but supports Option C of the Spatial Strategy as the priority option to be 
considered further at the next stage of plan preparation and with regard to sites being considered for the Chalfont 
St Peter and Gerrards Cross areas, Land Parcel 38a and 69 deserve further consideration, but Parcel 47b should be 
removed as it is high quality Green Belt. 

  

Rep1134 
Mrs Marsha 
Seabrook 

I am concerned that the amount of extra traffic on an already heavily congested route will be a disaster. Also extra 
homes means more children and more school places. Schools are already at bursting point. These 2 major factors 
need to be resolved before anymore homes are built. 

  

Rep1135 
 Hema Pandya 

I am a homeowner in Loudhams Wood Lane, in the heart of Little Chalfont Village, despite having a Chalfont St Giles 
postal address and am writing to oppose the proposals for redevelopment in and around Little Chalfont, including 
those for the former golf course.  Before exploring why further developments in and around the village of Little 
Chalfont is a concern for me, I am incredibly concerned that these proposals are even considering any development 
on green belt land at all.  Planning guidelines state “The fundamental aim of Green Belt policy is to prevent urban 
sprawl by keeping land permanently open; the essential characteristics of Green Belts are their openness and their 
permanence”.  Your proposals are seeking to breach the very principle of permanence.  I would urge you to exhaust 
all non-green belt land alternatives before contemplating considering green belt land development – this is 
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definitely not the case in the south east let alone the whole of England.  In direct contravention to the guidelines, 
which refer “to the importance of green belt to avoid towns merging”, your proposals are impacting these very 
guidelines by their proximity to Chorleywood.  Instead of “safeguarding the countryside from encroachment” you 
are planning to extend and increase “unrestricted sprawl of large built up areas”.  Regarding Little Chalfont in 
particular, I have a number of concerns.   We have already experienced huge impacts in the areas and local 
infrastructure from recent redevelopments.  There has been a marked and noticeable increase in the volumes of 
traffic on the A404 passing through Little Chalfont Village.  The roads are effectively gridlocked through to 
Amersham during peak times, often taking 45 minutes to complete a 15 minute journey.  This has an impact on the 
side roads which have become “rat runs” through to Chorleywood, Amersham and Chesham, for example Burton’s 
Lane, Elizabeth Avenue, Bell Lane and Cokes Lane.  These roads and those surrounding them house many families, 
and children are increasingly being put at risk of road accidents as a result.  Further development will simply mean 
that the main roads will become more congested, and the cut-throughs become even more dangerous for local 
school children.  The tube and trains are also suffering from excessive demand.  As recently as five years ago, I could 
get a seat on my daily commute into London.  Now, unless I forget my manners, I am standing much of the way and 
if I haven’t got a seat at Chalfont and Latimer, I will be standing the whole way to London, you are likely to have to 
stand.  For those less able to jostle, such as pregnant women and the elderly, they have to rely on the goodwill of 
fellow passengers for a seat.  Most of the local residents chose village life to get away from such issues.  Your 
proposals will only make this problem much worse.  As an aside, many of these commuters park at the station, 
which itself further exacerbates the existing traffic issues referred to above. Again, I struggle to get a parking place 
unless I leave early enough to get one.  Continue expansion in such a limited area will just add to the difficulties that 
commuters like myself face on a daily basis.  It is also the case, that like us, any residents living in new developments 
at the edges of the village will need to use the shops and services in the village.  Parking in the village is already close 
to impossible.  Queues of cars waiting for parking spaces stretch around the shops, which causes traffic congestion.  
Many cars are parked illegally on single and double yellow lines, because of the lack of parking, but this is very 
dangerous for pedestrians and a major risk for accidents.  More developments will simply make matters worse, 
increasing risks to local residents. The infrastructure in Little Chalfont simply cannot accommodate any further 
development.  The consequential impact of more cars in Little Chalfont is increased pollution.  Most of the people 
that choose to live in Little Chalfont do so for the peace, tranquillity and road safety – that means we have a large 
proportion of elderly residents and young families with children.  The elderly and young children are most liable to 
suffer adverse reactions from increased air pollution.  Clearly, increased pollution will also have a detrimental effect 
to surrounding wildlife.  We are fortunate around the village of Little Chalfont to have Areas of Outstanding Natural 
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Beauty (AONB).  These AONB areas are the very reason that most of us choose to live in the village, for the green 
open spaces, the plant and the wildlife. In particular, the development of the former golf would be a huge loss to 
the plants and wildlife. I’ve seen wild stags and deer on the site on many a walk through the area.  It is a duty of the 
Council to protect such areas and wildlife, not to destroy them and spoil the areas of natural beauty we have around 
us.  You will know that this wildlife in and around the AONB is endangered by the air and noise pollution associated 
with cars.  Noise can have a detrimental effect on wild animals, increasing the risk of death and interfering the use 
of the sounds in communication, especially in relation to reproduction and in navigation. An impact of noise on wild 
animal life is the reduction of usable habitat that noisy areas may cause.   Toxic pollutants in the air, or deposited on 
soils or surface waters, can impact wildlife in a number of ways. Like humans, animals can experience health 
problems if they are exposed to sufficient concentrations of air toxics over time. Air toxics contribute to birth 
defects, reproductive failure, and disease in animals.  Finally, there is the issue of pressures on schooling, doctors 
and dentists which are all already over-stretched.  Entry to local schools such as Little Chalfont Primary is becoming 
harder and harder, which means that more families are forced to take (by car, driving further the above issues) their 
children away from the local community, significantly impacting rural village life. Additionally, getting access to local 
doctors and dentists is becoming increasingly difficult.  More people means that this is stretched beyond breaking 
point.  I fully appreciate the need for more housing.  I have children of my own that will grow and need homes of 
their own, but this is not the way to meet the need. A decision to proceed with the proposals for redevelopment in 
Little Chalfont demonstrated that you have no consideration for the green belt, for AONB, for nature and the 
environment, and for the impact on village way of life.  It shows that you have no care or regards for the health, 
safety and general well-being of the local residents, particularly the many young and elderly who will be impacted 
more than most by the increased pollution and traffic, but that you have greater regard for the financial benefits 
that will be realised by driving redevelopment in an area that cannot withstand it. 
Please stop these proposals for redevelopment on green belt land and on the former golf course in Little Chalfont 
village. 

Rep1136 
Mr Alan Rosser 

Chalfont St Peter has already had its fair share of development; with CDC granting permission for 600 new homes 
(the single largest percentage of the development proposed for Chiltern District as a whole). Our village 
infrastructure and roads, schools, doctors surgeries, sewerage and drainage will already struggle to cope with these 
new dwellings. The depletion of green areas and trees which currently enhance the environment and provide 
shelter and natural drainage, is unacceptable. By allowing any of these additional sites to be developed and in the 
process, depleting out greenbelt, these proposed developments and their locations will undermine every single 
principle for which the green belt was created. I believe there are other more suitable sites in the district than the 
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ones I object to below. In the consideration of any new housing proposals, brownfield sites and sites closest to 
public transport links should always be considered before reducing greenbelt land. We have neither a train station, a 
bus station nor a tube stop in Chalfont St Peter and any additional homes being built here, will bring to bear an 
untenable strain on our local roads and services.   I strongly object to the local plan for Mill Meadow, as any plan to 
build additional housing on this space would deprive the local school, Chalfont St Peter Church Academy of any 
green spaces for the exercise, well being of its children and the ability for the school to effectively deliver its 
curriculum. I object because the removal of these spaces would deprive our village of it’s biodiverse open spaces 
and football club; used by so many hundreds of people, from the very young, to the very old. I object because 
development here would deprive the village of a thriving and essential community centre which is in constant use, 
benefitting everyone from the elderly to the very young and the most vulnerable and needy in our society. I object 
because the adjacent park provides one of the only recreational spaces for teens and young people to meet and 
gather safely. I object to the loss of the Scout hut, which has been running on that site for over thirty years and 
epitomises the spirit of our village; it was created by local people and volunteers and is maintained and run in the 
same way. Scouting is a vital way to improve the lives of young people. I would like to add that all of these vital 
facilities are within walking distance of most of the population of Chalfont St Peter and locating any of them 
elsewhere (and making them car dependant) would reduce the amount of people who would be able to make use of 
them.  I would also like to add on this point that as this area is on a flood plain and regularly does flood often 
bringing the lower half of the village to a standstill. Any further building on it would be have massive implications on 
the livelihoods of local people and businesses due to inevitable flooding.  I object to the industrial development 
proposals to the east of the A413 as the Colne Valley Park, an AONB site, is particularly important from a biodiversity 
and environmental point of view. Furthermore, to lose our cricket club (whose parkland areas have huge historical 
significance as being originally designed by Capability Brown) would be hugely detrimental to our village. It provides 
facilities for sport for each of the local schools’ children to play cricket and has up to one hundred and fifty junior 
players as well as three adult teams in local leagues and friendly matches.  In addition, the facilities are used by 
schools and local businesses for cricket and by residents for social functions.  There is no alternative site for the club 
to be relocated within the village and within walking distance. Likewise, the golf club (also designed by Capability 
Brown) would be lost. 

Rep1137 
 Morag Noble 

I have lived in Little Chalfont for nearly 30 years and have brought up my family here in the relative peace and quiet 
of suburbia.  As a village we have had to put up with many assaults on our surroundings, the main one being the 
access, all be it 6 miles away, to the M25, where someone thought it a good idea to have a junction on a single 
carriageway road.  But that is another story!!     1.  Green Belt.  The OED definition of the word PERMANENT is 
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"lasting unchanged indefinitely, not temporary".  How can the council suddenly decide to change this at a whim and 
when they want to.  Its written in LAW, and they have NO right to change it from Green Belt to Housing or industrial 
usage.  The original purpose of GREEN BELT is to protect areas such as Little Chalfont from creeping development, 
otherwise, why don't you just join Rickmansworth, Chorleywood, Chenies, Little Chalfont and Amersham and have 
one huge housing and industrial estate.  Its ridiculous, and not worthy of anyone to think its a good idea.    
2. Percentage of growth.  As I understand it, Little Chalfont has taken a hit of development far in excess of 
Amersham, Chalfont St Peter or Chesham to the extent of twice some of the others.  We have had the Bell Lane 
development, the Donkey Field development, all the development off Elizabeth Avenue, and now the flats at the 
end of the shops, of which more see below.    3.  Wild life.  The wild life that is around here is also threatened.  We 
have a great diversity here, and also a great diversity of road kill that is seen daily from the ever increasing traffic 
that comes through the village.    4.The infrastructure in the village.  This is already at or beyond, bursting point, 
schools, doctors, and PARKING being the main problems.  Currently, trying to get into the parade of shops is 
becoming more and more difficult and at times the main road A404 is blocked in both directions with cars trying to 
turn in.  Perhaps the people thinking that more housing is a good idea, might like to come to the village and actually 
see what happens on a daily basis.  And once the development between the shops and the VW garage starts, 
heaven help us !!   The A404 could be regularly blocked.   When delivery lorries come with supplies, and the 
tradesmen park their vans all day in the shopping precinct, WHERE ARE THE RESIDENTS going to go?  They will go 
elsewhere and the shops will be empty, making people redundant and shops close, and rent not being paid to 
landlords - I could go on and on and on.   5.  Parking for the station.  It is said that those in power think that because 
we have a station in the village that this makes it a good place to build more houses.  Where are the commuters 
going to park?  We currently have a situation between Linfields and Snells Lane, where commuters are parking all 
day in a road designated as "EMERGENCY VEHICLE ACCESS ROAD".  This is because the access too and from Snells 
Lane is very narrow and dangerous and a Fire Engine, for instance would not be able to turn into the Lane.  So the 
narrow access road is now a car park.  The cars are parked very dangerously on a bend, the number of near misses is 
legionary amongst residents as the cars block the view.  If the lack of parking continues, I can see Linfields, 
Harewood Road, Burtons Lane etc, locally all being used for parking.  Someone will soon have an accident near us 
and it will be a sad day.  I cant believe that this general idea of changing the whole nature of the village is to 
anyone's benefit apart from developers. 
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Rep1138 
 J Aylett 

We are totally opposed to these massive plans that will destroy the very fabric of this area.   We have lived here for 
over twenty years- tempted away from Ealing by the lure of the countryside and the wonderful views and walks 
around this area.  We have seen the massive development of the Epilepsy Centre, the probable development on 
Newlands Park and the convent site in Chalfont St Peter.There has been very little or no extra provision for extra 
schools, doctors surgeries etc. The state of the road surfaces around here is a total disgrace and the encouragement 
of more residents and associated traffic will of course deepen these problems.  This is what green belt is !  In United 
Kingdom town planning, the green belt is a policy for controlling urban growth. The idea is for a ring of countryside 
where urbanisation will be resisted for the foreseeable future, maintaining an area where agriculture, forestry and 
outdoor leisure can be expected to prevail. The fundamental aim of green belt policy is to prevent urban sprawl by 
keeping land permanently open, and consequently the most important attribute of green belts is their openness. 

  

Rep1139 
 M.A Rosemeyer 

I should like to object to proposals in your recent consultation document on the Local Plan, particularly with respect 
to Little Chalfont.  The emphasis on eroding the Green belt and designated AONBs is  total contradiction to the 
purposes for which they were established, namely, to prevent urban sprawl.  I expect the Council to vigorously 
defend these original intentions.  In the Plan, there is mention of necessary infrastructure, i.e. need for schools and 
ease of traffic movement.  These are already under stress in this area, and the traffic situation is about to be 
exacerbated by the impact of HS2 and the further increase in HGV traffic.  Over recent years there has been a 
gradual increase in housing density in Little Challfont, which has recently accelerated with the development of two 
substantial sites, with anticipated increase in population and further pressure on the local facilities. For its relatively 
small size the proportional impact on  Little Chalfont would be severe in comparison to that on the larger 
communities in the Chiltern District.  It is unfair to impose these strains on residents without solving the present 
infrastructure problems, specifically: access to schools, adequate health and social care, easing traffic congestion 
and provision of parking locations.  I request that Little Chalfont be removed from being considered a priority for 
development in the Local Plan. 
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Rep1140 
Mrs Althea 
Batten 

As a resident of Amersham for the last 50 years I wish to state in the strongest terms that I object to the plans to 
building of any form, residential or industrial on green belt land which would restrict the general enjoyment or 
access of the public to such areas. At a time when we are fighting the imposition of HS2 upon us it seems wrong that 
our own council are proposing to do such large scale damage to the green belt areas.   It is also a matter of great 
concern and bewilderment to me that at least 2 of the proposed development areas are on flood plains, being the 
large field adjacent to Chalfont St Giles village centre and the area besides the A413 covering from the spot where 
the railway crosses the road back to the access road to Chalfont Heights. This cannot be sensible planning.   I accept 
the need for additional housing, particularly to provide accommodation for essential workers. The development in 
Bell Lane, Little Chalfont,  on the site of the old wood yard is a good example of the use of ex industrial land and 
similar infills would be welcome. However the large scale development to the north east of Amersham filling in the 
entire land up to the railway seems excessive. This would require improved access and massive disruption to the 
general area.  As a member of Gerrards Cross Golf Club I also wish to object to the possible designation of land for 
employment as shown on the Chalfont St Peter and Gerrards Cross map in Appendix 5, Areas of Search for Strategic 
Employment Options within the Green Belt listed in the Local Plan Initial Consultation document.  The proposal 
would remove the lower part, being about one quarter of the golf club course and the entire Clubhouse, and so 
make the Club completely unviable. The residue of the course would be left in limbo and become waste land.  This 
together with the removal of the adjacent cricket ground would greatly reduce the sporting and recreational 
facilities in the local area and deny hundreds of local people the enjoyment of playing golf or cricket in a beautiful 
part of the Misbourne valley.  Such development within the Green Belt would be harmful to the principles of such a 
designation while conversely, the existing uses are acceptable use within the Green Belt and wholly appropriate in 
maintaining the openness of the Green Belt.   The area is in The Colne Valley Park and is identified as being a 
particularly important green space for biodiversity and environmental priorities.  The Gerrards Cross Golf Club 
manages a large area of woodland for the benefit of  wildlife but would not be able to do so if the golf club were 
made non viable.  The area is within the Green Belt and provides the important function of separating the built-up 
areas of Chalfont St. Peter and Tatling End, Gerrards Cross and Denham.  The A413 is a natural barrier for 
development.  To build to the east of it would erode the barrier and facilitate yet more development in the future 
on the open space to the east.  The area, as previously mentioned,  is also in a flood plain unsuitable for sustainable 
development of any significance.  The area is valued by residents and visitors as a green corridor and to destroy it 
would inevitably lead to further industrialisation and amalgamation of separate and distinct developed areas. 
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Rep1141 
Mrs Cecilia 
Winkett 

Questions 5  and 6 - All growth options should pay special regard to access to public transport, especially train 
stations. Option J.   It is important to consider in-filling within village and town boundaries before encroaching on 
green belt land. Option 8 -  Great care should be taken not to release the green belt land for development where it 
would join separate communities. If all the Epilepsy Centre land were to be released for development it would, with 
the Newland Park, site virtually join the communities of St Peter and St Giles.   Chalfont St Peter has already had its 
fair share of development on the Holy Cross site, Newlands Park site and the Audley Homes development on the 
Epilepsy Centre site.   There is already a drainage issue in CSP - the village centre floods with heavy rain and raw 
sewage backs up spilling into shops and the George and the Greyhound. This problem is likely to be exacerbated 
with the development already planned. Any additional development would make the problem become a disaster. 
The schools and doctors` surgeries are already full and could not cope with any further growth in population. 
All the lanes around the Newland Park site and the Epilepsy site are narrow and have difficulty coping with the 
existing traffic. None of the roads have footpaths and there is no public transport. These points need to be given 
very serious consideration.  If the area along the A413 is released for employment it would breach the natural 
boundary of the road and is part of the Colne Valley Park, and important green space. It is also on the Misbourne 
flood plain.  There are already empty office blocks in CSP - we do not need more to stand empty.   
The Mill Meadow site includes many amenities used regularly by the CSP community. There are no other areas in 
the village where the football club,the tennis club, the playground and playing pitches could be relocated. 
The CSP C of E Academy does not have a playing field within the school grounds and uses the Mill Meadow for its 
recreation lessons. Without it the school could not not deliver the government prescribed curriculum. The loss of 
this green space in the village would be a disaster.  The Mill meadow is also on the Misbourne flood plain and it does 
flood. Question 8 - The councils could meet its local affordable housing need by ensuring that developers include a 
reasonable number of affordable dwellings in their plans and are made to adhere to them. They should not be 
allowed to erode the number. 

  

Rep1142 
 Christine Cleary 

It has come to my notice that planning application has been lodged with a view to building a number of properties 
on the Great Missenden site at some future date and I would like to formally disagree with this application.  The 
garage is an essential business for the local community and has been for very many years and is a most valuable 
amenity. 
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Rep1143 
Mr John Poole 

Proposed erection of housing estate on land behind Quill Hall Farm, Amersham.  I strongly object to this proposed 
development for the following reasons;    1. Roads: How would access to this new development be achieved, 
Chestnut Lane, Raans Road, Woodside Road could not cope with more traffic and there would be an increase in 
traffic on the already busy White Lion Road and Black Horse Bridge mini roundabout.   2. Schools: Local schools are 
all full so an influx of 100s of children will require large extensions to present schools or new ones to be built. 
3. Amenities: Is there sufficient medical facilities such as doctors surgeries and dental practices to cater for this large 
influx of new people?    4. Environmental Factors; This proposed development is in an area of outstanding natural 
beauty and would destroy the outstanding views.    This development is ill considered on a green belt site and will 
create increase traffic problems and a strain the existing transport system and public services. 

  

Rep1144 
Mr Kyle Dempsey 

General Points I would like to make about the appropriateness of development in Chalfont St Peter green belt areas. 
•Chalfont St Peter has had its fair share of new development. CDC has already granted planning permission for over 
600 dwellings within Chalfont St Peter, these include the Holy Cross site, Newland Park and the Audley & Porthaven 
Homes development at the Epilepsy site.  In the first three years of the previous Core Strategy (intended to run until 
2026) Chalfon St Peter has already taken significantly more than its fair allocation and provides the largest single 
percentage of the development proposed for Chiltern District as a whole.  •There is a known drainage issue in 
Chalfont St Peter, particularly with open raw sewerage backing up in the centre of the village. Additional 
developments of the scale proposed are simply not possible.  •Development should be concentrated towards the 
centre rather than the fringes of towns and villages to be in line with green belt principles that brownfield sites 
should be developed first, along with sites closest to train, tube and bus services.   •All schools within Chalfont St 
Peter are at, or very nearly at, capacity. They will be unable to accommodate children from the developments 
already scheduled within the Parish.  • Many roads around Chalfont St Peter are small roads & single track roads 
that are already in a poor state of repair, the proposed development site do not benefit from good public transport 
links this will in turn put major pressure on the road network and severly increase congestion.  • Many other parts of 
the District are significantly more sustainable and appropriate for development.  •The village was first recorded 
around the seventh Century as an Anglo Saxon settlement along the river Misbourne by a spring and was called 
'Caedeles Funta'.  It was then mentioned in the Domesday Book of 1087. The population as at the 2001 census 
numbered some 12,939 making Chalfont St Peter one of the largest villages in the South East of England, So I feel is 
already overcapacited and at risk of destroying our rich history and heritage.  •Currently there are limited school 
places available and the Infrastructure Delivery Plan (“IDP”) shows the County is short of places.  There will need to 
be new school provision should any of the proposed sites go forward for development.  It is a shame that the Holy 
Cross site planning application was so badly and incompetently handled by CDC such that the Chalfont St Peter 

 The Local Plan will need to 
identify sustainable 
development options to meet 
needs taking into account the 
scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements.   
 
The councils consider that 
options in the Green Belt need 
to be considered in addition to 
the opportunities that are 
available on brownfield sites. 
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villagers face a fight (still not finally over) to retain that site as educational land to provide the most sensible 
educational facility for its residents.  • In 2012 this country came together and celebrated at the opening ceremony 
of the Olympics. We boasted to the world about our wonderful countryside, farmlands, areas of natural outstanding 
beauty our rich history and heritage. The propsed development sites within Chalfont St Peter competley contradict 
and undermine what makes Britain, Great Britain.   •The only road in the area which is considered in the IDP is the 
A413 which South Bucks District Transport Strategy (2010) states is highly congested.  Other roads around which are 
mostly very narrow are not considered but there is already significant queueing at peak periods.  These narrow lanes 
are often used as rat runs to avoid congestion the purpose for which they were not designed and are not capable of 
handling.  All roads in the area are in a disgraceful state of repair and public transport is completely inadequate.  • 
With the Government completely un-willing to listen to anyone or the incredible support against HS2 I feel it is even 
more important to fight back against the over development of Chalfont St peter and surrounding areas before this 
area is blighted for years to come. The building of HS2 will impact significantly on the village with unknown and 
unwanted consequences but it will significantly damage the green belt and air quality whilst giving no benefit to 
local residents.  In the short term whilst it is being built the huge influx of workers and traffic will impact significantly 
on health care, loss of amenity and significantly increase, probably to breaking point, the volume of local traffic.   
GREEN BELT - The Local Plan is considering change of land use, particularly for Green Belt areas.  According to the 
National Planning Policy Framework there are five stated purposes of including land within the green belt.  Once an 
area of land has been defined as green belt the stated opportunities and benefits include:     1 Providing 
opportunities for access to the open countryside for the urban population.   2 Providing opportunities for outdoor 
sport and outdoor recreation in the urban areas.     3 Retention of attractive landscapes and enhanced landscapes 
common to near where people live.      4  Improvement of damaged and derelict land around towns. 
5  The securing of nature conservation interests.       6 The retention of land in agricultural, forestry and related uses. 
Comments on Green Belt Methodology -   Parcel 38a – Epilepsy Centre.   This has been scored far too low.   
Principal purpose 1(b) clearly should be scored higher.  This land parcel is indeed an important barrier to outward 
sprawl and there is clear scope for the existing built up areas within this parcel to be divided to form a defensible 
barrier.  It clearly forms an important barrier to prevent land from sprawling out beyond Chesham Lane and the 
Chalfont Common settlement towards Gerrards Cross, Chalfont St Giles, Maple Cross, Rickmansworth and Horn Hill.  
The backs of the gardens and the well-established footpaths and roads within the site itself can easily form 
defensible boundaries. It appears to us it should score at least 4+ or 5 rather than 3+, which seems arbitrarily low. 
We agree with the assessment under purpose 2.  It does indeed perform an  “essential” purpose.  Under purpose 3 
this land clearly protects the openness of the countryside and has much less than 5% of the land parcel covered by 
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building.  It is predominantly characterised by open fields and woodland.  The topography is not predominantly flat 
as there are significant valleys within that and there are significant and important views towards the open 
countryside.   The areas with reduced openness actually increase the importance of the remaining open views on 
the remaining site.  The land also has many footpaths and in particular the majority of the northern part of the site is 
within the Colne Valley Park which surely means that the openness of the countryside is particularly important.  
Accordingly not least because of its presence in the Colne Valley Park the score should be increased to 4+ or 5.  If 
Parcel 44(b) scores a 5, then for consistency purposes this should also score a 5.  We totally disagree with the 
scoring for purpose 4, which is ridiculous.  Please refer to the Buckingham County Council Historic Towns 
Assessment carried out between 2008 and 2012 (“BCCHTA”) for Chalfont St Peter and in particular p55 which 
summarises the heritage value as high, the historical value as high and the communal value as high, with the 
aesthetic value as medium.  It notes that “given the historic importance of the Chalfont Colony, the buildings have 
the potential to be a conservation area in its own right”.  There are four existing listed buildings of historical 
importance on the Epilepsy site and the land surely provides immediate and wider context for the historic 
settlements of Chalfont St Peter and Chalfont St Giles as a whole.  The Epilepsy Society Site is clearly of itself of 
significant historical importance being established on that site in 1894.  Accordingly for purpose 4 one must score a 
5,giving a total score of 18+ or 19 out of 20. Question 6, Site specific points: The Epilepsy Society site (“ES  Site”)  
•This is currently a Major Developed Site within the green belt, and is the home of the Epilepsy Society, it provides 
two new care home developments as well as important recreational facilities with nine football pitches plus a 
pavilion with toilets, showers and changing facilities which are used by more than 24 teams.  •The ES Site could 
notionally be divided into two parts.  The area to the south of Tate Road and Micholls road  (extended towards the 
long established and well used track from Tate Road to Skippings Farm)  lies the current built up area (“ES South”) 
and the  area to the north of that line including (for this purpose) comprises the Model Farm, Rowan’s nursery  and 
Brawlings Farm.  (“ES North”)  •ES North is within the Colne Valley Park and therefore deserves special protection in 
any event as part of that park. ES South is currently used for care home and medical facilities and should be retained 
as such. It is an ideal site to provide further care home and/or medical facilities for Chalfont St Peter.  •The ES Site 
fulfils, as a whole, all five of the stated purposes of the green belt as I have listed above and in particular provides an 
important buffer between the settlements of Chalfont St Giles, Chalfont St Peter, Horn Hill. I feel provides one of the 
most crucial buffers protecting The Chalfonts from Unrestricted urban sprawl bringing London and the hustle and 
bustle of the city ever closer devasting the important and ever deminishing  countryside that this country is so proud 
of and globally famous for.  I feel Developing this site would link us with Maple Cross which in itself is closely linked 
to Denham, Rickmansworth, Croxley, Watford, Northwood, Northwood hills, Pinner, Eastcote, Ruislip, Ruislip Manor 
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& Ruislip Gardens on so on. The above areas all suffer from this terrible Urban sprawl with None or indeed very little 
boundry one area merging into another the ES site offers one of the most important buffer zones between not only 
Chalfont St Peter but the chilterns in general.  •These propsed development sites completely undermine everything 
the green belt is set out to protect all mentioned in my points above.  •The ES Site contains important open views 
from Chesham Lane towards the Colne Valley Park.  It provides important agricultural, forestry and related 
employment uses and opportunities for outdoor sport and recreation, including the Model Farm, Rowan’s Nursery 
and Brawlings Farm Riding Centre.   •CDC has already granted planning permission for two developments within the 
Epilepsy site (Audley & Porthaven Homes).  •If the Grant & Stone site in CSP has been rejected for development as it 
is employment land, the same consideration must apply to the Epilepsy site.  There should not be an inconsistent 
approach.  •Several local businesses use the ES site apart from the agricultural use. At the Model Farm, there are 
several businesses including A&E Vehicles Services, Castle Glass, Chiltern Equine Clinic and PJ Fagan Construction 
Limited.  These include two well established family businesses and the main hospital site for the Chiltern Equine 
Clinic.  On the Epilepsy site other businesses are present including Gordon Summerville, Fineland Forestry, CDM 
Autos as well as farm use and recreational use (Chalfont Saints Football).  The ES Society is one of Chalfont St Peter’s 
largest employers.   •the Epilepsy Society Site is noted in the BCCHTA to have high historical evidential and 
community  value and is clearly an important historical and heritage asset. According to the BCCHTA the site has the 
potential to be a conservation area in its own right.  We contend that this should be the case – see below.  As an 
important Heritage Asset, the site must be protected.   •Part of the site is within the HS2 Safeguarded Area meaning 
that development is unlikely to be achievable within the timeframe even if it is suitable – Which it is not.   • It is 
inherently unsustainable; it is not served by any appropriate bus service and is too far to walk to either Little 
Chalfont or Gerrards Cross which are the nearest rail stations. Any development is completley car dependent.  It 
appears to us that there are a number of significant errors in the sustainability appraisal particularly in respect of the 
transport links. Certain figures have been transposed so that it appears that higher scores appear in the wrong place 
and, for example, the Epilepsy Society site (ES site) scores incorrectly and, apart from the fact that the scoring itself 
is inappropriately high.   In particular the Pre-Mitigation Assessment matrix summary in table 5.1 in the document 
on page 146 is wrong.   It shows content from other areas to those which the table refers, and in particular the table 
indicates data which should be associated with GC1 and not as associated with the ES site (CSF Area 3). Further, in 
paragraph 3.10.4 we disagree with the analysis as it is clear that congestion will become a huge issue for the area 
should there be any development at the ES site due to the narrow and totally unsustainable roads.  The variety of 
sustainable transport modes provided at local and regional scale is irrelevant for this site given its distance from rail 
stations and the inadequate nature of the local roads and buses. Over half of the site is more than 400 metres from 
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any bus stop and all of  the site will feed the congestion on the A413 which is already significant at certain times 
throughout the day.   Clearly the transport assessment for the area should be a minus not a plus.  In addition, there 
are four listed buildings on the ES site which would be irreparably harmed by any further significant development on 
that site. The ES site if you include the land up to Brawlings Lane, is bounded on three sides by dangerous and 
narrow country lanes, which are in already in a poor state of repair this makes it even more unsuitable for 
development and the extra congestion & traffic volume such a delvelopment would bring to the area to a standstill. 
Often these roads have no space for two cars to pass and certainly with no street lighting or pavements for 
pedestrians, including children to walk to school buses and the like.   It would obviously be very difficult to upgrade 
these roads, if not impossible, and clearly from a sustainability point of view this site is inherently unsustainable.   
Mention is made of a number of bus stops being nearby but, again, the comments in the sustainability appraisal are 
incorrect (see above).  The buses are very infrequent and irregular with one or two buses per day and even fewer at 
weekends.  They have a very limited range of service. Indeed, so inappropriate is the bus service that the planning 
permission granted on Newlands Park requires the developer to provide a bus service for its residents which we all 
believe will eventually dwindle leaving all the residents car-dependent. The ES site is clearly CAR-DEPENDENT and 
fails all sustainability testing. In the Planning Inspectorate Planning Enquiry in June 2005 the site was found to be 
unsustainable and nothing has changed positively since then.   •A natural boundary between ES South and ES North 
is easily defensible (excluding the playing fields which is identified as green open space in the Neighbourhood Plan). 
The ES North site should be retained in the green belt and Colne Valley Park with no development. ES South should 
be retained as an MDS in the green belt for medical/care home use.   •The sheer size of this proposed development 
site is clearly excessive and could potentially double the number of dwellings in Chalfont St Peter.  
Mill Meadow: •The area is a much used amenity facility which includes the Community Centre, a football club, 
recreation park, playing pitches (football and cricket), tennis courts, a scout headquarters and parish council offices.  
There are no areas within the centre of the village where any of these facilities could be relocated.  •The Chalfont St 
Peter C of E Academy, adjacent to Mill Meadow, does not have a playing field within the school grounds. The school 
currently uses Mill Meadow for physical education lessons on a daily basis and for team games, athletics and cross 
country activities. The school would be unable to deliver an effective curriculum if Mill Meadow is designated for 
development.  •The area is also a much used public facility with a Nature Reserve, Jubilee Garden and The Lady Gibb 
Millennium Wood and with the ability to walk alongside the Misbourne from the Village Centre, across Mill Meadow 
and through to Chalfont St Giles.  These amenities are simply irreplaceable due to the length of time taken for them 
to develop and their very position.   •Mill Meadow is on the flood plain. There is a serious risk of flooding.  The area 
identified for industrial development to the east of the A413: •The area is in The Colne Valley Park and is identified 
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as being a particularly important green space for biodiversity and environmental priorities.     • The area is within 
the Green Belt and provides the important function of separating the built-up areas of CSP and Tatling End, Gerrards 
Cross and Denham.   • The A413 is a natural barrier for development. To build to the east of it would erode the 
barrier and facilitate yet more development in the future on the open space to the east.      • The area is in a 
flood plain.  • The area is valued by residents and visitors as a green corridor and to destroy it would inevitably 
lead to further industrialisation and amalgamation of separate and distinct developed areas. Question 8 – 
Affordable Housing.  All affordable housing developments must be sustainable.  Affordable housing should be 
located in areas closest to rail and tube stations, adequate bus services and areas of maximum employment.  The 
majority of the sites in Chalfont St Peter are inherently unsustainable and as such unsuitable for affordable housing.  
Some limited key worker housing could be provided in certain areas but this will not go far towards meeting the 
perceived general need.  Developments for affordable housing should be concentrated in those settlements with 
the facilities and infrastructure to support them eg Little Chalfont, Amersham, Chesham and even to some extent 
the centre of Gerrards Cross which has a rail station. We contend that larger sustainable urban extensions provide 
viable propositions for affordable housing.  It is likely to be the case that significant quantities of affordable housing 
on non green belt sustainable urban extensions as part of the Duty to Co-Operate is capable of delivering sufficient 
quantities of affordable housing other than options currently available to CDC.  It does not appear viable to provide 
sufficient affordable housing in the Chiltern District without full exploitation of the Duty to Co-Operate.  Areas such 
as Slough, Uxbridge, High Wycombe, Amersham, Watford  and Chesham are inherently more appropriate and 
sustainable locations for provision of affordable housing and high density sites.   The majority of sales in Chalfont St. 
Peter during the last year were Detached properties, selling for an average price of £821,021. Semi-detached 
properties sold for an average of £504,453, Terraced properties fetching £433,905.  Chalfont St. Peter, with an 
overall average price of £673,887 (Rightmove.com)  With the UK average salary being in the region of £27,000 even 
greater London avaerage wage being a little higher  most banks unwilling to lend anymore than X4 annual salary 
makes any new development completely un-affordable in the real world. The only people set to benefit from such 
developments are the developers themselves leaving the surrounding community burdened by over delvelopment 
for generations to come. There are many areas within CDC & South Bucks that would better support affordable 
housing. Question 11 – Heritage Strategy.  There is no doubt in my view that the documentation prepared by CDC's 
consultants do not recognise the importance of the Epilepsy Society site as one of our important heritage assets. It 
would appear that those responsible for the Local Plan are not aware, or have otherwise deliberately ignored, the 
BCCHTA which clearly defines the importance of Chalfont St Peter as an historic settlement, and in particular the 
Epilepsy Society Site which scores as “high” in three out of four assessed categories, and “medium” in the other.  It 
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is an historical jewel in the crown.  It was the first residential centre in England specifically designed to provide a 
safe environment for epileptics to live and work.  It has the potential to be a conservation area in its own right. 
There are four listed buildings on the site and any development would irreparably harm their setting and indeed the 
village of Chalfont St. Peter itself, is clearly mentioned in the Doomsday Book and is itself of historical significance. 
The Epilepsy site has been part of the community for one hundred and twenty one years and is an important part of 
the community and amenity in Chalfont St. Peter. The loss of heritage sites can often mean a clear loss of amenity 
and that would certainly be the case should this site be removed from the green belt with its potential loss of 
planning and building control. CDC should adopt a strategy to protect and enhance our heritage assets not destroy 
them.  Further the NPPF recognises the importance of protecting heritage assets. Question 12 –Unprotected Local 
Heritage Asset.  It is clear that the entire Epilepsy Society site is a local heritage asset.  Apart from its original 
establishment as a Colony or those persons suffering with epilepsy it has four listed buildings.  Any cursory glance at 
the history of that site shows it is obvious that it should be protected as a local heritage asset.  It should itself form 
part of a conservation area according to the BCCHTA.  Question 13 – Green space.    It is clear that should any part of 
the unbuilt Epilepsy Society site be removed from the green belt - Which it most defintley should NOT! should be 
designated as local green space. This is particularly the case with the football fields, the footpaths, the area 
adjoining the Porthaven development between it and the Audley development alongside Chesham Lane as well as 
the unbuilt parts of the entire site (including the unbuilt parts of the Audley development being the lake and or 
green space). Question 14 – Local Measures .  The Epilepsy Society site should be considered as a conservation area 
– as noted in the BCCHTA.  The Chalfont St Peter Neighbourhood Plan following Judicial Review needs to be 
amended to cover many of the points made in this response and improved, with renewed public consultation and 
approval. The last comments I would like to make is about the wording of questions in the local plan (some of which 
I have answered) making it incredibly difficult for the avaerage person to respond potentially meaning many people 
do not respond. This does not mean people are in support of the local plan, just to baffled to even begin to respond. 
There should be more options for people/ residents to have their views heard, for examples petitions in support or 
opposition of development of certain areas/ sites. I'm sure there are other options but I can't help but feel the 
whole process needs to made easier do the averge person is able to have their voice heard. Also I do not feel the has 
been publcised to residents very well how are residents suppposed to support or oppose such objective if the do not 
know about them.  
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Rep1145 
 Isobel Riley 

I response to plans to release land in and around the Little Chalfont area from Green Belt, I would like to make my 
views as an Amersham resident clear.   1) the area has already been subjected to excessive building in recent 
months which has put pressure on infrastructure. In particular road congestion has become noticeably and 
progressively worse with the A404 which is a major route through for both heavy and light traffic. This also has a 
detrimental impact on air quality.   2) much of the area is within an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB), 
something that we should treasure and protect in the short and long term. Housing need should not justify release 
of Green Belt land, which acts as an important check on over-development.  Overall the area has already taken more 
of its fair share of development requirements. It's vital we protect both the infrastructure and character of the area 
from detrimental over development. 

  

Rep1146 
Mr Peter Denness 

I wish to object to the possible designation of land for employment as shown on the Chalfont St Peter and Gerrards 
Cross map in Appendix 5, Areas of Search for Strategic Employment Options within the Green Belt listed in the Local 
Plan Initial Consultation document.  The proposal would cut across the lower part of the course at Gerrards Golf 
Club, including the Clubhouse, and so make the Club completely unviable.  It would further greatly reduce the 
sporting and recreational facilities in the local area and deny hundreds of members the enjoyment of playing golf in 
a beautiful part of the Misbourne valley.   Such development within the Green Belt would be considered harmful to 
the principles of such a designation while conversely, the existing use is an acceptable use within the Green Belt and 
wholly appropriate in maintaining the openness of the Green Belt.  The area is in The Colne Valley Park and is 
identified as being a particularly important green space for biodiversity and environmental priorities.  The area is 
within the Green Belt and provides the important function of separating the built-up areas of CSP and Tatling End, 
Gerrards Cross and Denham.  The A413 is a natural barrier for development.  To build to the east of it would erode 
the barrier and facilitate yet more development in the future on the open space to the east.  The area is also in a 
flood plain unsuitable for sustainable development of any significance.  The area is valued by residents and visitors 
as a green corridor and to destroy it would inevitably lead to further industrialisation and amalgamation of separate 
and distinct developed areas. 
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Rep1147 
Mrs Emma Lidster 

I would like to object to the declassification of green belt land surrounding the village of Little Chalfont.  Much of the 
area outlined for development in the Chiltern Local Plan includes Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty.  
Development of these areas would significantly change the look and feel of the area to detriment effect. The joy of 
living in this part of the Chilterns correlates directly with the amount of green space that is protected and the village 
ethos of places like Little Chalfont and Chorleywood.  Further development of Little Chalfont and its surrounding 
fields is not sustainable and will have extremely severe consequences for our local infrastructure which is already 
struggling to support our local population. There are insufficient local school places, currently displacing children to 
schools miles away. The roads are falling apart and without major investment could not support more cars in the 
local area. There is lack of sufficient parking near local shops and businesses. Trains into London are inadequate to 
serve our commuters. Local GP, community health clinics and hospitals are at breaking point.  The current AONB and 
green belt is used for recreation, which would be lost under the proposed development scheme.  Little Chalfont 
cannot accommodate new development. Please give my objection serious consideration. 

  

Rep1148 
Mr Terence Pace 

Q1. Generally agree with appendix A1 but feel there are some contradictions in appendix A2 i.e items 1,2,and6.  Any 
housing developments must be on brown sites as all Green Belt must as a major priority be preserved. Q2 To 
achieve  Objective 6 in A2 Core strategy objectives a key issue would be to increase Green Belt areas to fulfill this 
objective as well as preserving the identity of each of the village communities. Q3 The main priorty must be the 
infrastucture to support any development. The key issue here are services. The Water/Sewage supply for the village 
must be totally overhauled prior to any development. It is already a stain on the District council that in such an area 
as the Chilterns, that it is totally in adequate. Secondly the road structure and conditions for any housing of sizable 
merit is unsuststainable. Not only the size of the roads, but also the ability to maintain the quality. South Bucks has 
one of the worst road surfaces in western Europe, again a bligh on our area and which contradicts the Core Strategy. 
It would also greatly affect the issue of maintaing the quantity and quality of the green belt area. A good example of 
planning is the Audley end site which has taken into consideration of the waste water needs. The additional, but just 
as important considerations ,are the needs for local services.ie. Schools, Medical Services, Public Transport, and 
Parking, which in itself is an issue with a new habit of cars parking totally on footpaths. Q4 To maintain the villages 
of which Chiterns are so proud we must keep them contained to enable them to maintain their proud and individual 
identities. Therefore not to merge them into one mass which is totally against the core strategy and a slippery slope 
to nonentity for the whole. Therefore again the key issue is to maintain and improve the Green Belt and restrict any 
and All development to within the Brownfield Sites, and areas that can be redeveloped. i.e. Marketplace and the 
area behind. NEPC. specifically for Medical services and care facilities.The village car park, if new facilities at Holy 
Cross ( whatever the outcome) can provide undergroung parking. Q5. Before any final plan, a good knowledge of 

The councils consider that 
options in the Green Belt need 
to be considered in addition to 
the opportunities that are 
available on brownfield sites. 
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how HS2 will affect the area and the amount of land that will be affected which is or will be green, or Brown. This 
could significantly affect any development planning either in the short or long term for housing and and industrial 
sites. Again the key issues in this question are the facilities for Water sewage gas Electricity and road network. They 
are insufficient and would need to be a major consideration for the period ahead. Q6 If By Law Chitern DC are 
required to fulfill a quota of housing ( which I doubt) then at least it should be spread across the whole of the region 
not mainly in one village. Small groups of housing in each of the areas would placate the need for massive changes 
to the services required, and upheaval in the short and long term. 

Rep1149 
 Liz Bates 
Clerk 
Seer Green 
ParishCouncil 

Question 1:  The HEDNA is a technical planning document. We have no comments at this stage.  Question 2:  The 
HELAA has identified 3 parcels of land within Seer Green Parish. None are currently considered suitable for further 
consideration. We await the Preferred Options consultation due October/November 2016. Question 3:  None that 
we can readily identify. Question 4:  The Joint plan does not include a joint Vision – rather it refers to the current 
Vision contained within the Core Strategy. We consider that this remains valid. Question 5:  Given the overall targets 
of the plan, we believe that it would be difficult to do anything other than consider all the options. Our top 4 would 
be A, K, C, D. We note the ongoing review of the Green Belt and support the current methodology. We would be 
concerned if the methodology were modified to increase land available for development.  Question 6:  Regarding 
option H, infilling is a regular occurrence in Seer Green and we do not believe there is significant scope for a specific 
review. Option J is about potential sustainable growth options around settlements with Railway Stations. We believe 
the current HELAA and Green Belt Review would identify any such sites. Also, for Seer Green, the development at 
Wilton Park is nearer Seer Green & Jordans Station than Beaconsfield and may satisfy that option – we assume that 
the infrastructure needed to support this in terms of road/pedestrian access to Seer Green & Jordans Station and 
frequency to trains will be taken into account. One option raised at the briefing on 20th January at the Council 
Chamber, suggested possible building on land developed during the construction of HS2. While this is NOT a 
comment on HS2, should the council estimate the potential generated by this project?  Question 7: We believe this 
is hugely challenging. No doubt the consultation in the Autumn will enable further discussion on the extent of the 
potential shortfall and the options to address it.  Question 8: Given the place of housing in the current market 
economy, the only way may be the use of council/local authority land where the control of its development into the 
future remains in council control to avoid further development post sale. This will be dependent on the 
identification of such land and the financial appetite of councils to underwrite development. Also, council houses 
were, at one time, a route to affordable housing. Should this be considered? Question 9: Although not within Seer 
Green, the site at Wapseys Wood. Question 10: Probably similar consideration to those for affordable housing. 
Developers could be encouraged to consider single floor housing with enduring restrictions on future development. 
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Question 11: We consider Heritage Strategy to be important in the Chiltern villages and would not support 
developments that puts this at threat. Question 12: Preserving the character of Seer Green is particularly important 
to the village and its residents. In particular, the various cottages and houses in the centre of the village in the 
vicinity of the two village Public Houses, the Parish Church and Parish Church Hall, and along Church Road and 
Chalfont Road. Question 13: There are a number of Green Spaces in Seer Green all owned by the Parish Council. 
They are Green Meadow (adjacent to Seer Green School), the Recreation Ground, Green Wood and Jubilee Walk.  
Question 14: Seer Green Parish Council are beginning the development of a Neighbourhood Plan. Local measures 
will be brought forward as soon as practicable. Question 15: Only that the scope should include a policy that actively 
encourages Affordable Housing, similar to that for housing for the elderly. Question 16: This document is, as far as 
we can see, work in progress and is currently short on the options for actually meeting the needs, particularly for 
things like school places, medical facilities. We hope and expect that the Study will be updated alongside the 
Options documentation when the next consultation occurs in October time later this year. Question 17: Seer Green 
Parish Council has no other points to add. We have received comments from the residents of Seer Green as follows;     
• The need for genuinely affordable housing has been raised as it was during last years’ consultation.  •  A comment 
related the the infrastructure needs of Seer Green & Jordans Station to support the Wilton Park development • A 
comment supporting the preservation of the Green Belt and the premise of building UP not OUT. Also, where new 
building is allowed, and Green Belt compromised, new dwellings must be of a much higher standard, in terms of 
sustainability. For example, there should be minimal waste made during the build, up cycling should be encouraged 
(roof tiles etc), insulation should be extremely tight and renewable energy sources encouraged. •  One resident has 
provided a comprehensive response to many of the questions and has submitted this separately. 
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Rep1150 
Mr Adam Wilson 

There are a number of elements in the Plan Consultation Document which give me, as a resident of Little Chalfont, 
some cause for concern. I am unable for a number of reasons to print and complete the formal Response Form, but 
would wish to make the following observations:   • A number of the areas under consideration for employment and 
residential development are on Green Belt Land. It is questionable whether any Green Belt land should be tarmaced 
over on in defiance of the wise foresight of those who created the Green Belt so that we and future generations 
might have some breathing space around our built areas. It is worse that areas of particularly great beauty should be 
contemplated for development. For instance, the area which straddles the A404 and Stony Lane is in an Area of 
Outstanding Natural Beauty and offers vistas across the Chess Valley which it would be a crime to destroy. No need 
for housing can justify the permanent loss to future generations of such beautiful country which until now has been 
safe from the developer’s diggers.   • Any use of Green Belt land for residential or employment use will set a 
precedent which future planners may use to justify further encroachment. Once the principle has been breached, it 
is likely it will be breached again until our precious Green Belt disappears entirely. We must reinforce the Green Belt 
principle for the benefit of future generations.  • It appears that a disproportionate share of the new development 
in the Core Strategy is being situated around Little Chalfont. Such a large amount of new development, which would 
be in addition to the large developments which have taken place over the last few years, would substantially alter 
the character of what is essentially still a small community.  • There is already evidence that the Latimer Sawmills 
development on the former Ercol Sawmills site has led to a great deal of additional traffic on local roads. Much of 
this traffic utilises “cut-throughs” on residential roads to avoid the already excessively busy A404, leading to 
deterioration of air quality, crowded streets and increased danger for pedestrians. This issue was clearly not thought 
through properly before the Latimer Sawmills development took place and I am concerned that any future 
developments pose risks of a greater magnitude.  • The other elements of the local infrastructure in and around 
Little Chalfont (schools, medical services, parking at local shopping areas and other essential services) could not 
support such a large new population influx without a substantial detrimental impact on quality of life for residents 
In summary, I wish to register my grave concerns that the essential nature of our community might be destroyed if 
developments were to be agreed which could double the size of Little Chalfont within a very short period of time. 
Whilst I fully see the need for new housing, this should not be met by building over Areas of Outstanding Natural 
Beauty or by placing a disproportionate burden of development on the village of Little Chalfont. 

 The Local Plan will need to 
identify sustainable 
development options to meet 
needs taking into account the 
scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements.   

Rep1151 
Mrs Carole Eaden 

Previous representations have been submitted to consultations for the CDC Core Strategy, CDC Delivery DPD and 
CDC Local Plan Initial Consultation 2015, requesting the review of the Green Belt boundary where it dissects a 
house, the residential curtilage and garden.  In addition a presentation was made to CDC Councillors and planning 
officers at the request of the Great Missenden Parish Council regarding anomalous boundaries.  The history of the 
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site, reasons for Green Belt review and proposal for development was submitted to the Call for Sites in 2015 and is 
now within the current HELAA as site 0034. See details of grounds of exceptional circumstances for this site to be 
removed from the Green Belt in the response to Question 6.  Please see below comments to the current 
consultation- Question 1:  The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) requires Local Planning Authorities to 
“ensure that their Local Plan meets the full, objectively assessed needs for market and affordable housing in the 
housing market area”.  To effectively meet “local needs”, development needs to be local, not miles away in 
Aylesbury.  This is especially the case for young people who have grown up in the district and want to live close to 
their friends and family, but can’t do so due to the lack of starter homes. Also for older people, there is a need 
locally for down-sizer, sheltered and residential care homes, so that this growing sector can remain close to 
established support infrastructures, enabling independent living. Question 2:  CDC has declared that ”exceptional 
circumstances exist”, therefore sites previously identified by the examining Inspector for the Core Strategy as Green 
Belt boundary anomalies, such as site 0034 in Prestwood, should be included within the built up areas as soon as 
possible to provide deliverable development. Question 3: Yes, the existing village schools in Prestwood should be 
relocated to the proposed Green Belt site, currently being tested in Appendix 2 of this plan, to the south of the 
village. This would then provide a new combined village school with better facilities and sports fields and deliver two 
new sites for housing development within the built up area. Question 4:  Given that the Core Strategy and resulting 
Delivery DPD failed to deliver and were found unsound, they do not provide a positive basis upon which to create a 
new and up to date Local Plan.  In order to deliver the current housing figures and associated infrastructure, the 
Councils must embrace the central theme of paragraph 14 of the NPPF; the presumption in favour of sustainable 
development. Only then can the Vision be achieved. NPPF 14- “At the heart of the National Planning Policy 
Framework is a presumption in favour of sustainable development, which should be seen as a golden thread running 
through both plan-making and decision-taking. For plan-making this means that  ● local planning authorities should 
positively seek opportunities to meet the development needs of their area;  ● Local Plans should meet objectively 
assessed needs, with sufficient flexibility to adapt to rapid change, unless:  – any adverse impacts of doing so would 
significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits, when assessed against the policies in this Framework taken as 
a whole; or  – specific policies in this Framework indicate development should be restricted.  For decision-taking this 
means:  – approving development proposals that accord with the development plan without delay; and – where the 
development plan is absent, silent or relevant policies are out-of-date, granting permission “Question 5: There 
needs to be a balance struck between- 1) Preserving local character and distinctiveness, 2) Redevelopment that is in 
keeping, within built up areas. 3) Well designed new development in Green Belt, on the edge of settlements, which 
enhances the local character. Disagree with the strategy of very large urban extensions as proposed in the plan; they 
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do not meet these objectives. Due to their large scale and location, these sites would create large swathes of new 
development that would be detrimental to the Green Belt, the AONB and the character of settlements. A strategy of 
smaller sites around settlements would be far less intrusive and more cohesive in both the landscape and within the 
community.  Agree that current Green Belt boundaries should be reviewed to test their necessity and robustness. It 
is now over forty years since they were introduced and much development with settlements has taken place in that 
time. Green Belt release is essential to prevent further erosion of the character of villages by over development.   
Option A - Disagree, whilst some increased development may be possible on redeveloped sites in built up areas, 
relocating open spaces is not supported. More should be done with open spaces, in their current locations, to create 
better sport and play facilities within built up areas.   Option B - Disagree, Areas of Special Character are precisely 
that and contribute to the distinctiveness of the settlement they are in.  For example- redevelopment of large plots 
in Beaconsfield has resulted in overcrowding and erosion of the character of the town.  Options C, D &E - Disagree 
with the large urban extensions proposed for Chiltern settlements in Appendix 2, in particular Prestwood and 
Chesham. Better options for smaller sites can be found around these settlement edges.  Option F - Disagree, there is 
little to be gained by removing the Green Belt status of unsustainable settlements currently within Green Belt, due 
to the lack of infrastructure and public transport.  Option G - A detailed review of the inner Green Belt boundaries to 
address any existing anomalies is supported. An unrestricted and thorough review of Green Belt boundaries is 
essential now that CDC and SBDC have declared that exceptional circumstances exist, due to the inability to meet 
the assessed housing need.   However, given the scale of Green Belt extension currently proposed, it would be 
inconsistent for small scale boundary anomalies to not be addressed in the same manner.  Option H - Agree, given 
that Para 89 of the NPPF permits limited infilling in villages, this is a policy requirement.   Option I - Agree, but only 
for villages that have the infrastructure to deliver sustainability. Option J - Support sustainable options in Green Belt 
near to public transport.  Given the new Crossrail services at Langley and Iver, new development in nearby South 
Bucks settlements is logical. Question 6:  This site is proposed for amendment under Options G and H and within the 
Stage 2 Green Belt boundary review.  Garden of Mulberry Lodge, 64a Wycombe Road, Prestwood, HP16 0PQ.  See 
Call for Sites proposal for site, ref. 0034 in the HELAA, and previous submissions via links on page 1.  This site needs 
minor change to the Green Belt boundary as part of the Stage 2 Green Belt boundary review for the following 
reasons-  1. A Green Belt Anomaly- signalled by Inspector for review.   The history regarding the treatment of Green 
Belt anomalies in Arup’s Buckinghamshire Green Belt Assessment Part 1A: Methodology Previous Green Belt 
Assessments, points 3.2.3 to 3.2.4, is factually incorrect.  At the Core Strategy hearings the Inspector explained that 
minor Green Belt anomalies were not strategic, so the Core Strategy was not the place to deal with them. In his 
Report to Chiltern District Council 6 October 2011, his described this site as an anomaly which should be dealt with 
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and signalled review of all anomalies within the Delivery DPD, not just the strategic anomaly in policy CS23. This is 
evidenced in Issue 5, paragraphs 63 and 68-  Note: The Inspector states “the need to review anomalies”, plural, 
highlighting that non-strategic anomalies must also be reviewed.  2. Exceptional Circumstances - The Council has 
previously agreed that the current location of the Green Belt boundary at this point does not follow a physical 
feature on the ground. The Local Plan review creates an opportunity for this boundary anomaly to be rectified.  The 
NPPF 83- “Once established, Green Belt boundaries should only be altered in exceptional circumstances, through 
the preparation or review of the Local Plan.”  There are a number of exceptional circumstances – The inability to 
meet housing need. The NPPF requirement for Green Belt boundaries to be robust, identifiable and enduring, none 
of which applies at this site.  Precedent for GB boundary anomaly review set by other LPAs.  Change in development 
pattern. National policy guidance, NPPF 83 and 85.   3. Lack of a defensible boundary - The Green Belt boundary at 
this point does not follow a recognisable boundary feature; it cuts through the middle of a dwelling, residential 
curtilage and planning unit. This is not only illogical, but also does not comply with the NPPF. Paragraph 85 sets out 
the requirement for Green Belt boundaries to be clearly defined, using physical features that are readily 
recognisable and likely to be permanent.  Minor boundary modification would enable this to be the case if the 
boundary is amended to the existing access road to the west of the site.  If best practice is to be followed in the 
preparation of the Local Plan it should be acknowledged that reasons for boundary amendment, accepted by LPAs 
and examining Inspectors elsewhere as ‘exceptional circumstances’, exist at this site.  An example of a similar case 
where the Green Belt boundary has been altered can be seen in Wakefield Council’s Local Development Framework, 
Site Specific Proposals DPD at Change Reference 33, Common Farm Thorpe Audin.  Here a Green Belt boundary 
crossing a residential curtilage and dissecting a dwelling has been moved to provide a defensible boundary, see plan 
below. 3. Further Exceptional Circumstances - The site has a long history of residential use, having been part of a 
residential curtilage and formal gardens since the 1800’s. None of the site was included within the original 
Metropolitan Green Belt of 1972, it remained in the built up area, therefore was not seen as serving any Green Belt 
purpose.  In the 1980’s, the Green Belt boundary was changed from the previous location of the Metropolitan Green 
Belt boundary, to its current location by CDC. This Green Belt amendment was done without the existence of 
exceptional circumstances, required within Planning Policy guidance. See Figure 1.  This action excluded gardens 
within a residential curtilage from the built up area, whereas neighbouring dwellings and residential curtilages, 
extending further into the countryside, remained within it; thus making it an exception.    4. Exceptional 
Circumstance- Change in development pattern Change in development pattern is an exceptional circumstance.  The 
Planning Inspectorate’s publication Local Development Frameworks: Learning from Experience supports the need to 
review boundary anomalies where a change in the development pattern has taken place. See page 11, Green Belt, 
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paragraph 45.  Since the GB boundary amendment in the 1980’s there has been a considerable amount of new 
development adjacent to this site, thereby creating an exceptional circumstance to justify amendment. See below. 
1989 2016.  5. National Policy Guidance – case for review.  This site does not serve any of the five purposes of the 
Green Belt.  It is not greenfield land and never has been.  NPPF 85 states-  “When defining boundaries, local 
planning authorities should: - define boundaries clearly, using physical features that are readily recognisable and 
likely to be permanent. - not include land which it is unnecessary to keep permanently open; - satisfy themselves 
that Green Belt boundaries will not need to be altered at the end of the development plan period.”  NPPF 83 states- 
-“ authorities should consider the Green Belt boundaries having regard to their intended permanence in the long 
term, so that they should be capable of enduring beyond the plan period. “Clearly this anomalous boundary fails to 
satisfy these requirements.  The Arup Buckinghamshire Green Belt Assessment Part 1 report shows large land parcel 
9F, within which this site is included, as not going forward to Stage 2, due to encroachment and coalescence. 
This does not apply at this site for the following reasons-  1. The site of this detached property is set within mature 
landscaped gardens, surrounded by development and gardens on all four sides, with a large area of woodland and 
gardens acting as a buffer between the site and the countryside to the west. The removal of this site from the Green 
Belt will not affect the openness of the Green Belt for this reason. The mature hedges and the existing access road 
would constitute physical features against which the boundary could be re-aligned.  2. Whilst the Green Belt 
Boundary was changed in the 1980’s, there is no mention in the plan of the settlement boundary changing. As the 
two boundaries serve different functions, the site is still situated within the settlement area.  Given the 
commencement of a new plan and Green Belt review, the current Green Belt boundaries cannot be considered 
permanent or enduring. If it is the intention to conduct a boundary review, it would be expedient to deal with minor 
anomalies and ambiguities in the precise delineation of the boundary that the Council are already aware of now. 
Planning lawyer, Martin Goodall of Keystone Law, who represented the site for the Core Strategy, declared the 
current location of the Green Belt boundary to be anomalous and illogical, saying that in his opinion the boundary 
should be revised to include the whole residential curtilage within the built up area.  His opinion regarding GB 
anomalies was expressed again by him more recently, as seen in his blog of 8 May 2014 below- Over the years a 
number of anomalies have been created by inept drawing of the Green Belt boundaries. There are quite a few 
examples, for instance, of the Green Belt boundary cutting across the middle of a residential curtilage. This makes 
no sense at all, and should be corrected. A related problem is the drawing of a thick line on small-scale maps, with 
the result that it is impossible to tell with any precision where the Green Belt boundary actually lies. This is an issue 
that can be addressed by local planning authorities right now, without having to wait for any change of ministerial 
policy. In their Delivery DPDs (or equivalent DPDs, following adoption of their Core Strategies), local planning 
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authorities should take the opportunity of ironing out anomalies of this sort in the detailed Green Belt boundary at a 
local level. This is an issue that must be urgently addressed, and not merely in relation to recently fixed Green Belt 
boundaries, but also in respect of boundaries where these anomalies have existed for a good many years. Local 
councils really must grasp this nettle, or face the possibility of challenges by way of judicial review if they fail to 
address the point in their second stage DPDs. The current Local Plan review creates the opportunity to put in place a 
robust Green Belt boundary, giving certainty to development control and aiding delivery of housing through minor 
amendment. Question 7:  To put development in the UK in perspective, less than 10% of land in the UK is developed 
land. Therefore over 90% is not developed, 70% of which is agricultural land. Whilst Green Belt has a significant 
aesthetic and environmental value, the extents of current settlement areas have been judged on a purely subjective 
basis. Until existing settlement areas have been thoroughly assessed for potential redevelopment sites and the 
Green Belt has been objectively reviewed, it is too early to be looking elsewhere. The responsibility to provide for 
local need has to be faced. Good design is the key to providing for local housing needs locally, not only within 
existing built up areas but also by some extension of settlements. By encouraging redevelopment of more 
sustainable, well designed new housing, that engages with local design guidelines such as the Chilterns Conservation 
Board Design Guide instead of generic national builders housing styles, towns and villages within the area can be 
revitalised and take on a new distinctiveness and vibrancy, whilst still respecting the countryside that surrounds 
them. Question 8:  There appears to be little or no mention of starter homes or self-build within the evidence base 
documents, both of which provide opportunities to meet affordable housing need.  In order to comply with the 
Government’s policy of March 2015, The Starter Home Initiative, the LPA should look to designate Starter Home 
exception sites, to help meet the needs of local first time buyers, within the District.  Paragraph 50 of the NPPF 
states: LPAs should plan for people wishing to build their own homes. The Self Build and Custom Housebuilding Act 
allows developers to include self build plots within their contribution to affordable housing. In addition, self build 
developments should be exempt from the Affordable Housing Levy to aid delivery.  Both of these policies should be 
encouraged as a way of helping to address the need for affordable housing. Question 10:  Whilst specialist facilities 
and appropriate care and special needs homes must be provided, a large proportion of older members in the 
community are fit and well, requiring sustainable, attractive new homes within the community, close to essential 
facilities, in order to down size and retain independence and dignity. Sites in locations near shops, surgeries, etc. 
should be prioritised for developments for this age group, so that they retain the friends and support they need in 
later years.  Many older people, rather than wishing to remain in under-utilised, costly family homes, are looking to 
down-size to smaller, more manageable, accommodation within the district. The demand and lack of availability of 
this type of accommodation is highlighted by the waiting lists for the ones that currently exist.  With regard to care 
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home provision, at the present time there are no care homes in Prestwood, as a result local residents in need of 
residential care are placed in facilities miles away from the village and their elderly partners and friends. This is 
unsustainable, the need to travel several miles to these facilities and lack of public transport makes car dependency 
and reliance on the public sector all the greater.  More local residential care homes are urgently needed to prevent 
bed-blocking in the NHS, which is costing the country billions of pounds. See ResPublica report 1 March 2016.  
Planned work as part of the next stage of the Joint Local Plan Question 11:  All communities need attractive centres 
that create a sense of place.  In places that do not have heritage sites, architects should be designing now to create 
the heritage sites of the future.  Question 12: No Question 14: Support inclusion of local matters raised in the Great 
Missenden Parish Village Design Statement. Redesign of Prestwood Village Centre, submitted by Prestwood 
Revitalisation Group (GMPRG) Question 15:   Support the adoption of NPPF policies 14 and 15 without delay to 
provide for the economic, social and environmental aspects of sustainability- 14. At the heart of the National 
Planning Policy Framework is a presumption in favour of sustainable development, which should be seen as a golden 
thread running through both plan-making and decision-taking. For plan-
authorities should positively seek opportunities to meet the development ne
meet objectively assessed needs, with sufficient flexibility to adapt to rapid change, unless: – any adverse impacts of 
doing so would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits, when assessed against the policies in this 
Framework taken as a whole; or – specific policies in this Framework indicate development should be restricted.9 
For decision- pment plan 
without delay; and where the development plan is absent, silent or relevant policies are out-of-date, granting 
permission unless: – any adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits, 
when assessed against the policies in this Framework taken as a whole; or – specific policies in this Framework 
indicate development should be restricted.9 15. Policies in Local Plans should follow the approach of the 
presumption in favour of sustainable development so that it is clear that development which is sustainable can be 
approved without delay. All plans should be based upon and reflect the presumption in favour of sustainable 
development, with clear policies that will guide how the presumption should be applied locally. Question 16: 
Support introduction of CILs for larger sites. For smaller sites CILs plus Affordable Housing Levies could be 
counterproductive to housing delivery. Question 17:  Sustainability, as seen in Paragraph 14 of the NPPF, is of huge 
importance therefore the study, “Sustainability Appraisal of the Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan Initial 
Consultation (Regulation 18) Incorporating Issues and Options,” should be crucial to determine the best locations for 
future development. However, even from a cursory glance, I have noticed a number of discrepancies that question 
the credibility of this document.  For example- Prestwood 1 Area of Search.  The SA, point 3.28.4, discusses 
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sustainable transport. This information is incorrect; there are no bus stops for buses going south to High Wycombe 
within 400m, even from the nearest point of the site. It states “Great Missenden train station is within 1km of the 
site”. This is factually incorrect, from the point of the site closest to the station, the distance is 2.3 km. Therefore the 
Transport assessment for this site should be adverse or neutral, rather than positive.  Chesham 1 Area of Search - 
Point 3.11.4, has the same problem with distance to station as Prestwood, it says-“With regard to sustainable 
transport networks, Chesham station is located within 1km of the site”. Even from Botley Playing Fields this site is 
0.9 miles or 1.45km from Chesham station. The access road, White Hill, is narrow with a step gradient of 12 % rising 
to 15 %. Subsequently with most of the site being double the distance quoted, the hill making the site difficult to 
walk or cycle and with the addition of the lack of infrastructure in this location, this is not a sustainable site.  Whilst I 
realise that much of the content of this study would have been conducted as a desk top exercise, the statement in 
3.11.4- “Congestion is not predicted to become an issue for the area due to the variety of sustainable transport 
modes “, is laughable for anyone who lives locally and has to drive through Chesham at rush hour. Beaconsfield 2 
Area of Search - Again, yet another discrepancy, here 3.6.9 states- “the nearest doctor’s surgery is further than 1km 
from the centre of the site. This could limit access to healthcare for residents at the site (SA Objective 11).” 
Measuring from the furthest point of Hedgerley Lane, this site is less than 1km from the Millbarn Medical Centre on 
London End.  Clearly if any of the large sites proposed in the document and within this consultation are to be taken 
to the next stage, further work needs to be done with regard to checking sustainability assessment. 

Rep1152 
 Abigail Plenty 

I am writing to respond to the initial consultation on the emerging local plan. As a resident of Little Chalfont, the 
plan raises a number of serious concerns which I hope will be taken into consideration.  The green belt is an 
extremely valuable asset which we should seek to protect. Much of the area around Little Chalfont is in the Area of 
Outstanding Natural Beauty, bringing benefits to the environment and local residents. It feels a short sighted move 
to contemplate building on this land. While I appreciate that there is a need for additional, affordable housing, that 
should not come at the expense of the green belt which was created to provide a constraint to building and 
development, not as a reserve option for creating more housing. There has already been extensive building within 
the village with the Bell Lane development creating 253 houses and a further 45 behind Chenies Parade.   The local 
infrastructure is already feeling the strain that these new developments have brought. It is now much more difficult 
to get a doctors appointment at Little Chalfont surgery and there is significant pressure on school places. Trains into 
London are already exceptionally busy during the rush hour and parking can be a challenge. Non-local traffic 
through the village is heavy with the A404 a major thoroughfare. Building an additional housing development would 
add further, unacceptable pressure to local services. 
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Rep1153 
Mrs Hilary 
Humphries 

I wish to object to the possible designation of land for employment as shown  on the Chalfont St Peter and Gerrards 
Cross map in appendix 5. areas of search for Strategic Employment Options within Green Belt listed in the Local Plan 
Initial Consultation document.  the proposal would cut across the  lower part of the course at Gerrards Cross Golf 
Club, including the Clubhouse and so make the Club completely unviable. It would further  reduce the sporting and 
recreational facities in the local area and deny hundreds of members the enjoyment of playing golf in a beautiful 
part of the Misbourne valley.  Such development within the Green Belt would be considered harmful to the 
principles of such a designation, while conversely the existing use is an acceptable use within the Green Belt and 
wholely appropriate in maintaining the openness of the Green Belt.  The area is in The Colne Valley Park and is 
identified as being a particularly important green space for biodiversity and environmental priorities.  The area is 
within the Green Belt and provides the important function of seperating the built up areas of Chalfont St Peter, 
Tatling End, Gerrards Cross and Denham.the A413 is a natural barrier to development. To build to the east of it 
would erode that barrier and facilitate yet more development in the future on the open space to the east. The area 
is also in a flood plain unsuitable for sustainable development of any significance. the area is valued by residents and 
visitors as a green corridor and to destroy it would inevitably lead to further industrialisation and amalgamation of 
separate and distinct developed areas. 
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Rep1154 
Mr Christopher 
Kneebone 

I have lived in Little Chalfont all my life and in Burtons Lane since 1993.   I feel that the unique character of the area 
should be preserved and object strongly to any erosion of the Green Belt which would have a significant detrimental 
impact.   On the Government’s Communities website it states clearly that, ‘the fundamental aim of the  Green Belt is 
to prevent urban sprawl by keeping land permanently open; the essential characteristics of Green Belts are their 
openness and their permanence.’  It acknowledges that distinct communities should be preserved.  The introduction 
to the Joint Local Plan Consultation Document states we need,  ‘ a plan that maximises development opportunities 
locally whilst maintaining the important function and purpose of the Green Belt.’  It is difficult to see how this 
objective can be met when one looks at the extent of the areas of Green Belt proposed for possible development. 
Many of these areas of Green Belt are also designated as being Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty. The National 
Parks and Access to the Countryside Act 1949 specifies that the purpose of creating an AONB is to conserve and 
enhance its beauty and once again it is very hard to comprehend that any substantial development in such an area 
could possibly meet these criteria.  AONBs should be kept intact, not only for the enjoyment of the district’s 
residents but also for the large numbers of visitors that are drawn to the Chilterns as a result.  The Chilterns are one 
of the most  heavily visited landscapes in the UK, with 55 million leisure visits a year.  (The Chilterns ANOB 
Management Plan 2014-2019.) Regarding the specific proposals for the reduction of the Green belt in Little 
Chalfont, the village has already had 307 new properties approved or built in the last 8 years, an increase of 12.4% 
of its dwellings.  This has included two substantial developments namely on the Old Sawmill site adjoining Bell Lane 
(which is now complete) and the Donkey field in Burtons Lane which has still to be completed and occupied. The 
completed developments have had a significant impact on the infrastructure and services in Little Chalfont and no 
doubt when the Donkey Field is occupied there will be an even greater impact.   I feel that it is completely 
inappropriate to continue this disproportionate growth further. The neighbouring communities of Amersham, 
Chesham and Chalfont St Peter, all of which are considerably larger have not suffered such high percentage growth, 
Amersham growth being 5.3%, Chesham 4% and Chalfont St Peter 7.7%. Therefore, I strongly believe that Little 
Chalfont should no longer be classified as a main settlement for growth in the Local Plan.  That said, if substantial 
housing and industrial development were to go ahead, I would be extremely concerned about the extra pressure 
that would be placed on our existing infrastructure and facilities which are already overstretched. We currently 
experience the following problems:   Parking   –   There is insufficient parking space to cope with the existing needs 
of local residents.  It is very difficult to park in the service road on the main parade of shops and there is almost 
always a queue which often impedes the flow of the A404. At the station there are simply not enough spaces to 
meet demand as it is. It is frequently not possible to park in the car park if wishing to travel from late morning 
onwards.  Station   -   Apart from the issue of parking here, trains into London are already overcrowded and will not 
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be able to cope with the additional demand generated by substantial new housing development.  Platform 
constraints will mean that it would not just be a case of adding extra carriages.  Traffic   -   The level of traffic 
currently passing through Little Chalfont on the A404 already creates congestion in the village particularly at peak 
times.  Any substantial development will make this situation worse. Many of our local roads are narrow country 
lanes that were never designed to cope with the volume of traffic that exists today, let alone traffic that would be 
generated by further development.  In the draft plan, it appears that Roughwood Lane is proposed to be the new 
Green Belt boundary.  At the present time, any regular user of  Roughwood will have experienced situations of 
gridlock; the lane would be impossible with increased traffic.  The parcel of Green Belt behind Long Walk which 
includes the former golf course is proposed to be released but has no right of access onto Long Walk. Any traffic 
would have to exit onto Burtons Lane which would be inappropriate, given that it is a minor road and already the 
exit point for all traffic from the new Donkey Field development, or onto Lodge Lane which is itself a narrow country 
lane.  Local schools   -   Existing schools are popular and oversubscribed. Indeed when I attended Little Chalfont 
County Combined School, I was in a class of 38 students.  It is difficult to see how these local schools would be able 
to serve the substantial number of new families coming to Little Chalfont as a result of the new housing 
developments. It appears that no new schools are proposed.  Health services   -   Medical and dental services are 
already overstretched and would not be able to serve additional households.  I am also concerned about the 
methodology used by Arup in proposing areas of the Green Belt for development.  In maps 4.3.a and 4.3.b the 
various parcels of land which make up the Green Belt in Chiltern and South Bucks Districts are shown.  Each parcel 
has been assessed as to the degree to which it upholds each of the five purposes for the Green Belt set out in 
National Planning Policy.  A score has been applied to each purpose and it appears that if a parcel of Green Belt has 
scored highly on just one purpose then it would not be considered for release. As a result of this exercise some 
parcels have then been sub-divided and then reassessed thus placing them conveniently in a different category; this 
is tantamount to devising a methodology for systematically breaking up the Green Belt.  In conclusion, I appreciate 
that the Council is required to find new homes in the Chiltern and South Bucks areas. I feel very strongly, however, 
that Little Chalfont has had a disproportionate amount of development and any further substantial residential or 
commercial development should not take place. We simply do not have the infrastructure to sustain it. Any 
development needs to be on a small scale, on infill or existing non Green Belt and in keeping with the character of 
our village. Finally, I believe it is essential that the Green Belt is not eroded and that our Areas of Outstanding 
Natural Beauty are preserved. 
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Rep1155 
Dr Peter Aperghis 
and Rep1156 
Mrs Pauline 
Aperghis 

Chalfont St Peter (CSP) has had its fair share of new development. CDC has already granted planning permission for 
over 600 dwellings within CSP, these include the Holy Cross site, Newland Park and the Audley Homes development 
at the Epilepsy site.  In the first three years of the previous Core Strategy (intended to run until 2026) CSP has 
already taken significantly more than its fair allocation and provides the largest single percentage of the 
development proposed for Chiltern District as a whole.  • There is a known drainage issue in CSP, particularly with 
open raw sewerage backing up in the centre of the village.  Additional developments of the scale proposed are 
simply not possible.   • Development should be concentrated towards the centre rather than the fringes of towns 
and villages to be in line with green belt principles that brownfield sites should be developed first, along with sites 
closest to train, tube and bus services.  • All schools within Chalfont St Peter are at, or very nearly at, capacity. They 
will be unable to accommodate children from the developments already scheduled within the Parish.  • Many other 
parts of the District are significantly more sustainable and appropriate for development. Mill Meadow • The area is 
a much used amenity facility which includes the Community Centre, a football club, recreation park, playing pitches 
(football and cricket), tennis courts, a scout headquarters and parish council offices.  There are no areas within the 
centre of the village where any of these facilities could be relocated. This area is at the heart of the village - losing it 
to housing would be an enormous social loss.  • The Chalfont St Peter C of E Academy, adjacent to Mill Meadow, 
does not have a playing field within the school grounds. The school currently uses Mill Meadow for physical 
education lessons on a daily basis and for team games, athletics and cross country activities. The school would be 
unable to deliver an effective curriculum if Mill Meadow is designated for development. Our three children attended 
this school and the value and closeness of Mill Meadow was central to their physical education.  • The area is also a 
much used public facility with a Nature Reserve, Jubilee Garden and The Lady Gibb Millennium Wood and with the 
ability to walk alongside the Misbourne from the Village Centre, across Mill Meadow and through to Chalfont St 
Giles.  These amenities are simply irreplaceable due to the length of time taken for them to develop and their very 
position.   • Mill Meadow is on the flood plain. There is a serious risk of flooding. 
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Rep1157 
Mrs Laurie Poole 

My husband and I moved to Buckinghamshire from Ealing when I fell pregnant with our first child.  The reasons for 
moving were 1) to be near the countryside / play areas for our children / gardens 2) schools 3) commute to London.   
I do understand why this area is being considered for development as it is a relatively short commute to central 
London and Underground costs are relatively cheaper than the mainline trains.  So,  for this reason we are both still 
permanently employed in our jobs managing with excellent childcare facilities within the community.  Not only is 
transport a reason to live here but we were also attracted to it as it is breathtakingly beautiful, safe and has some 
really good schools, surgery, facilities and shops.  That was 10 years ago.  When we first moved here the train 
stations were relatively quiet in the early mornings - long gone are those days and you often struggle to find a seat 
past 6.30am.  School places have since filled and the local primary school for which we are in catchment is now over 
subscribed not leaving us many options.  My daughter now starts high school and as she was unable to secure her 
11+ , finding her a place in a private school was a challenge as all the local private schools are oversubscribed forcing 
children to sit assessment exams to prioritise the intake - not a healthy environment for a 10 year old.  The surgery 
is now running at capacity where parking as an example is sometimes not even possible.  The A404 running through 
Little Chalfont is also straining and at capacity not to mention the lack of parking in Little Chalfont.   I am all for 
planned development but it needs to be planned.  We have areas marked as Green belt for a reason and it is that 
that makes this country what it is today.  You start eroding this protected land and you lose a part of our culture.  I 
have read, and you will no doubt be reading several letters explaining the purpose of the Green Belt but we watch, 
as strips of this land are built on over time so that before you know it, there are only small areas left which seem to 
serve no purpose.  If the original area had not been eroded, it too would have been an AONB and served its 
purpose. One of the reasons we moved here was because of its Green Belt status.  It is great for dog walking and for 
the children and once developed the Green Belt is gone forever.  I am Cub Leader at 2AC Scouts and we spend many 
a Friday night hiking in those areas you are testing for development.  We need to consider the Community aspect of 
this testing to ensure our children are able to enjoy the countryside for years to come.   There is sufficient brown 
belt and land available for smaller developments but we need to be cognisant of the fact that for any further 
development the infrastructure needs to be considered.  Simply building within walking distance of the train station 
does not imply that you don't need to invest in infrastructure.  We need more schools, we need more sports 
facilities, more surgeries and most imporantly roads, so if any development is considered these should be on the top 
of the list.  We need them now!   The land behind our house is earmarked for testing.  This area was a golf course 
and is now home to several varieties of bird, rabbits, foxes, dears and owls, not to mention the trees which must be 
hundreds of years old.  To develop this further would not only destroy their habitat but also put further strain on the 
Burtons Lane, Lodge Lane and our private road, Loudhams Wood Lane.  These are intended as country lanes and in 
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many parts, single lane.  We need to consider some of the figures that are being forced upon the Councils.  Over 
15000 houses are required to be built.  Recently it has been reported that over 20000 properties are standing empty 
in London.  We know the reason for this is because London property is a really attractive purchase for foreign 
investors who want their investments protected.  If we introduced policies to restrict these purchases, it would force 
down house prices around London so the pressure on the suburbs would reduce.  We cannot fix this problem by 
building more houses - we need to have a solid plan and we cannot work in silos.  We also need to be clear on what 
the 15000 target consists of i.e. the % of affordable housing.  There is a project under development on Burton's Lane 
and the cheapest property, a 2 bedroomed apartment is priced at £700k.  I believe this development was supposed 
to cater for "affordable" housing and maybe this is considered affordable but we need to be sure what our housing 
objective is and ensure developers are working to the same goals.   I also notice that new builds tend to cater for 1 
parking space per 3 or less bedroomed properties when we all know that households tend to have 2 cars (at least).  
Why are we not changing these policies so that congestion on roads is reduced?  So many single lane roads have 
cars parked in the roads because there is insufficient off street parking.  We should be encouraging households to 
make provision for their cars in the front lawns i.e. provide counctil tax breaks if you have off road parking .  The 
Chiltern Hills seems to be a target for a lot of development recently as the HS2 is also planned to cut through the 
area.  We should be looking to reduce the population in the South East of London and the HS2 will just bring more 
people into London.  Why not focus on joining the northern cities before spending millions on a line that will save 20 
minutes on an existing train journey (not to mention that the majority of people will not spend the extra train fare).  
Fundamentally the reason for this letter is simple, do not erode the Green Belt status.  It is so important to the 
culture of Britain that we honour this ruling.  It was passed by an Act of Parliament shortly after the War - it should 
be undone by an Act of Parliament, when and where there is just cause. This is too beautiful a countryside to over 
develop.  We have thousands of tourists here every year because of its natural beauty - we should be looking to 
projects to preserve that uniqueness and splendour and develop the brown belts and/or subdivide existing 
properies where possible but leave the Green Belts alone - leave it to nature and for us as a country to enjoy.   
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Rep1158 
 Eleanor Cooksey 

As a resident of St Leonards, I am concerned by the developments proposed in the above plan, and in particular 
have numerous objections regarding the proposal to develop Blackwell Stubbs (Parcel 22b). My concerns stem from 
more than just personal regard (though I cannot deny that my family and I are deeply troubled by the idea of losing 
a much loved piece of nature so close to home). My objections relate to both the impractical nature of using such a 
site (the land is very steep which will no doubt make construction more complicated than necessary and there are 
no obvious access routes), as well as out of concern for the natural environment. The area around Blackwell Stubbs 
has already seen more than its fair share of disruption over the past couple of years with all the bank stabilisation 
work carried out on the tube line. I have been able to witness the disruption this work has caused, for instance with 
a change in the animals entering (or not) the garden. Carrying out major construction is only likely to cause more 
disturbance to this area fortunate to contain a wealth of wildlife. I am also saddened by the idea that yet more trees 
will need to be taken down. It seems there are few places in Amersham and Chesham Bois where mature tall trees 
are allowed to stand; now it seems this might not even be possible in a wood! 

  

Rep1159 
Mrs Sam 
Kimmins, 
Rep1160 
Mr Oliver 
Kimmins and 
Rep1161 
Mr Jonnie 
Kimmins 

• Chalfont St Peter (CSP) has already taken significantly more than its fair allocation and provides the largest single 
percentage of the development proposed for Chiltern District as a whole.  CDC has already granted planning 
permission for over 600 dwellings within CSP, these include the Holy Cross site, Newland Park and the Audley 
Homes development at the Epilepsy site.  In the first three years of the previous Core Strategy (intended to run until 
2026).  • There is a known drainage issue in CSP, particularly with open raw sewerage backing up in the centre of the 
village.  Additional developments of the scale proposed are simply not possible – the drains can’t even cope with the 
current number of hoseholds.  • Brownfield sites should be developed first, along with sites closest to train, tube 
and bus services. Development should be concentrated towards the centre rather than the fringes of towns and 
villages to be in line with green belt principles.  The green belt is too precious to sacrifice.   • All schools within 
Chalfont St Peter are at capacity.  The C of E school is massively oversubscribed every year & is housed in a cramped 
Victorian building. The Chalfonts Community College already runs ‘shift’ system, as it can’t fit all of the students in 
school at the same time!  The schools will be unable to accommodate children from the developments already 
scheduled within the Parish, let alone any more.  • Many other parts of the District are significantly more 
sustainable and appropriate for development. GREEN BELT - The Local Plan is considering change of land use, 
particularly for Green Belt areas.  According to the National Planning Policy Framework there are five stated 
purposes of including land within the green belt.  I therefore am opposed to any development of or precious green 
spaces.  I and members of my family enjoy the greenbelt around CSP on a daily basis, walking or playing sport on 
many of the areas targeted.  These green spaces are not only beautiful but, I believe an essential part of our family’s 
mental and physical wellbeing.  I personally find getting out of the urban sprawl of nearby West London & into our 
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beautiful landscape is a tremendous boost to mind and body.  The cricket club & the football club are both fantastic 
local amenities for our children to do likewise. These areas are esentil for the health & wellbeing of many people in 
the local population.  We understand that Bulstrode (adjoining the A40, just outside Gerrards Cross) has just been 
sold & is earmarked for development.  if this is the case, then using this beutiful green belt for housing is surely 
enough for one area ... we must hold on to what is left. Mill Meadow  • The Chalfont St Peter C of E Academy, uses 
Mill Meadow for physical education lessons on a daily basis and for team games, athletics and cross country 
activities. The school would be unable to deliver an effective curriculum if Mill Meadow is designated for 
development. This school currently has an outstanding track record for sport – my own son has gone on to sporting 
success as a result of the many hours spent training on Mill Meadow.  It is unthinkable that you would deprive the 
next generation of any sporting faculties ... where will our children learn if you develop their only outside space?  • 
The area is also a much used amenity facility which includes the Community Centre, a football club, recreation park, 
playing pitches (football and cricket), tennis courts, a scout headquarters and parish council offices.  There are no 
areas within the centre of the village where any of these facilities could be relocated.   • The area is also a much 
used public facility with a Nature Reserve, Jubilee Garden and The Lady Gibb Millennium Wood and with the ability 
to walk alongside the Misbourne from the Village Centre, across Mill Meadow and through to Chalfont St Giles.  
These amenities are simply irreplaceable due to the length of time taken for them to develop and their very 
position.• Mill Meadow is on the flood plain. There is a serious risk of flooding. The Epilepsy Society site (“ES  Site”) - 
• This is currently a Major Developed Site (“MDS”) within the green belt, is the home of the Epilepsy Society, with its 
many vunerable residents, and provides two new care home developments as well as important recreational 
facilities with nine football pitches plus a pavilion with toilets, showers and changing facilities which are used by 
more than 24 teams.  • The ES Site could notionally be divided into two parts.  The area to the south of Tate Road 
and Micholls road  (extended towards the long established and well used track from Tate Road to Skippings Farm)  
lies the current built up area (“ES South”) and the  area to the north of that line including (for this purpose) 
comprises the Model Farm, Rowan’s nursery  and Brawlings Farm.  (“ES North”).  • ES North is within the Colne 
Valley Park and therefore deserves special protection in any event as part of that park.  ES South is currently used 
for care home and medical facilities and should be retained as such. It is an ideal site to provide further care home 
and/or medical facilities for CSP.  • The ES Site fulfils, as a whole, all five of the stated purposes of the green belt and 
in particular provides an important buffer between the settlements of Chalfont St Giles, Chalfont St Peter and Horn 
Hill.  The ES Site contains important open views from Chesham Lane towards the Colne Valley Park.  It provides 
important agricultural, forestry and related employment uses and opportunities for outdoor sport and recreation, 
including the Model Farm, Rowan’s Nursery and Brawlings Farm Riding Centre.  • It is inherently unsustainable; it is 
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not served by any appropriate bus service and is too far to walk to either Little Chalfont or Gerrards Cross which are 
the nearest rail stations.  Any development is car dependent.    • The ES Site is bounded on three sides by narrow 
and dangerous country lanes which make it even more unsuitable for development.  •A natural boundary between 
ES South and ES North is easily defensible (excluding the playing fields which is identified as green open space in the 
Neighbourhood Plan). The ES North site should be retained in the green belt and Colne Valley Park with no 
development.   ES South should be retained as an MDS in the green belt for medical/care home use.   • The sheer 
size of this proposed development site is clearly excessive and could potentially double the number of dwellings in 
CSP.    • Several local businesses use the ES site apart from the agricultural use.  The ES Society is one of CSP’s largest 
employers.  T1. The area identified for industrial development to the east of the A413 -     a. The area is in The 
Colne Valley Park and is identified as being a particularly important green space for biodiversity and environmental 
priorities.     b. It contains both the village Chalfont St Peter cricket club and the Golf Club. The area is within the 
Green Belt and provides the important function of separating the built-up areas of CSP and Tatling End, Gerrards 
Cross and Denham.   c. The cricket club provides facilities for sport for each of the local schools’ children to play 
cricket having upto 150 junior players and also regularly fields 3 adult teams in local leagues and friendly matches.  
In addition, the facilities are used by schools and local businesses for cricket and by residents for social functions.  
There is no alternative site for the club to be relocated within the village.    d. The A413 is a natural barrier for 
development. To build to the east of it would erode the barrier and facilitate yet more development in the future on 
the open space to the east.  e. The area is in a flood plain, and though it does not have a history of flooding the 
very high water table suggests it would be susceptible to flooding if development up-stream were to increase water 
flow.  f.  The area is valued by residents and visitors as a green corridor and to destroy it would inevitably lead to 
further industrialisation and amalgamation of separate and distinct developed areas.   g.   The parkland area of the 
cricket club and golf club was originally designed by Capability Brown, and also contains Chalfont House so also has 
historical significance.      h. The area is outlined for employment use.  The existing offices on this site are not 
fully let suggesting there is a limit to the demand for similar usage in this location. 
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Rep1162 
Mr David Powell 

Question 1  • Housing need figures are based on illogical and unsubstantiated assumptions. • The HEDNA gives no 
consideration to the 620+ homes due to be built on the Holy Cross, Newlands Park and the Audley developments in 
Chalfont St Peter.  • The calculations used for the occupancy of dwellings is inaccurate according to Government 
statistics. This needs to be redressed. Question 2  • Site CD90 has been rejected due to the land’s employment use 
status, yet the Epilepsy Society site is a valued and much more important employment area. However, this has been 
retained as a site for development. This is inconsistent. Question 4  • Green belt should be retained at all costs. • 
Brown field sites should be developed as a first option in areas across the district. These should be close to good 
public transport links, such as Amersham, Chesham, Little Chalfont Great Missenden and Gerrards Cross. 
Question 5  Spatial strategy options in order of priority should be:  • Option J This option should be a priority, as 
development near train stations must take preference.  • Option A Compatibility with the green belt function must 
he ensured when relocating open space.  • Option D These settlement are more sustainable and should be a priority 
• Option E This option will have less impact on individual communities and the infrastructure. Question 6 - Any 
development in Chalfont St Peter should not take place outside the natural rounded boundary of the already 
developed area.  Comments on sites within Chalfont St Peter The Epileptic Society Site - • The site is within the 
green belt and it fulfils all 5 purposes of the green belt.  • If development takes place on the proposed site it will 
result in urban sprawl and the merging of neighbouring settlements.  • Areas of the site are within the Colne Valley 
Park and should be retained as open countryside. • The land has been identified by CDC as having a high agricultural 
value.  • The BCCHTA classifies the heritage value of the site as high for the ‘evidential’, ‘historical’ and ‘communal’ 
aspects.   • The green belt methodology review scores are woefully too low and do not take into account the 
indentified heritage value.   • The developed area of the site should retain its C2 planning status. Additional care and 
assisted living facilities could be added to the site. • The site to the north of the built on area provides important 
open views across the Colne Valley Park and an important buffer between Chalfont St Peter, Chalfont St Giles and 
Horn Hill. If this is eroded the villages will inevitably merge.  • The site hosts 9 football pitches and changing 
facilities. This is a valued and much used public amenity and important recreational facility.  • There are several 
business located on the site which provide important employment opportunities. The Epilepsy Society also provides 
gainful employment. Any further development should be on the existing footprint within a maintained green belt 
status. • The roads serving the site are dangerously narrow and in some places single track with no footpath, 
particularly along the northern boundary of the site. This means the site is undeliverable and unsustainable. • The 
nearest bus route is a considerable distance from the site and the service is woefully sparse.  There are only a few 
busses during the day and none in the evenings. There is no train service within at least two miles. • Information in 
the Sustainability Appraisal is incorrect. GC1 should not be associated with CSP3. • In 2005, a planning enquiry found 
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the Epileptic Society site to be unsustainable for development. Nothing has changed. Mill Meadow - • The site is in 
the centre of the village and hosts several important and valued public amenities including; a community centre, 
children and young people’s play area, a football club with stadia, a scout hut, parish council offices, tennis courts 
and a large grassed area used for football, cricket and the C of E Academy’s PE lessons. • The area is in a flood plain 
and has flooded in the last two years.  The large area identified for industrial development adjacent to the A413    •
 The identified area is larger than the total requirement for industrial development throughout the district. 
This should be redressed.      • The site is within the Colne Valley Park.  • The area includes valued and much used 
public amenities including a cricket club and golf course. Development of this site would destroy the recreational 
facilities and there is no available land on which to relocate these.  • There have been vacant office blocks on the 
Chalfont Park area of the site for a long time. There is clearly no demand for further development of this kind.  • 
There are far more suitable sites within the district. Therefore this site should be removed from The Plan.  Winkers 
nightclub site and fields between it and the scout camp.  • The field next to the scout camp is used frequently 
by the scouting movement. This should remain within the green belt and its current use should remain.  • The 
other fields may be suitable for development and they are within the natural rounded boundary of the village. 
Further testing and assessment should take place. Question 7   • The calculations for the unmet need are illogical 
and do not take into account the 600 plus dwellings already allocated to Chalfont St Peter, sanctioned under the 
Core Strategy arrangements. This must be redressed.  Question 8    • Affordable housing should be placed in an 
area with good public transport links and a sustainable infrastructure. Chalfont St peter does not have either of 
these. Question 9  • Gypsy and traveller sites should be dispersed throughout the county. Chalfont St Peter 
already has more than its fair share. Question 10  • There are two high quality residential developments for the 
elderly on the built up area of the Epilepsy Society site. This is an ideal location to site more care, medical and 
assisted living facilities and accommodation. Staff, transport, recreational amenities and other facilities could be 
shared within a suitably landscaped setting. Even if it is removed from the green belt the land use should retain its 
as C2 classification.  Question 11 and 12  • The Epileptic Society site has a high heritage classification, yet this is 
not given consideration in the Local Plan. This must be redressed.    • CDC should be protecting heritage sites not 
destroying them. Question 14  • The Epilepsy Society site should be considered as a conservation area as mentioned 
in the BCCHTA. Question 16   • The Settlement Infrastructure Capacity Study must be revised to take account of the 
600 plus dwellings due to be built in Chalfont St Peter.  • The schools in Chalfont St Peter are at or almost at 
capacity. The Chalfont Community College is extremely large for an upper school and does not have room for further 
expansion. • The C of E Academy is full and oversubscribed. It is located in an old building with no room to expand 
and it does not have a playing field. CDC shamefully reclassified the educational land use on the Holy Cross site, 
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which means there is no alternative site on which to relocate the Academy. There are not enough school places to 
accommodate children from the already planned developments within the village. A further increase in demand for 
school places in Chalfont St Peter is undeliverable.   • The road network around the Epilepsy Society site and 
Rowlands farm is extremely narrow. A development on these sites is undeliverable due to the limited access. 
Question 17 • CDC should go beyond the minimum consultation period at the next round. The planning 
department should consult with the Chalfont St Peter Parish Council and SENSE4CSP throughout the Local Plan 
process. This will save time in the long run and avoid hostility at later stages.  • The green belt should be protected 
at all costs.  • Brown field sites throughout the district should be used as a first option.    • Housing should be 
dispersed evenly throughout the district. Chalfont St Peter has already taken its fair share of allocated housing. 
• There is no evidence to show the housing need outweighs the number of dwellings already allocated to Chalfont St 
Peter under the Core Strategy.    • CDC should seek cooperation with neighbouring authorities, e.g. Slough and 
Uxbridge, as these settlements are much more sustainable. 

Rep1163 
Mr Clive Walter 

Whilst I recognise the need and aim to provide additional housing in South Buckinghamshire, I am against the 
release of Green Belt land and Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB) land around Litde Chalfont for housing or 
employment development. The reasons for this are: . Green Belt land is intended as a constraint on building, rather 
than as a bank of reserve building land. This is clear. Green Belt land should therefore fundamentally, by its nature, 
not be released for development.  Much of the land atound Little Chalfont is also AONB land which is a local asset 
that should not be destroyed.  Further if any land wete to be released from Green Belt or AONB land what would 
then be the status of the remaining Green Belt or AONB land? Wouid it be similarly available for development and if 
so on what criteria? It should not be avatlable for development, given the originai and valid reasons for creating 
these designations. There are other areas of land in South Buckinghamshire that are not constrained as either Green 
Belt or ANOB land, which are therefore more appropnate areas for development. Uttle Chalfont has akeady 
expedenced a c72o/o increase in local housing tlrough recerit development at Bell Lane and behind Chenies Parade. 
Other local settlements in South Buckinghamshire are much large4 but have not experienced this level or even the 
lower tatget level of additionai housing. These other ateas ought to be priodtised ahead of Litde Chalfont. The local 
inftastructure, particulady the roads that would become key boundaries to the proposed land teleased are 
inadequate to support the new development.  
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Rep1164 
Mr Ian Frew 

I understand the above business' premises have been put forward for housing development under your council's 
Housing and Economic Land Availability Assessment (HELAA) and, without consultation, accepted as a viable site. 
While I understand that houses are important, so too is the environment in which they are built. We have already 
lost enough independent businesses offering essential supplies and services in the village, and we are already at the 
point where if further businesses disappear, then life in the village will become an artifice with everybody travelling 
to neighboring towns to buy provisions and seek services. If this site is redeveloped, I cannot see where the Great 
Missenden Garage could be relocated without substantially changing the business they have worked so hard to 
build up.  Apart from the need to keep real, independent traders alive for the sake of the village, The Great 
Missenden Garage is, from the point of view of a customer who has spent a lot of money with them over the years, 
an OUTSTANDING local business. They have looked after both our family's cars for years and I have never before 
found a garage where I don't begrudge paying their bills. The team there is fabulous, from reception to every 
member of the workshop. When I am in their office, I invariably see them dealing with a string of customers, on the 
phone or in person, to whom they are uniformly helpful and friendly, and their engineering work is both first rate 
and excellent value for money.  The Great Missenden Garage is an essential business that serves the local 
community& beyond - putting them out of business is the antithesis of what a local council/planning team should be 
thinking of doing. By all means build more houses in the area, but not at the expense of this EXCEPTIONAL business. 

  

Rep1165 
Mr Paul Osborne 

I am writing to object proposals detailed in the Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan Initial Consultation (Regulation 
18) - specifically proposals to declassify existing Green Belt land for development opportunities in and around the 
Little Chalfont area.   My objections are based principally on the impact the proposals have on existing Green Belt 
land (both stage 1 and stage 2).   Green Belt land is designated to prevent the outward sprawl of London by keeping 
land permanently open. There are 5 main purposes of the Green belt which I will use to structure my objections: 
1. To check the unrestricted sprawl of large built up areas. - The proposal to release Green Belt land around Little 
Chalfont clearly contradict this principle. I have expanded on this view in the next paragraph.  2. To prevent 
neighbouring towns merging into one another - A large scale housing development was not long completed just off 
the Amersham Road which has brought Little Chalfont and Amersham into closer proximity. Proposals to exploit the 
land on the Amersham Road towards Chorleywood will have the same affect. Furthermore, stage 2 proposals will 
also bring Little Chalfont and Chalfont St Giles into closer proximity. If the proposals are granted this will see 
Amersham, Chorleywood, Chalfont St Giles and Little Chalfont as a near homogenous urban area. Urban sprawl will 
not have been unchecked. 3. To assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment - Many of the proposals 
encroach into AONB. The area around West Wood towards the Chess Valley is regarded as an AONB for a reason. 
There seems little point in designating an area as such if land is allowed to be released for commercial development. 
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These proposals do not safeguard the countryside but instead compromise it and make it un-accessible to those 
who both live and visit the area. 4. To preserve the setting and special character of historic towns - The reason 
people choose to live in Little Chalfont is to escape the metropolis and live in a near peaceful area surrounded by 
areas of unchecked greenery and countryside. For this privilege a premium is paid. Identifying pockets of green 
space between existing housing developments for additional housing or commercial enterprise unarguably changes 
the area's character and cheapens it. Furthermore, consider the existing infrastructure and the impact these 
proposals will have. I will illustrate with 3 examples:  The tube: Currently it is frequently not possible to find a seat 
on the tube between the hours of 7 and 8.30. This from a station which is one stop from the terminus. Consider the 
downstream impact on Chorleywood, Rickmansworth and Moor Park.   Parking for local shops: It is not rare to see 
cars queuing on the Amersham Road in order to park and access the local shops. An increased housing and 
commercial presence will only see this worsen.  Increased volumes of traffic. The Amersham Road is already a busy 
road. Commercial premises in and around Little Chalfont will put an enormous strain on the existing routes into and 
out of the Little Chalfont. If, as a consequence this means more roads or widening existing roads - or an acceptance 
that traffic will be jammed along it's main route - then I cannot see how Little Chalfont's setting or character will 
have been preserved.  5. To assist in urban regeneration by encouraging the recycling of derelict and other urban 
land: Put simply the land earmarked under these proposal is not derelict nor is in need of regeneration.  
I hope you will give serious consideration to the arguments outlined in this e-mail and realise that these proposals 
severely undermine the rationale for Green Belt land. Please do not sell off our Green Belt to private enterprise 
whose objectives are not to serve the community but to serve themselves and those who seek profit from them. 

Rep1166 
Mr Michael Todd 

I have considered very carefully the Consultation and supporting documents for the new Local Plan. These contain 
extremely radical proposals which, if implemented would not only eradicate what we all understood were protected 
green belt areas and areas of outstanding natural beauty, within a relatively short distance of London, but would 
create an urban conglomeration by merging the exisitng small towns and villages, such that they will lose their 
current individual identities and eventually become a mere satellite of London. Once lost , these and the counrtyside 
will never be recovered and the whole character of this area of the "leafy" Chilterns will be lost for ever.    
It is understood that land for new housing has to be found. Nevertheless, surely the first thing to consider is the 
infrasatucture necessary to support such housing. At the moment that is badly stretched. The roads are very busy ( 
and in an appalling state of repair); the commuter trains are packed with parking at the stations at any time of day 
increasingly difficult; likewise in the towns; we are told just this last weekend that there are insufficient school 
places for the number of pupils; the local hospitals are overflowing and cannot cope with the numbers of patients - 
and even in this well populated part of the country there are not enough staff; neither are there private contractors 
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such as builders, plumbers and electricians, all of which will be even harder to find if there are more households. 
That being the case, we are simply not in a position to support new large developments. The better solution is to 
permit smaller pockets of development on land adjacent to existing housing when that becaomes available and 
instead of allowing large houses ( as currently seems to be the case), use the available land for building more smaller 
affordable units. This would meet some of the immediate housing and allow a gradual integration.  It is not accepted 
that there is any scope in this area for more business/industrial use. One only has to look at the number of empty 
shops, units occupied by charities and unlet offices and warehouses. There is little new industry in this area or the 
rest of the county  (or country for that matter) and more and more people work from home or remotely.To 
reclassify green belt land for such a use is neither necessary or realistic. Indeed, it is not clear that there is any 
evidence which remotely supports the need for this proposal and the rsiks of throwing away protected land for no 
gain ( or worse) is unthinkable.  Chiltern District Council has always contended that it is there to protect the amenity 
of our County and to uphold the town and village settlements as well as the rural way of life, the Green Belt and the 
Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty. These proposals would see those lost and would deprive the population of 
areas for recreation, walking, seeing nature and enjoying fresh air within walking distance and without the need to 
drive to the countryside by car.I frequently walk from home to Little Chalfont and at all tiimes of day there are 
walkers in our Village, along the Chess Valley and up through West Wood. The effect on the environment of the loss 
of these areas( especially if replaced by houses and cars producing yet more pollution) is incalculable. There are 
already serious concerns about the loss of habitiat for wildlife as well as wild flowers and trees. How could the 
bluebells ever be replaced?  Having lived in this area for almost 40 years, I know it very well indeed. These proposals 
and their consequences are so extreme that I respectfully query whether they have been properly thought through. 
The practicalities of development on this scale simply do not add up.  Add to that the environmental considerations 
and the loss of precisely the amenities the Council professes itself there to protect. The implemenation of these 
plans would, I submit, be a serious derogation of  its duty. 

Rep1167 
Mr David 
Beecham 

Comments on Green Belt Methodology -  Parcel 38a – Epilepsy Centre.   This has been scored far too low.   
Principal purpose 1(b) clearly should be scored higher.  This land parcel is indeed an important barrier to outward 
sprawl and there is clear scope for the existing built up areas within this parcel to be divided to form a defensible 
barrier.  It clearly forms an important barrier to prevent land from sprawling out beyond Chesham Lane and the 
Chalfont Common settlement towards Gerrards Cross, Chalfont St Giles, Maple Cross, Rickmansworth and Horn Hill.  
The backs of the gardens and the well-established footpaths and roads within the site itself can easily form 
defensible boundaries.  It appears to us it should score at least 4+ or 5 rather than 3+, which seems arbitrarily low. 
We agree with the assessment under purpose 2.  It does indeed perform an  “essential” purpose.   Under purpose 3 
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this land clearly protects the openness of the countryside and has much less than 5% of the land parcel covered by 
building.  It is predominantly characterised by open fields and woodland.  The topography is not predominantly flat 
as there are significant valleys within that and there are significant and important views towards the open 
countryside.  The areas with reduced openness actually increase the importance of the remaining open views on the 
remaining site.  The land also has many footpaths and in particular the majority of the northern part of the site is 
within the Colne Valley Park which surely means that the openness of the countryside is particularly important.  
Accordingly not least because of its presence in the Colne Valley Park the score should be increased to 4+ or 5.  If 
Parcel 44(b) scores a 5, then for consistency purposes this should also score a 5.  We totally disagree with the 
scoring for purpose 4, which is ridiculous.  Please refer to the Buckingham County Council Historic Towns 
Assessment carried out between 2008 and 2012 (“BCCHTA”) for Chalfont St Peter and in particular p55 which 
summarises the heritage value as high, the historical value as high and the communal value as high, with the 
aesthetic value as medium.  It notes that “given the historic importance of the Chalfont Colony, the buildings have 
the potential to be a conservation area in its own right”.  There are four existing listed buildings of historical 
importance on the Epilepsy site and the land surely provides immediate and wider context for the historic 
settlements of Chalfont St Peter and Chalfont St Giles as a whole.  The Epilepsy Society Site is clearly of itself of 
significant historical importance being established on that site in 1894.  Accordingly for purpose 4 one must score a 
5,giving a total score of 18+ or 19 out of 20. Parcel 41b - Purpose 3 should be increased to a 3+/4 but no other 
comment. Parcel 44a - Again this parcel of land is within the Colne Valley Park which should increase its scoring.  
Parcel 44b and Parcel 57b - No comment. Parcel 57a - The obvious inconsistency is that this parcel is within the 
Colne Valley Park which would increase the score at purpose 3.  No other comments. Sustainability Appraisal - It 
appears to us that there are a number of significant errors in the sustainability appraisal particularly in respect of the 
transport links.   Certain figures have been transposed so that it appears that higher scores appear in the wrong 
place and, for example, the Epilepsy Society site (ES site) scores incorrectly and, apart from the fact that the scoring 
itself is inappropriately high.  In particular the Pre-Mitigation Assessment matrix summary in table 5.1 in the 
document on page 146 is wrong.   It shows content from other areas to those which the table refers, and in 
particular the table indicates data which should be associated with GC1 and not as associated with the ES site (CSF 
Area 3).  Further, in paragraph 3.10.4 we disagree with the analysis as it is clear that congestion will become a huge 
issue for the area should there be any development at the ES site due to the narrow and totally unsustainable roads.  
The variety of sustainable transport modes provided at local and regional scale is irrelevant for this site given its 
distance from rail stations and the inadequate nature of the local roads and buses.   Over half of the site is more 
than 400 metres from any bus stop and all of  the site will feed the congestion on the A413 which is already 
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significant at certain times throughout the day.  Clearly the transport assessment for the area should be a minus not 
a plus.  In addition, there are four listed buildings on the ES site which would be irreparably harmed by any further 
significant development on that site. The ES site if you include the land up to Brawlings Lane, is bounded on three 
sides by dangerous and narrow country lanes, often with no space for two cars to pass and certainly with no street 
lighting or pavements for pedestrians, including children to walk to school buses and the like.   It would obviously be 
very difficult to upgrade these roads, if not impossible, and clearly from a sustainability point of view this site is 
inherently unsustainable.   Mention is made of a number of bus stops being nearby but, again, the comments in the 
sustainability appraisal are incorrect (see above).  The buses are very infrequent and irregular with one or two buses 
per day and even fewer at weekends.  They have a very limited range of service.  Indeed, so inappropriate is the bus 
service that the planning permission granted on Newlands Park requires the developer to provide a bus service for 
its residents which we all believe will eventually dwindle leaving all the residents car-dependent.  The NSE site is 
clearly car-dependent and fails all sustainability testing.  In the Planning Inspectorate Planning Enquiry in June 2005 
the site was found to be unsustainable and nothing has changed positively since then.   Of further importance to the 
ES site in terms of sustainability is that it is currently employment land.  The draft HELAA rejects other employment 
sites in Chalfont St Peter to protect the loss of employment land yet no mention of this is made regarding the ES 
site.   It seems to us to be ridiculous to remove one functioning employment site from the Green Belt and give it up 
for housing which is currently largely in use for employment purposes only to then try to take more Green Belt land 
to provide alternative employment sites.   Clearly those employment sites in use as such at the moment should be 
retained as employment sites although we agree that unused employment sites, particularly unoccupied offices 
unused for over 10 years, could be considered for alternative use rather than remain employment sites.  We agree 
in the assessment that a development of the ES site would cause loss of public footpaths and cause irreparable 
damage to the Colne Valley Park and the Chilterns AONB which is located to the immediate north of the site. Any 
development will encroach on mixed farmlands, areas of ancient woodlands and the hedgerow network in 
particular. The site is currently well screened by hedgerows with trees providing restricted visibility from the 
adjacent roads and residential properties. We agree that any development of the site is likely to result in loss of 
habitats of principal importance and species associated with these (SA objective 3) but it is clear and we think 
certain that significant environmental damage will result from development on this site.  We believe that the 
agricultural land on the site is indeed grade 3A which means any development would lead to the loss of the best and 
most valuable agricultural land. We also agree the site is located within the Buckinghamshire Minerals safeguarding 
area and that development of this site will sterilise this important natural resource (SA objective 6).  The site is also 
over 5km from a hospital and well over 2km from the nearest doctors surgery, which is further evidence of lack of 
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sustainability. We agree with the assessment in paragraph 3.10.8 that the site has limited access to health and 
recreational opportunities. Indeed it is our contention that the site should be retained for healthcare and 
recreational use with some employment land to support such use.   Part of the site is within the HS2 Safeguarded 
Area meaning that development is unlikely to be achievable within the timeframe even if it is suitable – which it is 
not.  It is noted further that sustainable distances to facilities and amenities are set as local park, green space, 
minimum 400 metres maximum 600 metres, leisure centre 1.5km minimum and 2km maximum, Doctors surgery, 
800 metres minimum, maximum 1km, and hospital minimum 5km, maximum 8km.  The Epilepsy Society site fails to 
achieve all but the first of these targets by some distance.  To satisfy the proximity to a hospital for the whole of 
Chalfont St Peter, Chalfont and Gerrards Cross hospital is used which has a very limited range of services.  The 
nearest hospital to Chalfont St Peter is in Amersham at some 9.7km away, and that has no A&E facility.  
It is apparent that there are significant sewerage issues in Chalfont St Peter.  There is no further sewerage capacity 
and drinking water is at its limit.  There should be no development in Chalfont St Peter as a whole until the sewers in 
the centre of the village are replaced.  It is well known and well documented as to the flooding issues in the centre 
of Chalfont St Peter with open raw sewerage and the like.  Currently there are limited school places available and 
the Infrastructure Delivery Plan (“IDP”) shows the County is short of places.  There will need to be new school 
provision should any of the proposed sites go forward for development.  It is a shame that the Holy Cross site 
planning application was so badly and incompetently handled by CDC such that the Chalfont St Peter villagers face a 
fight (still not finally over) to retain that site as educational land to provide the most sensible educational facility for 
its residents.  No report in respect of  health provision as yet has been included in the IDP but villagers often face 
long waits for a doctor’s appointment and any new development and let alone the 600 houses already planned for 
Chalfont St Peter will stretch these services to the limit and beyond.  The only road in the area which is considered in 
the IDP is the A413 which South Bucks District Transport Strategy (2010) states is highly congested.  Other roads 
around which are mostly very narrow are not considered but there is already significant queueing at peak periods.  
These narrow lanes are often used as rat runs to avoid congestion the purpose for which they were not designed 
and are not capable of handling.  All roads in the area are in a disgraceful state of repair and public transport is 
completely inadequate. The building of HS2 will impact significantly on the village with unknown and unwanted 
consequences but it will significantly damage the green belt and air quality whilst giving no benefit to local 
residents.  In the short term whilst it is being built the huge influx of workers and traffic will impact significantly on 
health care, loss of amenity and significantly increase, probably to breaking point, the volume of local traffic.   
Question 1 – Comment on HEDNA - We believe it is of fundamental importance that CDC adheres to the Duty to Co-
Operate and it seems to us that CDC should be meeting with other local councils including Wycombe, Aylesbury and 
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Hertfordshire to agree that some of the housing needs currently allocated towards the Chiltern District can be met 
elsewhere.  There is discussion of Aylesbury being prepared to take half the allocation of the District as a whole and 
this is something we would encourage with a view to maximising the transfer allocation as clearly the Aylesbury Vale 
area is more appropriate and sustainable for development in general.  It should be noted that approval has already 
been given for the construction of 600 new houses in Chalfont St Peter and these do not appear to have been 
subtracted from Chalfont St Peter’s future numbers.  An increase of 4,552 households is used in the Local Plan for 
Chiltern giving, with 14% of the population, 637 for Chalfont St Peter.  Accordingly existing approvals have already 
met Chalfont St Peter’s share of new housing.  Indeed it would appear that the figure of 4,552 is based on an 
occupancy of 1.88 rather than 2.35 (using the Department of Communities and Local Government and the Office of 
National Statistics figures) so this latter figure would only give 3,606 homes and 509 for Chalfont St Peter. Given that 
there are bound to be some infill approvals in the planned period, Chalfont St Peter has already met its share of new 
houses from existing approvals and there is no need for green belt land around the village to be reclassified and 
used for development.  Chalfont St Peter has already had its full share of development.  Question 2 – Comment on 
HELAA - We will comment on some of the specific sites below.  However we would comment on some other 
individual sites as follows.  CD37 and CD39.  These appear to have been rejected as not previously developed land 
but in being close to the centre of the village and nearer to the rail station at Gerrards Cross this land could be 
potentially sustainable.  Further work is required, as it is on all these sites, but these would appear to have a higher 
potential for development than numerous other sites put forward.  Sites CD45 and CD110 are in a similar category in 
our view.  Site CD90, Grant and Stone is rejected as a current employment site.  However, if this reason is 
maintained then all employment sites should be retained as such particularly land at the Epilepsy Society site, 
Rowans Nursery and the Model Farm. Sites CD114 and CD138 require detailed further consideration.  Site CD35 
Rowan Garden Centre, is an important employment centre and should be excluded as it also meets the principal 
purposes of the green belt – see further comments below as part of the Epilepsy Society site.  Not only does this site 
provide employment as a garden centre it also provides employment as an equestrian supplies shop.  The 
assessment of this site at Appendix 3 is correct, as in addition to it being an employment site, it has clear access 
issues (as does the majority of the Epilepsy site with which this is bounded).  Sites CD129 and 130 are currently sites 
on the Epilepsy Society site.  Both sites have existing C2 use which must remain.  We would support some limited 
redevelopment of these parcels of land provided the land remains in the green belt (for all the reasons set out 
below) and it is employment land but any development should be for C2 use only and not exceed the existing 
footprint.  It must remain in the green belt.  Any redevelopment of these parcels of land must complement the 
existing buildings and use of the site including the four listed buildings, the green belt land and the two new care 
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homes.  Site CD132 could be considered for green belt release subject to certain conditions and we believe this 
should be taken further to the next stage. Site CD169 has been rejected as a well performing designated 
employment site so we maintain that this consistency of approach should be maintained in relation to land at the 
Epilepsy Society site and elsewhere.  Site CD291 and CD292 we would maintain are wholly inappropriate for 
development as there is no access, it is land that fulfils the function of the green belt, it is on the edge of the village 
and therefore has clear sustainability issues and appears to be not deliverable in any event.   As a general point 
given that only previously developed land sites are being considered as part of the HELAA some of the sites which 
have been rejected may later fall into consideration.  It is difficult therefore to provide meaningful comment on 
some of the sites that have been rejected on this basis eg CD33 parts of which may be acceptable for development.   
Question 3 – Additional Sites - We would hope that an ongoing dialogue would be entered into between Chalfont St 
Peter Parish Council and CDC to discuss a number of sites across the wider District which may be suitable for 
development and not currently identified in the HELAA.  However as a general principle we would strongly resist the 
development of open space, sports and leisure areas or indeed other important land and green open space within 
the village such as car parking or other areas deliberately left open which add to the amenity of the village.  We do 
not support in general the development of open spaces, public footpaths, ancient woodland or generally 
undeveloped areas.   Given how short the time is for this consultation we would hope this question can be worked 
on between interested parties over the coming weeks and months – see below. Question 4 – Vision  - It is apparent 
that the Plan vision and objectives lack detail therefore it is difficult to comment precisely.  Sustainability objectives 
should be included as any development in the District must be sustainable and in particular should be sited close to 
train and tube stations wherever possible.  The need to protect the green belt, the Chilterns AONB and the Colne 
Valley Park are fundamental and must be fully protected and maintained.  Objectives which protect the green belt 
and the AONB must be prioritised.  It seems to us that it is possible to protect the green belt and to provide housing 
by exploiting the Duty to Co-Operate and concentrate development in neighbouring areas such as Aylesbury Vale 
District on land outside the green belt.  This would clearly be in keeping with National Planning Policy and is 
potentially deliverable.   Question 5 – Spatial Strategy Options - Generally the options have been badly drafted and 
contain elements within the same question which evoke a given response i.e. part of an option might be acceptable 
whilst part not and it is likely to be the case that objectively and sensibly some individual parts of particular options 
should be pursued but not all of a particular option.   It seems to us that Option J should be the first priority option 
in its own right as a priority as clearly development close to train stations must be preferred over all other 
development.  Option A could be pursued as second priority but any open space relocated must be consistent with 
the green belt and must be replaced at least like for like and employment land converted should be unused 
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employment land. Any increase in building density must be appropriate for its immediate local surroundings.   
Option D should be the third priority option as clearly the principal settlements are more capable of sustaining 
development.  Option E should be the fourth favoured option.   Option H should be the fifth prioritised option but 
building must be in keeping with the character of the built area and any infilling and/or redevelopment should not 
affect the character of the existing built frontages. Further any infilling must not affect the openness of the green 
belt site or detract from its green belt function.   Option I should be the sixth priority option, as long as extensions 
simply “round off” the relevant village and are sustainable.  Option B could be considered seventh in priority but 
surely will not provide any significant new housing stock. The remaining options are not wholly acceptable.  Option C 
must bear in mind that already Chalfont St. Peter has had its fair share of new development. CDC has already 
granted planning permission for over 600 dwellings within Chalfont St. Peter including the Holy Cross site, Newland 
Park and the Audley Homes development at the Epilepsy site. In the first three years of the Core Strategy (intended 
to run until 2026) Chalfont St. Peter has already taken significantly more than its fair allocation and provides the 
largest single percentage of development proposed for Chiltern district as a whole.  In addition built extensions 
generally should not do anything other than round off the existing village and not cause extensions to point out or 
extended further into the green belt. Development must be concentrated towards the centre rather the fringes of 
towns and villages in line with green belt principles that brownfield sites should be developed first along with sites 
closest to train, tube and bus services. Accordingly we do not believe that Option C in respect of Chalfont St. Peter is 
viable or acceptable.  Option G could be considered to some very limited extent. Any green belt releases must be 
confined to areas already built up with particular attention being paid to as small an increase as possible in the 
existing built footprints (i.e. less than 10%) and maintaining important views in the green belt and not including 
areas currently not developed e.g. open field, arable land, public open space and woodland within the Epilepsy 
centre for example also land in the Colne Valley Park. Any land released from the Epilepsy Centre from the green 
belt should be confined to the existing buildings only with very limited extension and even then there should be no 
change of use from the existing C2 use, although the site as a whole scores very highly on the green belt review, and 
is unsustainable.  Accordingly all parts of the Epilepsy Society Site should remain in the green belt.   Option K could 
be considered but detailed evaluation will be needed.  It is inappropriate for Chalfont St Peter as it is not generally 
suitable for warehouse and industrial employment needs.   It is considered that the employment land in use at the 
Model Farm, Rowan's Nursery and the Epilepsy Centre in Chalfont St. Peter should be retained for employment use 
as it is currently in the large part being used as such and providing valuable jobs. There are a number of existing 
businesses at the Model Farm and at Rowan's Nursery including a separate equestrian focussed country shop so 
these sites should be maintained for public amenity. On the other hand a number of employment sites (mainly 
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unused offices) in the centre of Chalfont St. Peter have been unused for many years so consideration could be given 
to limited release of such sites for housing. Question 6 - Comments on specific sites. The Epilepsy Society site is the 
home of the national Epilepsy Society and is a world renowned centre for research and development into managing 
and curing epilepsy.  The United Kingdom currently has 600,000 epileptics with 32,000 new diagnoses every year.  
This is currently a Major Developed Site (MDS) within the green belt.  It is the home of the Epilepsy Society 
established in 1894, and currently provides two new care home developments as well as important recreational 
facilities with nine football pitches plus a pavilion with toilets, showers and changing facilities which are used by 
more than 24 teams.  It is a significant employment site within Chalfont St Peter currently with planning designation 
C2.  It is clear that the current planning designation of C2 should remain for all developed parts of the site in any 
event to protect its existing community use.  Currently the site is designated for care homes and medical use and 
this should remain.  In particular two further significant developments are taking place at the site, the Audley Homes 
development and the Porthaven Homes development.  These excellent developments should be complemented by 
further medical use or assisted living, retaining the site for employment and possibly with some limited key worker 
housing to support such use.  The site is an important community facility providing employment, recreation and 
medical care.  The Epilepsy site should be viewed as two distinct areas.  First the developed part being the buildings 
in the area south of Tate Road and Micholls Avenue and including Debenham House and Skippings Farm.  This part 
(the developed site) should remain in C2 use and retained in the green belt.  The remaining undeveloped and 
unbuilt part must also be retained in the green belt.  The built part of the site is an ideal site to provide further care 
home and medical facilities for CSP.  The Epilepsy Site fulfils as a whole all five of the stated purposes of the green 
belt and again under the green belt methodology review scores in our view at least 18+ or 19 out of 20 (see above). 
In any event it is uncontentious and agreed by Arup in its methodology that it provides a vital buffer between the 
settlements of Chalfont St Giles, Chalfont St Peter and Horn Hill.  The Epilepsy Society site contains important open 
views from Chesham Lane towards the Colne Valley Park.  It provides important high quality agricultural forestry and 
related important uses and opportunities for outdoor sport and recreation including the Model Farm, Rowans 
Nursery and Brawlings Farm Riding Centre.   If the Grant & Stone site in CSP has been rejected for development as it 
is employment land, the same consideration must apply to the Epilepsy site.  There should not be an inconsistent 
approach.  The undeveloped part of the Epilepsy site is within the Colne Valley Park.  This deserves special 
protection in any event.  Part of this site is also within the HS2 safeguarded area so is not deliverable. The Epilepsy 
Society site is bounded on three sides by narrow and dangerous country lanes which make it even more unsuitable 
for development.  It is inherently unsustainable, it is not served by any appropriate bus service and is too far to walk 
to either Little Chalfont or Gerrards Cross which are the nearest rail stations.  Any development is car dependent.  
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The majority of the roads, with the exception of parts of Chesham Lane, have no pavement and are unsuitable for 
walking.  We understand that Bucks Highways Authority agrees there are clear access issues to parts of the site, eg 
along Gorelands Lane.  Several local businesses use the extended Epilepsy site in addition to its obvious agricultural 
use.  At the Model Farm, there are several businesses including A&E Vehicles Services, Castle Glass, Chiltern Equine 
Clinic and PJ Fagan Construction Limited.  These include two well established family businesses and the main 
hospital site for the Chiltern Equine Clinic.  On the Epilepsy site other businesses are present including Gordon 
Summerville, Fineland Forestry, CDM Autos as well as farm use and recreational use (Chalfont Saints Football).  It is 
clear that the Epilepsy Society site, in scoring very highly in the green belt review and filling all five of the major 
purposes of the green belt should not be released from the green belt.  The existing planning use C2 should be 
retained for the developed parts of the site.  The remaining parts of the site which are also in the Colne Valley Park 
must remain in the Colne Valley Park and bearing in mind these are important countryside areas should not be 
released for development.  As set out above, the Epilepsy Society Site is noted in the BCCHTA to have high historical 
evidential and community  value and is clearly an important historical and heritage asset.  According to the BCCHTA 
the site has the potential to be a conservation area in its own right.  We contend that this should be the case – see 
below.  As an important Heritage Asset, the site must be protected. Mill Meadow - The area is a much used amenity 
facility which includes the Community Centre, two large allotments Chalfont St Peter Amateur Football Club, fields,  
recreation park, playing pitches (football and cricket), tennis courts, a scout headquarters and parish council offices.  
There are no areas within the centre of the village where any of these facilities could be relocated. The Chalfont St 
Peter C of E Academy, adjacent to Mill Meadow, does not have a playing field within the school grounds. The school 
currently uses Mill Meadow for physical education lessons on a daily basis and for team games, athletics and cross 
country activities.  The Department for Education statutory guidance on the National Curriculum for England and 
Wales on physical education programmes of study states that the national curriculum for physical education should 
ensure that all pupils develop competence to excel in a broad range of physical activities; are physically active for 
sustained periods of time; engage in competitive sports and activities; and lead healthy lives.  The school would 
therefore be unable to deliver an effective curriculum if Mill Meadow is designated for development.  The area is 
also a much used public facility with a Nature Reserve, Jubilee Garden and The Lady Gibb Millennium Wood and 
with the a right of way alongside the River Misbourne from the Village Centre, across Mill Meadow and through to 
Chalfont St Giles.  These amenities are simply irreplaceable due to the length of time taken for them to develop and 
their very position.  Mill Meadow is on the flood plain. There is a serious risk of flooding as evidenced by the 
prolonged and extensive flooding at various times between 2010 and 2014.  The area identified for industrial 
development to the east of the A413.  The area is in The Colne Valley Park and is identified as being a particularly 
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important green space for biodiversity and environmental sustainability. The area is within the Green Belt and 
provides the important function of separating the built-up areas of CSP and Tatling End, Gerrards Cross and 
Denham. - The A413 is a natural barrier for development. To build to the east of it would erode the barrier and 
facilitate yet more development in the future on the open space to the east.  The area is completely within  a flood 
plain.  The area is valued by residents and visitors as a green corridor and to destroy it would inevitably lead to 
further industrialisation and amalgamation of separate and distinct developed areas. Raylands Farm - Many of the 
points made elsewhere in this submission will apply as regards the green belt.  This site has clear access issues from 
Bull Lane, so access may be suitable from the A40.  However, further detailed consultation will be necessary to 
determine if any part of this site may be suitable for development.  Winkers Area/Scout Camp Field  - It is likely that 
some redevelopment of Winkers Farm will be permitted as part of the current planning process.  Any development 
of the adjoining land will need to be considered in the light of any such permission in due course.  Again the points 
made elsewhere in this response will also be relevant to this site.  Sports Facilities - National Planning policy dictates 
that existing open space, sports and recreation buildings and land should not be built on unless they are surplus to 
requirements, to be replaced or the development is for alternative sports and recreation facilities.  CDC is under an 
obligation to plan for the provision of shared space community facilities and local services and amenities.  National 
Planning Policy aims to protect and enhance open space, public rights of way and community and recreational 
facilities.  The current Local Plan does more to destroy the facilities in Chalfont St Peter than anything that could be 
imagined.  All football pitches would be lost at the Epilepsy Society site, Newlands Park and Mill Meadow.  Chalfont 
St Peter football club, tennis club, cricket club and Gerrards Cross golf club would most likely close.  The cricket club 
and golf club would lose both their clubhouses and car parks.  The cricket club would lose most of its pitch and the 
golf club a large part of the course rendering it unsuitable and forcing its closure with loss of over 20 jobs.  
Numerous footpaths and well used public rights of way across the Epilepsy Society site would be lost.  Important 
countryside would be destroyed for ever.  How is it going to be possible to replace these facilities once lost without 
the loss of even more green belt land and more loss of amenity for local residents?  Question 7 – Unmet Needs - Our 
responses to questions 5 and 6 apply equally in respect of this question.  The Duty to Co-Operate is paramount.  It is 
likely there will be, according to this assessment, a high level of unmet needs in Chiltern/South Bucks which can only 
be met from co-operation with neighbouring authorities.  As part of the Duty to Co-Operate the Epilepsy Site could 
be designated for care homes to meet the needs of the elderly in the District and particularly meeting the increasing 
requirement for dementia care.  There is space for additional care home provision on that site which would be in 
keeping with its existing purpose.   Question 8 – Affordable Housing  - All affordable housing developments must be 
sustainable.  Affordable housing should be located in areas closest to rail and tube stations, adequate bus services 



Classification: OFFICIAL 
 

729 
 
Classification: OFFICIAL 

Name Summary of Representation 
Council Response (see also 

Volume 1 for generic response) 

and areas of maximum employment.  The majority of the sites in Chalfont St Peter are inherently unsustainable and 
as such unsuitable for affordable housing.  Some limited key worker housing could be provided in certain areas but 
this will not go far towards meeting the perceived general need.  Developments for affordable housing should be 
concentrated in those settlements with the facilities and infrastructure to support them eg Little Chalfont, 
Amersham, Chesham and even to some extent the centre of Gerrards Cross which has a rail station.  We contend 
that larger sustainable urban extensions provide viable propositions for affordable housing.  It is likely to be the case 
that significant quantities of affordable housing on non green belt sustainable urban extensions as part of the Duty 
to Co-Operate is capable of delivering sufficient quantities of affordable housing other than options currently 
available to CDC.  It does not appear viable to provide sufficient affordable housing in the Chiltern District without 
full exploitation of the Duty to Co-Operate.  Areas such as Slough, Uxbridge, High Wycombe, Amersham, Watford  
and Chesham are inherently more appropriate and sustainable locations for provision of affordable housing and 
high density sites.  Question 9 – Travellers - The only comment we would make is that Chalfont St Peter has already 
a greater per capita proportion of sites for Gypsies, Travellers and Travelling Show People than any other defined 
area within the district.  We would not support any increase in provision in Chalfont St Peter.  Such sites should be 
more evenly distributed throughout the district.  Question 10 – Elderly accommodation needs - We believe that the 
Epilepsy Society site in Chalfont St. Peter should be earmarked for the provision of specialist elderly accommodation 
needs. Already, it is home to the Epilepsy Society and has impressive new developments by Porthaven Homes and 
Audley Homes and it is our belief that whilst the site must remain within the green belt the existing built footprint 
should remain for care homes and specialist medical and elderly accommodation needs. There may be limited scope 
for some increase to the built footprint by infilling only provided that such infilling maintains the openness of the 
green belt but provides additional accommodation needs for the elderly population or those in need of care. 
Question 11 – Heritage Strategy - There is no doubt in our view that the documentation prepared by CDC's 
consultants do not recognise the importance of the Epilepsy Society site as one of our important heritage assets. It 
would appear that those responsible for the Local Plan are not aware, or have otherwise deliberately ignored, the 
BCCHTA which clearly defines the importance of Chalfont St Peter as an historic settlement, and in particular the 
Epilepsy Society Site which scores as “high” in three out of four assessed categories, and “medium” in the other.  It 
is an historical jewel in the crown.  It was the first residential centre in England specifically designed to provide a 
safe environment for epileptics to live and work.  It has the potential to be a conservation area in its own right. 
There are four listed buildings on the site and any development would irreparably harm their setting and indeed the 
village of Chalfont St. Peter itself, is clearly mentioned in the Doomsday Book and is itself of historical significance. 
The Epilepsy site has been part of the community for one hundred and twenty one years and is an important part of 
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the community and amenity in Chalfont St. Peter. The loss of heritage sites can often mean a clear loss of amenity 
and that would certainly be the case should this site be removed from the green belt with its potential loss of 
planning and building control. CDC should adopt a strategy to protect and enhance our heritage assets not destroy 
them.  Further the NPPF recognises the importance of protecting heritage assets.  Question 12 –Unprotected Local 
Heritage Asset  - It is clear that the entire Epilepsy Society site is a local heritage asset.  Apart from its original 
establishment as a Colony or those persons suffering with epilepsy it has four listed buildings.  Any cursory glance at 
the history of that site shows it is obvious that it should be protected as a local heritage asset.  It should itself form 
part of a conservation area according to the BCCHTA (see above).  Question 13 – Green space - It is clear that should 
any part of the unbuilt Epilepsy Society site be removed from the green belt it should be designated as local green 
space. This is particularly the case with the football fields, the footpaths, the area adjoining the Porthaven 
development between it and the Audley development alongside Chesham Lane as well as the unbuilt parts of the 
entire site (including the unbuilt parts of the Audley development being the lake and or green space).  
Question 14 – Local Measures  - The Epilepsy Society site should be considered as a conservation area – as noted in 
the BCCHTA (see above).  The Chalfont St Peter Neighbourhood Plan following Judicial Review needs to be amended 
to cover many of the points made in this response and improved, with renewed public consultation and approval.   



Classification: OFFICIAL 
 

731 
 
Classification: OFFICIAL 

Name Summary of Representation 
Council Response (see also 

Volume 1 for generic response) 

Rep1168 
Mr Alun Jones 

I object strongly to the inclusion of green belt land around Little Chalfont in the list of potential housing and 
employment development sites for the Chiltern area. With the Bell Lane and Donkey Field developments Little 
Chalfont has taken more than its fair share of residential development over the last 10 years. Moreover the 
infrastructure in terms of roads, parking, healthcare and education is already under pressure and cannot sustain 
such an increase in numbers. The traffic / travel implications seem to be particularly alarming in that the various 
sites are all accessed by very narrow lanes that are quite incapable of handling the resulting increase in traffic.  
The potential sites all impinge upon the greenbelt land adjacent to the village and as such threaten the local amenity 
and character to an unacceptable extent. Several key principles of the Green Belt policy would be overturned by 
such plans. In particular the principles of safeguarding of the countryside and the restriction of urban sprawl will be 
ignored whilst the incentive for developers to recycle brownfield sites is greatly reduced if large tracts of green belt 
land are made available. Lodge Lane and Stony Lane provide clear boundaries to the built up area and developing to 
the east of these roads undermines one of the underlying principles of Green Belt preservation and facilitates 
further creeping expansion.  I also note that the list of potential developments includes sites adjoining & overlooking 
the Chess and Misbourne valleys, both of which are particularly scenic areas and must be protected.  I acknowledge 
that other areas of the Chiltern District have the same problems in terms of green belt encroachment and I object to 
the attempts to encroach upon Green Belt land in those areas as well. However as noted earlier I think Little 
Chalfont has had more than its fair share of development recently. I also think it is particularly poorly placed to 
service such expansion because of the surrounding roads. Moreover with its station, Little Chalfont attracts 
commuting traffic from other towns in the area so suffers as they expand. This cumulative pressure is unacceptable. 

 The Local Plan will need to 
identify sustainable 
development options to meet 
needs taking into account the 
scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements.   

Rep1169 
Dr Graeme 
Wilson 

Chalfont St. Peter (CSP) has had its fair share of new development. Chiltern District Council (CDC) has already 
granted planning permission for over 600 dwellings within and the immediate environs of CSP, for example the Holy 
Cross site, Newland Park and the Audley Homes development at the National Epilepsy site. In the first three years 
alone of the previous Core Strategy (intended to run until 2026) CSP has already taken significantly more than its fair 
allocation and provides the largest single percentage of the development proposed for Chiltern District as a whole. 
Currently and for many previous years there is a known and well-documented drainage and sewage/sewerage issue 
in CSP. Equally well-documented are the numerous occasions when open raw sewage has backed up in the centre of 
the village. Additional developments of the scale proposed in the Consultation Document would obviously greatly 
exacerbate the potential for increasing – indeed worsening - this problem.  The proposals do not take account of the 
current and future provision of education facilities in CSP at Infant, Primary, Middle and Secondary levels. All 
schools, at all levels, within CSP are already at or very nearly at capacity (a factor made much worse by the 
demolition of Holy Cross School on the site mentioned in paragraph one above). The existing schools will be unable 

 The Local Plan will need to 
identify sustainable 
development options to meet 
needs taking into account the 
scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements.   
 
The Local Plan will need to plan 
to meet employment needs 
over the Plan period to 2036. 
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to accommodate children from the developments already scheduled within the Parish.  The proposals also do not 
take account of the current and future Health provision of CSP at General Practice level. Currently there are only the 
Misbourne Surgery and the Calcot Medical Centre serving the inhabitants of CSP and its environs and the evidence is 
that these two facilities are already stretched to capacity. This does not take into reckoning the increasing number 
of patients that will result from the planning permission already granted by CDC for over 600 dwellings within CSP. 
The local roads of CSP and its environs are already congested, especially during the morning and evening rush 
periods and during the “school run” times when, as well as cars, there are numerous school buses and coaches. 
Parking in many of the local roads has been a well-documented worsening problem for a number of years now and, 
hence, greatly worsened by a fairly recent large office development – conceived in the planning stage without 
consideration given for adequate parking for its employees. The parking problem in CSP has, currently, no feasible 
solution for improvement. The recent approval for a large development on the Holy Cross site will greatly 
exacerbate the problems of local road congestion and parking within the next couple of years or so and large scale 
development of the kind set out in the Consultation Document would make the vehicle congestion/vehicle pollution 
situation of CSP unmanageable.   Development on the scale as set out in the Consultation Document appears to be 
at extreme variance with the tenets and objectives of the five stated purposes of including land within the Green 
Belt as stated in the National Planning Policy Framework: To check the unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas; To 
prevent neighbouring towns from merging into one another; To assist in safeguarding the countryside from 
encroachment; To preserve the setting and special character of historic towns; To assist in urban regeneration by 
encouraging the recycling of otherwise derelict and other urban land. Much of which is set out in the Consultation 
Document would be greatly damaging and detrimental to the current and future residents of CSP and its environs in 
terms of gaining access to open spaces of the natural environment and greatly limiting the opportunities for outdoor 
sport and outdoor recreation. There is now a wealth of growing scientific and medical evidence that the access to 
and experience of pleasant open spaces, woodland and natural landscapes is very beneficial for peoples’ mental and 
physical well-being and will greatly assist in cutting the national bill of the Health Service.   It is also the case, a fact 
supported by both Medical Professionals and the Government, that the provision of sporting and recreational 
facilities are absolutely vital in assisting the physical and mental health of the nation.  With regard to the 
development proposals in the Consultation Document appertaining to Mill Meadow. This area is a much used 
amenity facility which includes the Community Centre, a football club (whose facilities are also used for a pre-
school), recreation park, playing pitches (football and cricket), tennis courts, a scout headquarters and Parish 
Council offices. There are no areas within the centre of CSP where any of these facilities could be relocated. Mill 
Meadow, a pleasant open space, much loved and used by many inhabitants of CSP for walking and relaxation.  The 



Classification: OFFICIAL 
 

733 
 
Classification: OFFICIAL 

Name Summary of Representation 
Council Response (see also 

Volume 1 for generic response) 

Chalfont St. Peter C of E Academy, adjacent to Mill Meadow, does not have a playing field nor the space for a 
playing field within the existing school grounds. The school currently uses Mill Meadow for physical education 
lessons on a daily basis and for team games, athletics and cross country activities. The school would be unable to 
deliver an effective curriculum, as outlined in Government guidelines for physical education, if Mill Meadow is 
designated for development.   This area is also a much used public facility with a nature reserve, Jubilee Garden and 
The Lady Gibb Millennium Wood. The Mill Meadow area allows the public the ability to walk alongside the River 
Misbourne from the Village Centre, across Mill Meadow and through to Chalfont St. Giles. These amenities are 
simply irreplaceable due to the length of time taken for them to develop and mature; the whole area of Mill 
Meadow and its environs is also important to safeguard the countryside from encroachment, unrestricted sprawl of 
built-up areas. It must also be remembered that the open space along the River Misbourne is a valuable habitat for a 
wide range of wildlife and this area is a valuable asset to the local economy in terms of its attraction to tourists, 
ramblers and visitors to CSP.  Mill Meadow is on the floodplain of the River Misbourne. Over the last few years 
especially there has been numerous, documented, incidences of flooding. The Consultation Document also contains 
proposals for the National Epilepsy Society (ES) site. This is currently a Major Developed Site (MDS) set within the 
Green Belt. The site provides two new care home developments and important recreational facilities with nine 
football pitches plus a pavilion with toilets, showers and changing facilities which are used by more than 24 teams 
across the whole age range.  South of the ES site lies the current built-up area and this portion of the site includes 
care home and medical facilities and these should be retained as such. It is an ideal site to provide further care 
home and/or medical facilities for CSP.  The north of the ES site includes the Model Farm, Rowan’s Nursery and 
Brawlings Farm Riding Centre; it is within the Colne Valley Park and therefore deserves special protection in any case 
as it is part of that park.  The ES site fulfils, as a whole, all five of the stated purposes of the Green Belt and in 
particular provides an important buffer between the settlements of Chalfont St. Giles, Chalfont St. Peter and Horn 
Hill. The ES site contains important views from Chesham Lane towards the Colne Valley Park and embraces mature 
woodlands and attractive open scenery. It also provides important agricultural, forestry and related employment 
uses and opportunities for outdoor sport and recreation, including the Model Farm, Rowan’s Nursery and Brawlings 
Farm Riding Centre. The site is not served by any appropriate bus service and is too far to walk to either Little 
Chalfont or Gerrards Cross which are the nearest rail stations. Any development would be totally car-dependent 
with all the ramifications of increased vehicle congestion and resulting pollution. The ES site is bounded on three 
sides by narrow and dangerous country lanes which make it even more unsuitable for development. The north of 
the ES site should be retained in the green belt and Colne Valley Park with no development; the south of the site 
should be retained as an MDS in the Green Belt for care home/medical use.  
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The sheer size and scale of the development proposed in the consultation document is clearly excessive and could 
potentially double the number of dwellings in CSP. The area identified for industrial development to the east of the 
A413 – The area referred to in the consultation document is within the Colne Valley Park and is identified as being a 
particularly important green space for biodiversity, wildlife and environmental priorities.  The area is within the 
Green Belt and provides the important function of separating the built-up areas of CSP and Tatling End, Gerrards 
Cross and Denham. Proposed industrial development would be against the tenets of National Planning Policy 
Framework, namely: to check the unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas. The A413 forms a natural barrier for 
development. To build to the east of this would erode this barrier and facilitate yet more development in the future 
on the open space to the east, and be in direct contrast to yet another tenet of the National Planning Policy 
Framework: to prevent neighbouring towns from merging into one another. The area outlined in the Consultation 
Document is in a flood plain. The area is much valued by residents and visitors as a green corridor and to destroy it 
would inevitably lead to further industrialisation and amalgamation of separate and distinct developed areas.  
Providing industrial/commercial accommodation in the area is unnecessary for local employment reasons. For 
example, to the south of the proposed area for industrial development and adjacent to the A413 in CSP stands 
Chalfont Park which is currently occupied by three large office blocks. For several years now, a good proportion of 
these have remained unoccupied. One of the reasons often given for this being that the offices are located too far 
away from the centre of CSP and, more importantly, from the rail link at Gerrards Cross Station.  The area also 
includes a hockey ground as well as at least four holes of Gerrards Cross Golf Club destroying what is one of the 
finest golf clubs in Buckinghamshire along with the hockey and golf club houses.  The membership of both clubs is 
around 800 and the overall viability of the golf club would be threatened. The River Misbourne runs through the 
designated development area and the area floods from time to time.  Along with Mill Meadow recreation and 
sporting facilities would be lost for hundreds of residents. Rylands Farm, the land opposite Bulstrode Park, between 
the A40 and the Chiltern Railway Lane. This area is a fine example of attractive, open land, known to be rich in fauna 
and flora in the Green Belt. As far as can be ascertained from the Consultation Document, the only possible access 
to the area, should it be developed, is from Bull Lane (a narrow, twisty road already exceedingly busy with through 
traffic – especially at school run time) or, alternatively from the A40, the main trunk road into London. Access from 
the A40 would be very hazardous to road users and would contribute to massive delays to traffic using the A40 (at 
times this road is used by traffic from the west and east when the nearby M40 is closed because of road traffic 
accidents).  

Rep1170 
Mrs Clare Wilson, 

Chalfont St. Peter (CSP) has had its fair share of new development. Chiltern District Council (CDC) has already 
granted planning permission for over 600 dwellings within and the immediate environs of CSP, for example the Holy 
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Rep1173 
Master Cormac 
Gilmore and 
Rep1174 
Mrs Ingrid 
Gilmore 

Cross site, Newland Park and the Audley Homes development at the National Epilepsy site. In the first three years 
alone of the previous Core Strategy (intended to run until 2026) CSP has already taken significantly more than its fair 
allocation and provides the largest single percentage of the development proposed for Chiltern District as a whole. 
Currently and for many previous years there is a known and well-documented drainage and sewage/sewerage issue 
in CSP. Equally well-documented are the numerous occasions when open raw sewage has backed up in the centre of 
the village. Additional developments of the scale proposed in the Consultation Document would obviously greatly 
exacerbate the potential for increasing – indeed worsening - this problem.  The proposals do not take account of the 
current and future provision of education facilities in CSP at Infant, Primary, Middle and Secondary levels. All 
schools, at all levels, within CSP are already at or very nearly at capacity (a factor made much worse by the 
demolition of Holy Cross School on the site mentioned in paragraph one above). The existing schools will be unable 
to accommodate children from the developments already scheduled within the Parish. The proposals also do not 
take account of the current and future Health provision of CSP at General Practice level. Currently there are only the 
Misbourne Surgery and the Calcot Medical Centre serving the inhabitants of CSP and its environs and the evidence is 
that these two facilities are already stretched to capacity. This does not take into reckoning the increasing number 
of patients that will result from the planning permission already granted by CDC for over 600 dwellings within CSP. 
The local roads of CSP and its environs are already congested, especially during the morning and evening rush 
periods and during the “school run” times when, as well as cars, there are numerous school buses and coaches. 
Parking in many of the local roads has been a well-documented worsening problem for a number of years now and, 
hence, greatly worsened by a fairly recent large office development – conceived in the planning stage without 
consideration given for adequate parking for its employees. The parking problem in CSP has, currently, no feasible 
solution for improvement. The recent approval for a large development on the Holy Cross site will greatly 
exacerbate the problems of local road congestion and parking within the next couple of years or so and large scale 
development of the kind set out in the Consultation Document would make the vehicle congestion/vehicle pollution 
situation of CSP unmanageable.  Development on the scale as set out in the Consultation Document appears to be at 
extreme variance with the tenets and objectives of the five stated purposes of including land within the Green Belt 
as stated in the National Planning Policy Framework: To check the unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas; To 
prevent neighbouring towns from merging into one another; To assist in safeguarding the countryside from 
encroachment; To preserve the setting and special character of historic towns; To assist in urban regeneration by 
encouraging the recycling of otherwise derelict and other urban land.  Much of which is set out in the Consultation 
Document would be greatly damaging and detrimental to the current and future residents of CSP and its environs in 
terms of gaining access to open spaces of the natural environment and greatly limiting the opportunities for outdoor 
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sport and outdoor recreation. There is now a wealth of growing scientific and medical evidence that the access to 
and experience of pleasant open spaces, woodland and natural landscapes is very beneficial for peoples’ mental and 
physical well-being and will greatly assist in cutting the national bill of the Health Service.   It is also the case, a fact 
supported by both Medical Professionals and the Government, that the provision of sporting and recreational 
facilities are absolutely vital in assisting the physical and mental health of the nation.  With regard to the 
development proposals in the Consultation Document appertaining to Mill Meadow. This area is a much used 
amenity facility which includes the Community Centre, a football club (whose facilities are also used for a pre-
school), recreation park, playing pitches (football and cricket), tennis courts, a scout headquarters and Parish 
Council offices. There are no areas within the centre of CSP where any of these facilities could be relocated. Mill 
Meadow, a pleasant open space, much loved and used by many inhabitants of CSP for walking and relaxation. The 
Chalfont St. Peter C of E Academy, adjacent to Mill Meadow, does not have a playing field nor the space for a 
playing field within the existing school grounds. The school currently uses Mill Meadow for physical education 
lessons on a daily basis and for team games, athletics and cross country activities. The school would be unable to 
deliver an effective curriculum, as outlined in Government guidelines for physical education, if Mill Meadow is 
designated for development.   This area is also a much used public facility with a nature reserve, Jubilee Garden and 
The Lady Gibb Millennium Wood. The Mill Meadow area allows the public the ability to walk alongside the River 
Misbourne from the Village Centre, across Mill Meadow and through to Chalfont St. Giles. These amenities are 
simply irreplaceable due to the length of time taken for them to develop and mature; the whole area of Mill 
Meadow and its environs is also important to safeguard the countryside from encroachment, unrestricted sprawl of 
built-up areas. It must also be remembered that the open space along the River Misbourne is a valuable habitat for a 
wide range of wildlife and this area is a valuable asset to the local economy in terms of its attraction to tourists, 
ramblers and visitors to CSP.  Mill Meadow is on the floodplain of the River Misbourne. Over the last few years 
especially there has been numerous, documented, incidences of flooding. The Consultation Document also contains 
proposals for the National Epilepsy Society (ES) site. This is currently a Major Developed Site (MDS) set within the 
Green Belt. The site provides two new care home developments and important recreational facilities with nine 
football pitches plus a pavilion with toilets, showers and changing facilities which are used by more than 24 teams 
across the whole age range.  South of the ES site lies the current built-up area and this portion of the site includes 
care home and medical facilities and these should be retained as such. It is an ideal site to provide further care 
home and/or medical facilities for CSP.  The north of the ES site includes the Model Farm, Rowan’s Nursery and 
Brawlings Farm Riding Centre; it is within the Colne Valley Park and therefore deserves special protection in any case 
as it is part of that park.   The ES site fulfils, as a whole, all five of the stated purposes of the Green Belt and in 



Classification: OFFICIAL 
 

737 
 
Classification: OFFICIAL 

Name Summary of Representation 
Council Response (see also 

Volume 1 for generic response) 

particular provides an important buffer between the settlements of Chalfont St. Giles, Chalfont St. Peter and Horn 
Hill. The ES site contains important views from Chesham Lane towards the Colne Valley Park and embraces mature 
woodlands and attractive open scenery. It also provides important agricultural, forestry and related employment 
uses and opportunities for outdoor sport and recreation, including the Model Farm, Rowan’s Nursery and Brawlings 
Farm Riding Centre. The site is not served by any appropriate bus service and is too far to walk to either Little 
Chalfont or Gerrards Cross which are the nearest rail stations. Any development would be totally car-dependent 
with all the ramifications of increased vehicle congestion and resulting pollution. The ES site is bounded on three 
sides by narrow and dangerous country lanes which make it even more unsuitable for development. The north of 
the ES site should be retained in the green belt and Colne Valley Park with no development; the south of the site 
should be retained as an MDS in the Green Belt for care home/medical use.  The sheer size and scale of the 
development proposed in the consultation document is clearly excessive and could potentially double the number 
of dwellings in CSP.  The area identified for industrial development to the east of the A413 – The area referred to in 
the consultation document is within the Colne Valley Park and is identified as being a particularly important green 
space for biodiversity, wildlife and environmental priorities.  The area is within the Green Belt and provides the 
important function of separating the built-up areas of CSP and Tatling End, Gerrards Cross and Denham. Proposed 
industrial development would be against the tenets of National Planning Policy Framework, namely: to check the 
unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas.  The A413 forms a natural barrier for development. To build to the east 
of this would erode this barrier and facilitate yet more development in the future on the open space to the east, and 
be in direct contrast to yet another tenet of the National Planning Policy Framework: to prevent neighbouring towns 
from merging into one another.  The area outlined in the Consultation Document is in a flood plain. The area is much 
valued by residents and visitors as a green corridor and to destroy it would inevitably lead to further 
industrialisation and amalgamation of separate and distinct developed areas. Providing industrial/commercial 
accommodation in the area is unnecessary for local employment reasons. For example, to the south of the proposed 
area for industrial development and adjacent to the A413 in CSP stands Chalfont Park which is currently occupied by 
three large office blocks. For several years now, a good proportion of these have remained unoccupied. One of the 
reasons often given for this being that the offices are located too far away from the centre of CSP and, more 
importantly, from the rail link at Gerrards Cross Station.  The area also includes a hockey ground as well as at least 
four holes of Gerrards Cross Golf Club destroying what is one of the finest golf clubs in Buckinghamshire along with 
the hockey and golf club houses.  The membership of both clubs is around 800 and the overall viability of the golf 
club would be threatened. The River Misbourne runs through the designated development area and the area floods 
from time to time.  Along with Mill Meadow recreation and sporting facilities would be lost for hundreds of 
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residents.  Rylands Farm, the land opposite Bulstrode Park, between the A40 and the Chiltern Railway Lane. This 
area is a fine example of attractive, open land, known to be rich in fauna and flora in the Green Belt. As far as can be 
ascertained from the Consultation Document, the only possible access to the area, should it be developed, is from 
Bull Lane (a narrow, twisty road already exceedingly busy with through traffic – especially at school run time) or, 
alternatively from the A40, the main trunk road into London. Access from the A40 would be very hazardous to road 
users and would contribute to massive delays to traffic using the A40 (at times this road is used by traffic from the 
west and east when the nearby M40 is closed because of road traffic accidents).  

Rep1171 
 Nicola Fouhy 

Once as a mother of a young family and now as a budding pensioner I have actively enjoyed the "natural beauty", 
indeed the "outstanding natural beauty" - not my words but an official classification - of the area around Little 
Chalfont.  For those that haven't seen or partaken in the glories of this area then they are missing out on something 
that has been here for centuries, where both monarchs and peasants have walked and where both deer and bird 
live. I cycle run and walk in the green fields every week and have done with the kids and friends over the last 20 
years . We should preserve this pleasure for the future generations as once we take this away we can’t go back . 
 There has been a push to increase the number of residential houses and consequential new industries to satisfy the 
demand of increased population. Little Chalfont has "done its bit" to help out, around 12% of new housing I believe. 
It would break my heart if what I enjoyed should be lost to future generations.  We get many visitors from New 
Zealand (My husband was originally from there). All are amazed at the beauty of the area yet so close to London. In 
fact many specifically come out from London to see the area, having heard about it from friends in New Zealand. 
Do not start the removal of one of England's greatest assets, ie the outstanding natural beauty and green belt usage 
around Little Chalfont, just to satisfy the short term needs of the early 21st century, because when it is gone it's 
gone for good. Of course we have to address the current needs of our population, but as Jodie Mitchell said back in 
the 60s (for those that can remember), we mustn't "pave paradise and put up a parking lot". This area of ancient 
woodland and outstanding natural beauty needs protecting so that future generations can also enjoy its use. 
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Rep1172 
Mr Nick Thomas 

I am a Chartered Civil Engineer, a fisherman and a resident of Chesham who studied geography to A level, this is said 
not to be boastful but to give credence to this statement.   I inspected the town’s drainage after the recent heavy 
rain, 3.1.16, and comment as follows :   1.The Chess and it’s tributaries provide storm (first stage drainage ) to the 
town.  2.The road gullies and connected drains provide second stage drainage linking (sometimes) to the first stage 
drains.  3.The bore holes, I know of three-Botley Rd, Hivings Hill, Fullers Hill, are an attempt to enhance the first 
stage drainage by diverting storm water to the underground aquifers.  On the evidence of my drive, from the Black 
Horse in Chess Vale to Lords Mill, the secondary drainage is unfit for purpose, flooding every 100 m or so, due to 
lack of maintenance or repair. Berkhamsted Road is effectively a swale. The boreholes should be replaced by piped 
gravity drains leading to the first stage drains as they drain away too slowly and are only effective in steady rain not 
protracted storms. Being man made sink holes they may, over time, become as problematic as the naturally 
occurring ones. Also when ground water levels are high they will act as springs, especially if they are sited at a 
relatively low level like the Fullers Hill one, they might even act like artesian wells ? The first stage/primary drainage 
which runs under ground near Wickes and re-emerges under Water Meadow surgery runs well but the culverts, 
pipes and open channels very quickly fill and may not be fit for purpose, being too small in places. At the Wickes end 
the channel was full, had there been further similar rainfall, or had the gullies been 100% efficient, then the 
channel/ditch would probably have overflowed causing flooding. They are also quickly filled with soil, gravel and 
flints washed off fields upstream of town, this will move a flood downstream.   A major flood will occur in Chesham 
eventually due to this inadequate system. Rain like they’ve recently experienced in the north of England would be 
disastrous here and with a slight movement of the Jet Stream we would receive similar.  Downstream , the Chess 
between Lords Mill and the railway bridge is badly silted due to the weir at Lords Mill. The mill should have been 
supplied with water by a leat and not the main river, the weir should be removed to rectify the error of years ago. 
Then removal of the silt would allow flood water to drain away from the town more quickly and also restore a length 
of chalk stream.   The streams around the tennis club/Queens Head area flowed modestly but with a bit more rain 
will flood as usual.  Nothing will succeed in preventing flooding until somebody bites the financial bullet , probably 
after a flood, and with global warming it will only get worse. They seem to be trying in Hemel Hempstead with the 
Gade so why not in Chesham a smaller town where it should cost less. 

  

Rep1175 
Mr Oliver Bell 
Nexus Planning 
on behalf of Mr 
Matt Corcoran 

A number of documents have been submitted as part of this representation. On behalf of my client, Inland Homes 
Limited, submission comprises the following documents: i. Representations to the Chiltern and South Bucks Local 
Plan (responses to the specific questions); ii. Site Nominations in Response to Chiltern and South Bucks District 
Councils’ Draft Housing and Economic Land Availability Assessment (January 2016) for the following sites: o Land at 
Brays Wood, Hyde Heath o Springfield Industrial Estate, Chesham o Land at Crown Farm, Amersham o Land adjacent 
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Inland Homes to Burial Ground, Amersham o Land at Homeward Terrace, Amersham o Land north of High Street, Amersham  
o Land at School Lane, Amersham o Land at London Road, Amersham o Land at Gore Hill Farm, Amersham 
o Land south of Wycombe Road, Holmer Green o Land west of Fulmer Road, Gerrards Cross o Fulmer Place Farm, 
Fulmer iii. Land at Stony Lane, Little Chalfont Vision Document; iv. Land at Stony Lane, Little Chalfont Technical 
Appendix to Vision Document; v. Land east of Penn Road, Hazlemere Representations to Chiltern and South Bucks 
Local Plan (responses to the specific questions); and vi. Land east of Penn Road, Hazlemere Site Nomination. 
 Response to questions: Question 1:    1.1 In preparing these representations to the consultation draft 
Buckinghamshire Housing and Economic Development Needs Assessment (“draft HEDNA”) consideration has been 
given (amongst other things) to the analysis and conclusions within: (i) the Berkshire Strategic Housing Market Area 
Assessment, January 2016 (“Berkshire SHMA”) (commissioned in part by South Bucks District Council (“SBDC”)); and 
(ii) the Aylesbury Vale HEDNA, June 2015 (“AV HEDNA”) (commissioned by Aylesbury Vale District Council (“AVDC”)). 
These two separate assessments are considered relevant as the assessments were prepared almost in parallel with 
the draft HEDNA and also present a National Planning Policy Framework (“NPPF”) assessment of objectively 
assessment needs (“OAN”) for market and affordable housing needs in full for South Bucks (within the Berkshire 
SHMA) and for Aylesbury Vale (within the Aylesbury Vale HEDNA).    1.2 Against the requirements set out within the 
NPPF (namely paragraph 159) and the national Planning Practice Guidance (“PPG”) the following assessment aspects 
are covered: i. strategic housing market area;  ii. the demographic starting point;  iii. market signals;  iv. affordable 
housing; and v. economic growth.      1.3 It is accepted that South Bucks lies within both the East Berkshire and 
South Bucks Housing Market Area (“HMA”) and the Central Buckinghamshire HMA. Whilst the inclusion of South 
Bucks within the Buckinghamshire HMA may represent a pragmatic approach in the context preparing a joint 
Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan (“emerging LP”), the fact still remains that South Bucks has strong and 
demonstrable links with the East Berkshire authorities  (Slough and Windsor and Maidenhead). Under the Duty to 
Cooperate South Bucks will therefore need to demonstrate evidence of having effectively cooperated with the East 
Berkshire authorities to ensure that housing needs within the East Berkshire and South Bucks HMA are meet in full, 
as well as the full housing needs identified within the Buckinghamshire authorities.    1.4 Whilst it is accepted that 
the 2012-based sub-national population projections (“2012-based SNPP”) and the 2012-based household 
projections (“2012-based HHP”) currently provide, in accordance with the PPG (ID:2a-015), the most up-to-date 
demographic OAN starting-point it is noted that the 2014-based sub-national population projections (“2014-based 
SNPP”) are scheduled for release on 25 May 2016 with the 2014-based household projections (“2014- based 
HHP‟s”) timetabled for release in summer 2016.    1.5 Given that the emerging LP is only at its initial Regulation 18 
Issues and Options stage it will be important for the draft HEDNA to be updated to reflect the 2014-based 
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projections. Indeed the PPG (ID:2a-016) outlines that wherever possible local needs assessments should be 
informed by the latest available information. 1.6 Reflecting on the 2014-based projections is considered particularly 
relevant given that  concern has been widely given to the 2012-based projections being distorted by a trendperiod  
predominantly covering the recessionary period. It is noted that the 2014-based  national projections released in 
October 2015 confirmed the 2012-based national projection (and therefore also the sub-national projections) were 
on the low side.    1.7 To address recessionary influences recent good practice has been to compare the 2012- based 
projections against projections underpinned by longer-term (10-year+) migration trends. However, as the 2014-
based SNPP and 2014-based HHP will be based-on /informed by a trend period that is less adversely distorted by 
recessionary influences (principally the 2009/10 to 2013/14 period) the need / justification to revert to alternative 
longer-term trend projections, as opposed to using the official 5-year internal and 6-year international migration 
trend projections may significantly reduce. The PPG is very clear (ID: 2a-017) that the nationally produced 
projections are statistically robust and that any adjustments made to them need to be specific to local 
circumstances and need to be clearly explained and justified on the basis of robust evidence.    1.8 It is noted that 
the draft HEDNA outlines (paragraph 3.105) that adjustments to the 2012- based HHP household formation rates 
are not necessary. However, this view is contrary to the conclusion reached within both the Berkshire SHMA and the 
Aylesbury Vale HEDNA. Within both of these assessments adjustments were made to the 25-34 aged cohort to 
address recessionary influences. The adjustment respectively resulted in a 113 dwellings per annum uplift in 
Aylesbury Vale and a 37 dwellings per annum increase in South Bucks.  1.9 Without prejudice to our representations 
above regarding the need to draw on the 2014- based HHP in due course, the final SHMA should take account and 
make appropriate adjustments to address short-term recessionary influences on household formation rates, 
particularly the 25-34 aged cohort. This should apply to all Buckinghamshire authorities and not simply Aylesbury 
Vale and South Bucks.    1.10 The PPG is clear (ID:2a-017) that account should also be taken of the most recent 
demographic evidence including the latest Office of National Statistics population estimates (“MYE‟s”). Although 
these are utilised within the draft HEDNA we do not accept the draft HEDNA‟s conclusions that the MYE‟s for 
Aylesbury Vale need adjusting.    1.11 The draft HEDNA seeks to demonstrate that there are significant differences 
between the MYE figures and other ONS population / administrative data sources such as the Patient Register, 
School Census and State Pension. Contrary to the draft HEDNA conclusions Table 1 below demonstrates that the 
differences between the MYE‟s and other ONS population /administrative data sources is de-minimis.   1.12 It is 
noted that the Aylesbury Vale HEDNA and Berkshire SHMAA both include adjustments to take account of out-
migration from London. The adjustment for Aylesbury Vale was an additional 28 dwellings per annum. The final 
Buckinghamshire HEDNA should therefore take account of and make appropriate adjustments to reflect out-
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migration from London.   1.13 Based on the evidence presented within the draft HEDNA we support the conclusion 
(Figure 123) that at least a 20% overall uplift is necessary and justified for Chiltern, South Bucks and Wycombe. 
However, we question the extent to which only a 10% uplift will assist in addressing affordability issues within 
Aylesbury Vale. At least a 20% uplift to the Buckinghamshire HMA as a whole is considered to be the most 
appropriate and justified response to address affordability.    1.14 The NPPF is clear (paragraph 159) that housing 
need assessments should assess full housing needs, including affordable housing. As confirmed within the draft 
HEDNA within paragraph 4.113 the assessment only constitutes an assessment of households with the most acute 
housing need. Assessing only affordable housing need for those who fall within Representations to Chiltern and 
South Bucks Local Plan for Inland Homes Limited the worst extremities of affordable need is contrary to the NPPF 
and the PPG. The draft HEDNA therefore fundamentally under-assesses affordable housing OAN.     1.15 Indeed this 
under-assessment is evident via a simply comparison with both the Aylesbury Vale HEDNA and the Berkshire SHMA. 
The Aylesbury Vale HEDNA calculates (Table 26) an annual net need for affordable housing of 412 affordable 
dwellings per annum (7,416 affordable dwellings over the 2015-33 assessment period) whereas the draft HEDNA 
(Figure 77) concludes that 219 affordable dwellings per annum are required (4,381 affordable dwellings over the 
2013-33 assessment period).     1.16 Similarly for South Bucks the Berkshire SHMA calculates an annual net need for 
affordable housing of 167 affordable dwellings per annum (3,841 affordable dwellings over the 2013-36 assessment 
period) whereas the draft HEDNA (Figure 77) concludes that 68 affordable dwellings per annum are required (1,359 
affordable dwellings over the 2013-3 assessment period). 1.17 For the assessment to be complaint with the NPPF 
(namely paragraph 159) and the PPG the final HEDNA must present a full (policy-off) assessment of affordable 
housing needs. The affordable housing model will also need updating to reflect the revised demographic – based 
OAN starting point figure resulting from the 2014-based projections in due course.    1.18 It is noted that the draft 
HEDNA includes a section covering the needs of young people (paragraphs 7.57 to 7.61). However, the young people 
cohort assessed (16-34) does not align with the emerging Starter Homes duty and policy requirements. The final 
HEDNA should therefore include an assessment of housing needs for those up to the age of 40.    1.19 The final 
assessment will need to consider the proportion of Starter Homes required as part of the affordable housing tenure 
split - draft HEDNA paragraphs 4.56 to 4.66.   1.20 The PPG is clear (ID: 2a-017) that employment trends and 
forecasts should be taken into account as part of assessing future housing and development needs. Whilst we 
support the inclusion of Section 6: Employment Forecasts within the draft HEDNA we have concerns over the 
robustness of the conclusions reached, specifically regarding the level of housing needed to support projected 
economic growth and committed investment projects. 1.21 The Aylesbury Vale HEDNA outlines (paragraph 14.28) 
that a forecast from each of the three main forecasting houses (Cambridge Econometrics, Oxford Economics and 
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Experian) provided a job creation range of 12,900 and 18,400 jobs between 2013-33. As no single forecast is 
inherently better than another an average of the main forecasting house forecasts was considered as the most 
robust approach. This represents a pragmatic and sensible approach given economic forecasting uncertainties. This 
approach provided a net growth of 15,600 jobs between 2013-33 within Aylesbury Vale. Against this job growth 
figure the Aylesbury Vale HEDNA indicated provision of 1,192 dwelling per annum would be necessary (paragraph 
14.31). However, to support committed investment projects within the District the Aylesbury Vale HEDNA 
concluded that net job growth would be 19,000 jobs between 2013-33. To support this level of job creation, 1,326 
dwellings per annum would be necessary.    1.22 Specifically for Aylesbury Vale there is a significant difference 
between the draft HEDNA OAN figure of 1,064 dwellings per annum and the Aylesbury Vale HEDNA OAN figure of 
1,326 dwellings per annum. In finalising the draft HEDNA it will therefore be important to critically review the 
robustness of the Oxford Econometrics, Atkins job creation forecast; and to fully consider planned investment 
projects. This should be done for all authorities within Buckinghamshire and not simply Aylesbury Vale.  
Question 2:    2.1 Question 2 seeks views on whether sites included in the HELAA are likely to be deliverable 
by 2036 and whether additional sites should be added. In the first instance, it is important to note that paragraph 47 
of the NPPF only requires Local Plans to identify sites that are „deliverable‟ in order to provide five years worth of 
housing against their housing requirements (plus the appropriate 5% or 20% buffer), and a supply of „developable‟ 
sites or broad locations for growth for years 6-10 and where possible, years 11-15. The NPPF goes on to define 
„deliverable‟ and „developable‟ sites at footnotes 11 and 12.    2.2 Given the above, the HELAA should not, as 
indicated, only include sites which are deliverable by 2036 and should in fact include a mix of sites that are 
deliverable or developable for at least the next 10 years, and preferably the next 15 years.   2.3 In addition to the 
above, we note that the current iteration of the HELAA only considers sites which are within built up areas or on 
previously developed land in the Green Belt. All other options, such as greenfield land in the Green Belt, will 
therefore be considered in the next version of the HELAA.    2.4 Inland Homes control a number of sites considered 
in the HELAA. Our comments on these various sites and reasons why they should be included in the next iteration of 
the HELAA are as follows: Land at Brays Wood, Hyde Heath    2.5 Inland Homes controls Land at Brays Wood which is 
located in Hyde Heath and was promoted as part of Chiltern District Council‟s (CDC) previous Call for Sites 
Consultation. The site is listed as ref. CD0126 in the HELAA but has been rejected at Stage 1 due to its presence in 
the Green Belt. It is also located within Parcel 33e of the Stage 1 Green Belt Assessment.    2.6 The site measures 
1.5ha in area.  Figure 1. Land at Brays Wood, Hyde Heath Site Extent   2.7 The adopted Core Strategy for Chiltern 
District sets out at Policy CS23 that the Delivery DPD would review;  a. whether any of the settlements within the 
Green Belt should be removed from the Green Belt;  b. the boundaries of the identified settlements and rows of 
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dwellings within the Green Belt which would remain in the Green Belt; and   c. the policy applicable to the 
settlements and rows of dwellings which remain in the Green Belt which would supersede local plan policies GB4 
and GB5.    2.8 The Delivery DPD was withdrawn on 6th January 2015 and the Council are clear that the 
requirements of Policy CS23 are to be taken forward in the emerging Joint Local Plan.    2.9 We believe that the 
removal of existing villages from the Green Belt should have been considered in detail during Stage 1 of the Green 
Belt Assessment. It is therefore critical that his is undertaken as part of Stage 2 of the Green Belt Assessment to 
ensure compliance with paragraph 86 of the NPPF.   2.10 The majority of the land parcels identified within the Stage 
1 Assessment are too large and are therefore not capable of fully assessing the role of various villages within the 
Green Belt.  In particular, Parcel 19 covers a staggering 624.6ha and includes the Green Belt village of Hyde Heath.     
2.11 If smaller parcels had been assessed, it is highly likely that a number of villages would have been put forward 
for consideration in the Stage 2 Assessment for removal from the Green Belt, such as Hyde Heath.   2.12 The 
emerging Joint Local Plan sets out a range of Spatial Strategy Options and Inland Homes consider that „Option L‟ is 
most appropriate i.e. a combination of a number of options (but not all). Further detail in this regard is provided in 
our response to Questions 5 and 6. 2.13 Option F suggests a review of settlements within the Green Belt with a view 
to removing larger settlements currently within the Green Belt and to explore development potential. A number of 
settlements are listed as potentially falling under this category, including Hyde Heath.   2.14 Hyde Heath benefits 
from a number of services and facilities, including an infant school, village shop, public house and church. It is also 
located approximately 2.5 miles from the centre of Amersham and 2.6 miles from Chesham. The settlement has 
grown to a population of more than 1,000 people and extends to an area of more than 25 hectares. A large extent of 
the settlement comprises modern residential cul-de-sacs of circa 25 dwellings per hectare.    2.15 Paragraph 85 of 
the NPPF sets out a number of requirements of local planning authorities when defining Green Belt boundaries and 
these are discussed in detailed below.   2.16 As Hyde Heath is currently a village washed over by Green Belt, 
paragraph 86 of the NPPF is of principal relevance and states that;  “If it is necessary to prevent development in a 
village primarily because of the important contribution which the open character of the village makes to the 
openness of the Green Belt, the village should be included in the Green Belt. If, however the character of the village 
needs to be protected for other reasons, other means should be used, such as conservation area or normal 
development management policies, and the village should be excluded from the Green Belt.”    2.17 As detailed 
above, Hyde Heath is a sizable settlement covering at least 25 hectares of Green Belt land. It has a relatively large 
population of more than 1,000 and densities of circa 25 dwellings per hectare which can be found in the housing 
estates of Westfield and Brays Meadow, for example. Whilst road verges benefit from mature vegetation, this does 
not alter the fact that the overriding character is one of built form or, even suburban and perhaps more  typical of 
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some of the Principal Settlements at the top of the settlement hierarchy. The Council‟s own evidence acknowledges 
that a number of settlements (including Hyde Heath) “comprises more than just rows of development, but form 
quite sizeable pockets of housing in the countryside” (paragraph 4.33 of the Chiltern District Council Local Plan 
(1997)).   2.18 For the reasons set out above, it is clear the Hyde Heath is not of an open character and cannot be 
concluded to contribute to the openness of the Green Belt. Accordingly, the settlement should be excluded from the 
Green Belt, in accordance with paragraph 86 of the NPPF.   2.19 Spatial Strategy „Option F‟ of the emerging Joint 
Local Plan is clear that development potential should also be explored when removing larger settlements from the 
Green Belt and as such, we have drawn a suggested settlement boundary, incorporating scope for limited growth of 
Hyde Heath, but having regard to the NPPF requirements relating to Green Belt boundaries. This includes land at 
Brays Wood (HELAA ref. CD0126). For ease of reference, the area of Hyde Heath currently covered by Policy GB5 
„limited infilling‟ of the Local Plan (1997).     2.20 Paragraph 85 of the NPPF is clear in how local planning authorities 
should define Green Belt  boundaries and below is an assessment of the suggested settlement boundary against 
these tests: NPPF Requirement Explanation of Compliance, Ensure consistency with the Local Plan strategy for 
meeting identified requirements for sustainable development.  It has been demonstrated that Hyde Heath benefits 
from a range of local services and facilities, all of which are in walking distance. Furthermore, an extensive range of 
services and facilities can be found in the nearby Principal Settlements of Amersham and Chesham which are 
accessible by cycling and bus.  The suggested Green Belt boundary would facilitate proportionate growth of Hyde 
Heath, contributing to a sustainable dispersed pattern of growth across Chiltern District.  Not include land which it is 
unnecessary to keep permanently open.  It has been demonstrated that the existing settlement of Hyde Heath fails 
to contribute to the openness of the Green Belt and should therefore be excluded from the Green Belt.  
Furthermore, as detailed within our Vision Document which was submitted in September 2015 following on from 
the Chiltern Call for Sites consultation (March 2015), it has been shown that land at Brays Wood fails to fulfil the five 
purposes of including land within the Green Belt and should similarly be excluded from the Green Belt to form part 
of the Hyde Heath settlement boundary. Where necessary, identify in their plans areas of „safeguarded land‟ 
between the urban area and the Green Belt, in order to meet longer-term development needs stretching well 
beyond the plan period.  Both Councils are clear that due to the highly constrained nature of the Districts, they are 
unlikely to be able to accommodate all their objectively assessed housing needs. This is yet to be proven and can 
only be concluded following the next stage of the Green Belt Assessment. However, if this is proven to be true, the 
emerging Local Plan should be allocating all land appropriate for removal from the Green Belt for development. 
NPPF Requirement Explanation of Compliance Make clear that the safeguarded land is not allocated for 
development at the present time. Planning permission for the permanent development of safeguarded land should 
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only be granted following a Local Plan review which proposes the development. See above. Satisfy themselves that 
Green Belt boundaries will not need to be altered at the end of the development plan period.  As detailed above, in 
the event the emerging Local Plan proposes a quantum of housing need to be met outside the Districts, all land 
released from the Green Belt should be allocated for development and should endure beyond the plan period. The 
settlement boundary identified would endure beyond the plan period. Define boundaries clearly, using physical 
features that are readily recognisable and likely to be permanent. As detailed below and in the previously submitted 
Vision Document, the proposed settlement boundary follows a logical boundary of physical features around the 
village, including roads and woodland. In respect of land at Brays Wood, the site is contained by Keepers Lane to the 
east and an extensive woodland area to the south, ensuring the settlement boundary would use physical features 
that are readily recognisable and permanent.     2.21 Land at Brays Wood, Hyde Heath, (HELAA ref. CD0126) was 
submitted in response to the Chiltern District Call for Sites Consultation and is still available for development. 
2.22 Hyde Heath benefits from a number of services and facilities, including an infant school, village shop, public 
house and church. The village is also located approximately 2.5 miles from Amersham and 2.6 miles from Chesham, 
both of which are identified as Principal Settlements (the highest category in the settlement hierarchy) and benefit 
from an extensive range of services and facilities. These settlements are within a reasonable cycling distance and 
also accessible by bus. It is therefore clear that Hyde Heath is a sustainable location which can support a oportionate 
level of growth.     2.23 The site is very well contained and has little or no relationship with the wider countryside 
due to the presence of Brays Wood to the south and Keepers Lane to the east. Vehicular access could be achieved 
off Brays Green Lane, ensuring a strong relationship with the existing settlement, as shown in the concept 
masterplan within the previously submitted Vision Document (and at Figure 3 below for ease of reference). The 
development of this site would not therefore generate material impacts upon the wider landscape character of the 
Chilterns AONB. The current AONB designation should not therefore been seen as a constraint to development in 
this particular instance.    2.24 The site is located in Flood Zone 1, an area at the lowest risk of flooding and where 
the NPPF directs development. It doesn‟t contain any specific ecological designations and whilst Ancient Woodland 
is located to the south, such a constraint is not uncommon with greenfield developments and we have experience of 
mitigating impacts on similar schemes across England through the provision of a 15 metre buffer, as recommended 
by Natural England, and the preparation of Environmental Management Plans. Such a constraint would not 
therefore undermine the ability to deliver housing on the site.    2.25 For the reasons set out above, Inland Homes 
consider that Hyde Heath village should be removed from the Green Belt along with land at Brays Wood. It is 
considered that this particular site is deliverable, should be included within the HELAA as a suitable site for 
residential development and allocated for circa 42 dwellings within the emerging Joint Local Plan. The masterplan 
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below demonstrates how this number of dwellings could be achieved on the site.     2.26 Old Amersham currently 
falls under the settlement boundary of Amersham and is defined as a Principal Settlement in the emerging Joint 
Local Plan. This is the highest position within the settlement hierarchy meaning it represents one of the most 
sustainable settlements in Chiltern District. The Council should therefore seek to focus a significant but 
proportionate level of housing in this location as part dispersal approach across the District, with the more 
sustainable settlements accommodating a larger proportion of growth.    2.27 Old Amersham offers a range of 
facilitates including shops, restaurants, a hospital, doctors surgery, dentist and a primary school. Further education 
facilities can be found in Amersham less than a mile from Old Amersham, as well as a wide range of other facilities. 
This is at a distance where cycling can be considered a meaningful alternative to the private motor vehicle. Public 
transport opportunities also exist in the form of frequent bus services.    2.28 The existing settlement boundary 
around Old Amersham is drawn tightly around existing buildings but largely ignores infrastructure such as the road 
network or landscape features.  The existing road network and landscape features around Old Amersham provide 
clear, defensible and long term Green Belt Boundaries for the town, for example the A413 running south east and 
south west of the existing settlement. This is further strengthened by strong tree belts running in parallel with the 
A413 and topographical features naturally containing development between the A413 and existing settlement 
boundary. The Council‟s own Green Belt Assessment agrees that the A413 acts as a barrier to the wider countryside.    
2.29 The Chilterns AONB boundary currently „washes‟ up to the existing settlement boundary, but this appears to 
be the continuation of the AONB designation up to the urban area, rather than a specific designation based on the 
local landscape characteristics and the contribution this part of the District makes to the overall landscape character 
of the Chilterns AONB.    2.30 The above assessment is supported by the fact that the emerging Joint Local Plan 
already identifies three Built Area Extension Options around Old Amersham.    2.31 Within the revised boundary, a 
large number of smaller parcels are identified in the HELAA, although all were rejected, principally due to their 
location in the Green Belt.    2.32 Stage 1 of the Green Belt Assessment identifies four parcels which fall within our 
suggested  revisions to the settlement boundary (Parcels 23a, 23b, 30 and 31) and recommends that  part of Parcel 
23a, and the entirety of Parcels 30 and 31 are considered in Stage 2 of the Green Belt Assessment. Whilst Inland 
Homes broadly support this approach, it is not considered a consistent approach has been adopted in terms of sites 
being recommended for further consideration at Stage 2 of the Green Belt Assessment. Further.     2.33 Inland 
Homes controls land at Crown Farm which measures 3.7ha in area.   2.34 We are pleased to see that Stage 1 of the 
Green Belt Assessment agrees with our own assessment that Parcel 31 fails to adequately fulfil the purposes of 
including land in the Green Belt and is therefore recommended for consideration at Stage 2 of the Green Belt 
Assessment. Furthermore, Inland Homes fully support the identification of this site as a Built Area Extension Option 
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in the emerging Joint Local Plan and can confirm that the entire parcel is still available for development. It is 
however noted that the site has been rejected at Stage 1 of the HELAA (site ref. CD0121) due to its status as a 
greenfield site in the Green Belt.   2.35 The Green Belt Assessment correctly highlights that Parcel 31 is enclosed by 
the large builtup area of Amersham and has limited connectivity to the surrounding Green Belt. It details that the 
parcel makes no discernable contribution to gaps, which are currently of sufficient scale and character to prevent 
coalescence. It also acknowledges that the A413 acts as a barrier to the wider countryside as well as adding 
separation to the wider countryside. The Assessment highlights that whilst there are some views to the land parcel 
from publically accessible areas, these are only occasional and provide very limited vistas to the wider countryside. 
For these reasons, the parcel scores poorly in terms of fulfilling the purposes of including land in the Green Belt, 
which Inland Homes supports and agrees with.    2.36 The Green Belt Assessment considers that there is a weak 
relationship between the parcel and the town due to the steep topography but that the site makes some 
contribution to the historic setting of the town as the parcel was identified as part of the historic core of 
Amersham in the Buckinghamshire Historic Towns Assessment. We consider that these comments are contradictory 
as the parcel is deemed to have weak relationship with the settlement but still considered to make some 
contribution to the historic setting of the town.  The parcel clearly adjoins the existing settlement boundary in a 
number of areas and the indicative masterplan submitted in the previous Vision Document demonstrates how the 
site could be developed in such a manner that ensures it is successfully integrated with the existing settlement, 
including vehicular access off Whielden Street. This will be further strengthened by the fact the site is only a short 
walk from the amenities within Old Amersham. The site partially adjoins the Old Amersham Conservation Area and 
is located in close proximity to some listed buildings, but none of these heritage assets are located within the site. In 
any event, the Vision Document provides a concept masterplan for the site and through a process of careful detailed 
design, any impacts upon the heritage assets could be substantially mitigated. The parcel could, in our opinion, 
therefore score even lower (we would suggest 2 out of 5) in the Green Belt Assessment in respect of „Purpose 4‟. 
2.37 Notwithstanding above minor differences in conclusions, the Green Belt Assessment and emerging Joint Local 
Plan do conclude that the parcel should be considered as a Built Area Extension Option as it is in fact one of the 
most poorly performing parcels in terms of Green Belt functions, which Inland Homes fully support. The table below 
further demonstrates how, in our opinion, the parcel fails to adequately perform the five purposes of including land 
in the Green Belt:  Five Purposes Assessment   1. To check the unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas - The site is 
bound by development on all sides, with the A413 creating a strong and enduring boundary to prevent unrestricted 
sprawl. The existing settlement boundary is weak and varied.   2. To prevent neighbouring towns merging into one 
another - Old Amersham is located a significant distance from adjacent towns. The site is surrounded by 
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development on all sides and plays no role in preventing coalescence.   3. To assist in safeguarding the countryside 
from encroachment - The site provides a natural extension to Old Amersham, in the form of a well located and well 
contained parcel. Encroachment could only occur to the south-east of the site, but it is exceptionally well contained 
by the presence of a strong tree belt and the A413 ensuring that development in this location would not result in 
any encroachment into the open countryside, both physically or through long distant views.   4. To preserve the 
setting and special character of historic towns - The site is well contained and any development could be design in 
such a manner to ensure that there would be no material impact upon the setting of the Old Amersham 
Conservation Area.   5. To assist in urban regeneration, by encouraging the recycling of derelict and other urban 
land. Chiltern District is faced with a significant need for new homes and the Council acknowledge that 
previously developed Brownfield sites cannot accommodate their housing need. The release of land from the Green 
Belt to accommodate this housing need is therefore required.   2.38 Having regard to the above, it is clear that 
Parcel 31 fails to adequately perform the five purposes of including land within the Green Belt and subsequently 
should be removed from the Green Belt.    2.39 Old Amersham forms part of the Amersham Settlement Boundary 
which is designated as a Principal Settlement and is therefore one of the most sustainable locations in Chiltern 
District. As detailed earlier, development in this location would therefore benefit from access to a range of services 
and facilities by walking or cycling and access to a more extensive range of services and facilities through the use of 
local bus services which are also accessible by foot.    2.40 It is therefore clear that Old Amersham is a highly 
sustainable location which can support a significant level of growth.    2.41 The site is located in Flood Zone 1, an 
area at the lowest risk of flooding and where the NPPF directs development. The site doesn‟t contain any specific 
ecological designations and it has been demonstrated earlier how the parcel fails to make a specific and valuable 
contribution to the character of the Chilterns AONB. Heritage considerations have also been discussed and it is clear 
that any impacts could be significantly mitigated through the masterplanning process.   2.42 Inland Homes therefore 
consider that land at Crown Farm (Parcel 31) is deliverable, should be included within the HELAA as a suitable site 
for residential development and allocated for residential development within the emerging Joint Local Plan.   2.43 
Within Green Belt Parcel 23b, two sites were previously submitted to Chiltern District Council on behalf of Inland 
Homes in response to the Call for Sites Consultation in March 2014;  Land adjacent to Burial Ground (HELAA Ref 
CD0168); and Land at Homeward Terrace (HELAA Ref CD0122).     2.44 Inland Homes control both of these sites and 
can confirm that they are still available for development. The sites are 4.5ha and 0.56ha in area respectively.    2.45 
We note that both of these sites were rejected at Stage 1 of the HELAA due to their presence within the Green Belt. 
In addition, the wider 23b Parcel has not been identified for consideration at Stage 2 of the Green Belt Assessment 
or as a potential strategic development option in the emerging Joint Local Plan.    2.46 Having reviewed the Stage 1 
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Green Belt Assessment it is clear that Parcel 23b scores the same as Parcel 30, but only the latter has been put 
forward for consideration in Stage 2 of the Green Belt Assessment. Furthermore, it is being suggested as a Built Area 
Extension Option in the emerging Joint Local Plan.    2.47 Not only are both parcels considered to score the same 
total by the Green Belt Assessment, but they score exactly the same in each and every category. As result, there is 
no clear and robust justification as to why this parcel has not been put forward for consideration in Stage 2 of the 
Green Belt Assessment having regarding to the published methodology. No evidence has also been provided to 
justify why this site has not been put forward as Built Area Extension Option in the emerging Joint Local Plan.  2.48 
Parcel 23b is exceptionally well contained, with the existing settlement edge to the north and west. Due to the 
triangle nature of the site, the only other boundary is located to the southwest in the form of the durable A413. This 
Green Belt Assessment clearly accepts that this forms a strong and logical boundary which acts as a barrier to the 
wider countryside which is further enhanced by the upward sloping nature of the site towards to the A413. This 
ensures the site has a strong relationship with the existing settlement, rather than the wider open countryside. This 
is fully accepted by the Green Belt Assessment which states that for Purpose 3 “the sense of openness is diminished 
by the built form enclosing the land parcel and topography of land parcel, which slopes up to the A413, with very 
limited to the wider countryside”.    2.49 As with Parcels 30 and 31 which have been put forward for consideration in 
Stage 2 of the Green Belt Assessment and established Built Area Extension Options in emerging Joint Local Plan, the 
site is located adjacent to the Old Amersham Conservation Area and in close proximity to Listed Buildings, although 
none are located within the site itself. The previously submitted Vision Document provided concept masterplans for 
the sites and through a process of careful detailed design, any impacts upon the heritage assets could be 
substantially mitigated and should not therefore be seen as a constraint that would prevent the delivery of housing 
on the sites.   2.50  Parcel 23b (and therefore the sites controlled by Inland Homes) fails to adequately perform the 
five purposes of including land in the Green Belt:  Five Purposes Assessment - 1. To check the unrestricted sprawl of 
large built-up areas - The site is bound by development on all sides, with the A413 creating a strong and enduring 
boundary to prevent unrestricted sprawl.   2. To prevent neighbouring towns merging into one another - Old 
Amersham is located a significant distance from adjacent towns. The site is surrounded by development on all sides 
and plays no role in preventing coalescence.   3. To assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment - The 
site provides a natural extension to Old Amersham, in the form of a well located and well contained parcel. 
Encroachment could only occur to the south-west of the site, but it is exceptionally well contained by the presence 
of a strong tree belt and the A413 ensuring that Five Purposes Assessment development in this location would not 
result in any encroachment into the open countryside, both physically or through long distant views.  4. To preserve 
the setting and special character of historic towns - The site is well contained and any development could be design 
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in such a manner to ensure that there would be no material impact upon the setting of the Old Amersham 
Conservation Area.   5. To assist in urban regeneration, by encouraging the recycling of derelict and other urban 
land. - Chiltern District is faced with a significant need for new homes and the Council acknowledge that previously 
developed Brownfield sites cannot accommodate their housing need. The release of land from the Green Belt to 
accommodate this housing need is therefore required.    2.51 Having regard to the above, it is clear that Parcel 23b 
fails to adequately perform the five purposes of including land within the Green Belt. Furthermore, based on the 
evidence published by the Council, there is no clear, logical and robust evidence that supports the omission of Parcel 
23b from Stage 2 of the Green Belt Assessment.    2.52 Old Amersham forms part of the Amersham Settlement 
Boundary which is designated as a Principal Settlement and is therefore one of the most sustainable locations in 
Chiltern District. As detailed earlier, development in this location would therefore benefit from access to a range of 
services and facilities by walking or cycling and access to a more extensive range of services and facilities through 
the use of local bus services which are also accessible by foot.     2.53 It is therefore clear that Old Amersham is a 
highly sustainable location which can support a significant level of growth. 2.54 The sites are well contained and 
have little or no relationship with the wider countryside.  Instead, their relationship is actually with Old Amersham, 
as acknowledged in the Green Belt Assessment. The development of these sites and the wider parcel would not 
therefore generate material impacts upon the wider landscape character of the Chilterns AONB. The AONB 
designation should not therefore been seen as a constraint to development in this particular instance.    2.55 The 
vast majority of Parcel 23b is located in Flood Zone 1, an area at the lowest risk of flooding and where the NPPF 
directs development. A small part of the parcel is located within Flood Zones 2 and 3 but any residential 
development could be located outside of such areas. The Vision Document detailed a concept masterplan for HELAA 
site ref. CD0122 and demonstrated how such an approach could be achieved. Furthermore, it should be noted that 
almost half of Parcel 30 (an area suggested as being a Built Area Extension Option in the emerging Joint Local Plan) is 
located in Flood Zone 3. If a consistent approach is to be applied, this should not therefore be seen as an absolute 
constraint to development for Parcel 23b.    2.56 The parcel doesn‟t contain any specific ecological designations and 
it has been demonstrated how it fails to make a specific and valuable contribution to the character Chilterns AONB. 
Heritage considerations have also been discussed and it is clear that any impacts could be significantly mitigated 
through the masterplanning process. It is also been demonstrated how vehicular accessed could be achieved for the 
land within the parcels that are controlled by Inland Homes.    2.57 Land at Homeward Terrace does contain 
allotments but these could be re-provided in a more appropriate location within Parcel 23b.   2.58 The previously 
submitted Vision Document detailed the sustainability credentials of the land controlled by Inland Homes within 
Parcel 23b, although this would apply to the parcel as a whole. The parcel benefits from being adjacent to a Principal 
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Settlement, one of the most sustainable locations in Chiltern District and as such, it has access to a range of services 
and facilities by walking or cycling and access to a more extensive range of services and facilities through the use of 
local bus services which are also accessible by foot.   2.59 Inland Homes therefore consider that Parcel 23b does not 
contain any constraints that would prevent the delivery of housing on the site and having regard to the Green Belt 
conclusions, should be considered as a Built Area Extension Option. Furthermore, Inland Homes can confirm that 
land adjacent to Burial Ground (HELAA ref CD0168) and land at Homeward Terrace (HELAA ref CD0122) are 
deliverable and should therefore be included within the HELAA as suitable sites for residential development, and 
allocated for residential development within the emerging Joint Local Plan.    2.60 Figures 6 and 7 below 
demonstrate how circa 100 dwellings and 20 dwellings could be delivered on the sites on land adjacent to Burial 
Ground and land at Homeward Terrace respectively.   2.61 Land north of High Street, Old Amersham (site extent 
shown in Figure 8 below) is controlled by Inland Homes. It has an area of 1.9ha. Figure 8. Land north of High Street, 
Old Amersham 2.62 The site falls within the large Green Belt Parcel 23a and Inland Homes support the identification 
of land falling within the parcel (specifically land between School Lane and High Street) for consideration in Stage 2 
of the Green Belt Assessment. Inland Homes also supports the identification of this parcel as a Built Area Extension 
Option in the emerging Joint Local Plan.    2.63 Inland Homes can confirm that the land north of High Street is 
available for development, specifically residential development (C3 use class). The extent of land controlled by 
Inland Homes is referenced as CD0133 in the HELAA but this rejected the site at Stage 1 due to the presence of the 
site in the Green Belt.    2.64 Inland Homes can also confirm that they are in active discussions with neighbouring 
landowners to the north and west to ensure that the Built Area Extension Option detailed within the emerging Joint 
Local Plan is be planned in a comprehensive manner.    2.65 Inland Homes are pleased to see that the Green Belt 
Assessment acknowledges that land to the south of School Lane fails to adequately fulfil the five purposes of 
including land in the Representations to Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan for Inland Homes Limited Green Belt 
and should therefore be considered at Stage 2 of the Assessment to be considered further.      2.66 It is noted that 
the Green Belt Assessment identifies that this area of Amersham is bordered by prominent, permanent and 
consistent boundary features, such as School Lane and the River Misbourne.    2.67 The Green Belt Assessment 
concludes that the wider area of Parcel 23a forms a „less essential‟ gap between Amersham and Great Missenden 
and a less important role in the wider gap between Amersham and High Wycombe. It is also considered to play a 
role in the gap between Amersham and Little Missenden, however Inland Homes consider that land south of School 
Lane and north of High Street makes no discernable contribution to these gaps, which would remain of sufficient 
scale and character to prevent coalescence.    2.68 The assessment sets out that Parcel 23a plays an important role 
in managing the setting of Old Amersham, but it recognises that the land abutting the historic core comprises of 
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built form that reduces the visual connection between the land parcel and the historic core, and therefore the 
contribution of the land parcel to its immediate historic setting.    2.69 The table below demonstrates how, in our 
opinion, the land north of High Street fails to perform the five purposes of including land in the Green Belt:  Five 
Purposes Assessment - 1. To check the unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas - The site is well contained with 
residential development located to the east, School Land to the north and High Street to the south and west. These 
features would create a strong and enduring boundary to prevent unrestricted sprawl.  2. To prevent neighbouring 
towns merging into one another - The next adjacent town is Little Missenden which is located several miles away 
and is separated from the site by open farmland, woodland and the A413. This constrained, modest development on 
the edge of the settlement would have no adverse impact in terms of settlements merging with one another.  3. To 
assist in safeguarding the countryside - The site is constrained by urban development to the east and partially to the 
south beyond the from encroachment High Street. School Lane prevents encroachment into the open countryside 
north of the site. Land to the west is contained by the presence of significant highway infrastructure.  Development 
in this location would not result in any encroachment into the open countryside, both physically or through long 
distant views.  4. To preserve the setting and special character of historic towns - Old Amersham is historic in 
character and its centre has been designated as a Conservation Area, a small section of which falls within the Built 
Area Extension Option.   Development could respect the setting and special character of town with an appropriately 
designed scheme that incorporates recognised elements of local design and materials, whilst respecting the overall 
grain of development in the area.  5. To assist in urban regeneration, by encouraging the recycling of derelict and 
other urban land. -  Chiltern District is faced with a significant need for new homes and the Council acknowledge 
that previously developed Brownfield sites cannot accommodate their housing need. The release of land from the 
Green Belt to accommodate this housing need is therefore required.    2.70 Having regard to the above, it is clear 
that the identified part of Parcel 23a which is recommended for consideration at Stage 2 of the Green Belt 
Assessment fails to adequately perform the five purposes of including land within the Green Belt and subsequently 
should be removed from the Green Belt. Whilst Inland Homes do not control this entire area recommended for 
removal, the suggested revisions to the Green Belt boundary are supported, considered to be logical and would 
facilitate residential development within unconstrained parts of this site.   2.71 Old Amersham forms part of the 
Amersham Settlement Boundary which is designated as a Principal Settlement and is therefore one of the most 
sustainable locations in Chiltern District. As detailed earlier, development in this location would therefore benefit 
from access to a range of services and facilities by walking or cycling and access to a more extensive range of 
services and facilities through the use of local bus services which are also accessible by foot. Figure 9 below provide 
further details in this regard.    2.72 It is therefore clear that Old Amersham is a highly sustainable location which can 
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support a significant level of growth.   2.73 Land north of High Street (HELAA ref. CD0133) was previously submitted 
during the Chiltern District Call for Sites Consultation and is available for residential development (C3 use class). 
2.74 The site was also subject to a planning application in 2015 (application reference CH/2015/1063/FA) for 
specialist housing. Whilst the application was refused, the issues principally related to conflicts with the existing 
development plan i.e. being development on Green Belt land which wasn‟t previously developed. Such issues would 
not exist if the suggested Built Area Extension Option is removed from the Green Belt and as such, it is important to 
consider technical issues which might prevent the delivery of housing on the site.    2.75 An ecological assessment 
was carried out on the site in support of the planning application.  This confirmed that the majority of the site 
comprises of semi-improved grassland which was evaluated to be of low ecological value at the local level, and 
therefore not considered to pose constraints to development onsite. Buckinghamshire County Ecologists raised no 
objection to the proposed development and therefore no ecological constraints exist to prevent the future 
development of the site.    2.76 The Tree and Landscape Officer raised no objections to the application providing 
that certain trees were retained and that there is adequate protection put in place for the retained trees.  Such 
measures could be implemented on any development in the future and therefore this would not present a 
significant constraint either.  2.77 The majority of the site lies within Flood Zone 1, where the chance of flooding is 
less than 0.1% in any given year and where the NPPF directs development. The southern part of the site falls within 
Flood Zones 2 and 3, however any residential development would be kept outside of these zones.   2.78 The 
Environment Agency raised no objection to the application, confirmed that that Exception Test had been passed and 
raised no flood risk concerns for development on the site. Buckinghamshire County Council Strategic Flood 
Management Team also raised no objection. It is therefore clear that no flood risk / drainage constraints exist which 
could prevent the future development of the site.   2.79 Vehicular access was proposed off High Street and 
Buckinghamshire County Council  Highways raised no objection, agreeing that the proposed access arrangement 
was acceptable, as well as the proposed site layout. It is therefore clear that an acceptable vehicular access could be 
achieved in to the site.   2.80 The site is located adjacent to the existing settlement boundary of Old Amersham and 
as such, any development would be read will in the context of the settlement. The site currently falls within the 
Chilterns AONB, but the designation appears to wash over the site to the settlement boundary, rather than being 
designated because of the specific landscape importance of the site.  2.81 Furthermore, a Landscape and Visual 
Impact Assessment was submitted in support of the aforementioned planning application which demonstrated that 
both summer and winter views of the site were severely restricted by virtue of dense boundary planting.   2.82 It is 
therefore considered that the AONB designation should not be seen as a  constraint to  development.   2.83 A 
Heritage Statement was submitted in support of the previous planning application which identified that part of the 
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site falls within the Amersham Old town Conservation Area, but that the overall impact on this designated heritage 
asset would be negligible. The Heritage Statement also detailed that the identified character of the Conservation 
Area will not be altered and views into, from, and within the Conservation Area will remain substantially unchanged.   
2.84 Two Listed buildings are located in proximity to the site which include Coldmoreham House and Little 
Shardeloes. The impact upon the setting of these buildings was assessed and it was concluded that the impact on 
Coldmoreham House would be negligible and there would be no effect on Little Shardeloes.   2.85 No specific 
consultee response was received in relation to heritage matters and therefore no refusal reason regarding the 
historic environment was raised. It is therefore clear that heritage considerations would not prevent the delivery on 
housing on the site.    2.87 Significant technical work has already been undertaken on the land controlled by Inland 
Homes, confirming that no technical constraints exist to prevent the delivery of housing within the first five years of 
the Plan Period. The site is therefore deliverable, should be included within the HELAA as suitable sites for 
residential development, and allocated for residential development within the emerging Joint Local Plan. Inland 
Homes consider that circa 14 dwellings could be accommodated on the site Land at School Lane – Green Belt Parcel 
23a   2.88 Land at School Lane (HEELA ref. CD0124), was previously submitted to the Chiltern District Call for Sites 
Consultation and falls within Green Belt Parcel 23a. Inland Homes can confirm that this land is still available and as 
detailed within the previously submitted Vision Document, could accommodate circa 28 dwellings as part of a low 
density and sensitive development, with land available for public open space or allotments. Land at London Road – 
Green Belt Parcel 27  2.89 Land at London Road (HEELA ref. CD0123), was previously submitted to the Chiltern 
District Call for Sites Consultation and falls within Green Belt Parcel 27. Inland Homes can confirm  this land is still 
available and could accommodate circa 20 dwellings as part of a low density and sensitive development, as detailed 
within the previously submitted Vision Document. By limiting development to the southern part of the site and 
incorporating additional planting, it is considered that any impact upon the wider landscape character of the area 
can be dramatically reduced. This also provides new open space for the wider local community. Land at Gore Hill 
Farm (Option A) - Parcel 33e  2.90 Land at Gore Hill Farm (HELAA ref. CD0127), which falls within Green Belt Parcel 
33e, was previously submitted to the Chiltern District Call for Sites Consultation and Inland Homes can confirm that 
it is still available for development. The extent of the land control by Inland Homes.   2.91 Parcel 33e comprises a 
large parcel of more than 100 hectares which scores quite highly in the Green Belt Assessment, in particular Purpose 
3 „Assisting in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment‟ where it scores 5 out of 5. Whilst we consider that 
land at Gore Hill Farm would score lower than the overall score for Parcel 33e, due to its location adjacent to the 
existing settlement of Amersham, it is accepted that development in this location would have a greater impact upon 
the Green Belt and AONB than certain other parcels, for example 23b and 31.    2.92 Despite the above, Inland 
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Homes consider that this site provides an opportunity to deliver major new highway infrastructure in the form of a 
new link road. As shown in Figure 12, this would connect the A404 and the A355 south of the existing roundabout 
which we consider could potentially result in a significant reduction in traffic queues at the existing A413/A355 Gore 
Hill roundabout. Inland Homes note the Councils‟ own Settlement Infrastructure Capacity Study identifies the poor 
performance of the A355 during both the am / pm peak period. The indicative roads provide future support to the 
safeguarded construction areas for HS2 which offer the potential to help with construction traffic movements 
therein preventing undue impact from HS2 construction on the town. The proposal could therefore also assist HS2 
delivery in this area.   2.93 The proposals would impact upon the openness of the Green Belt, but such 
considerations must be weighed up against the potentially significant public and economic benefits that could be 
delivered by the proposed highway infrastructure. Furthermore, the implementation of these highway interventions 
could then create a newly contained parcel of land to the north, which could fundamentally alter how well it fulfil 
the purposes of including land in the Green Belt. This could then present opportunities for a sensitive residential 
development of circa 700 dwellings.   2.94 Land at Gore Hill Farm (HELAA ref. CD0127), which falls within Green Belt 
Parcel 33e, was previously submitted to the Chiltern District Call for Sites Consultation. Inland Homes can confirm 
that this land is still available and as detailed within the previously submitted Vision Document, could accommodate 
circa 85 dwellings as part of a low density and sensitive development. The extent of this site area and an indicative 
masterplan. Land at Stony Lane, Little Chalfont – Green Belt Parcel 22a   2.95 Please refer to our separate 
submission for land at Stony Lane, Little Chalfont which is in the form of a Vision Document. Land west of Fulmer 
Road, Gerrards Cross – Green Belt Parcel 69  2.96 Inland Homes controls land west of Fulmer Road, Gerrards Cross. 
The site measures 13.5ha in area.   2.97 Inland Homes fully support the identification of this site as a Built Area 
Extension Option in the emerging Joint Local Plan and can confirm that land identified is available for development.   
2.98 The site falls within wider Parcel 69 of Stage 1 of the Green Belt Assessment and this does not currently 
propose the parcel (or part of it) is considered at Stage 2 of the Assessment.   2.99 The majority of the parcel is 
covered by woodland and therefore undevelopable. Land controlled by Inland Homes does however contain 
developable land which we consider fails to adequately fulfil the five purposes of including land in the Green Belt 
and should therefore be considered at Stage 2 of the Green Belt Assessment.   2.100 In our opinion, land west of 
Fulmer Road fails to perform the five purposes of including land in the Green Belt:   Five Purposes Assessment -  1. 
To check the unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas - The boundary between the land parcel and the Gerrards 
Cross built-up area is weak consisting of detached homes with large gardens bounded by woodland. The M40 
Motorway forms a durable boundary along the south of the site which would prevent unrestricted sprawl. Fulmer 
Road to the east provides a further durable boundary.    2. To prevent neighbouring towns merging into one another 
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- The only issues of settlements merging relates to Fulmer village to the south. This village is located beyond the 
M40 Motorway and further open Green Belt land. The presence of the M40 Motorway would maintain separation 
and ensure coalescence would not occur.   3. To assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment - The site 
is contained by the M40 Motorway to the south and Fulmer Road to the east. It already contains some built features 
including pylons and a building in the south part.  Development in this location would not result in any 
encroachment into the open countryside, both physically or through long distant views. 4. To preserve the setting 
and special character of historic towns - The land parcel does not abut an identified historic settlement core and 
does not meet this Purpose.  5. To assist in urban regeneration, by encouraging the recycling of derelict and other 
urban land.  Chiltern District is faced with a significant need for new homes and the Council acknowledge that 
previously developed Brownfield sites cannot accommodate their housing need. The release of land from the Green 
Belt to accommodate this housing need is therefore required.    2.101 Land west of Fulmer Road is located on the 
edge of Gerrards Cross which is defined as a Principal Settlement in the emerging Joint Local Plan. This is the highest 
position within the settlement hierarchy meaning it represents one of the most sustainable settlements in South 
Bucks District. The Council should therefore seek to focus a significant but proportionate level of housing in this 
location as part dispersal approach across the District, with the more sustainable settlements accommodating a 
larger proportion of growth.   2.102 The centre of Gerrards Cross is located circa 2.5km away and offers a range of 
facilitates including shops, restaurants, doctors surgery, dentist, school and a railway station. This is at a distance 
where cycling can be considered a meaningful alternative to the private motor vehicle. Public transport 
opportunities also exist in the form of frequent bus services.    2.103 It is therefore clear that land west of Fulmer 
Road is a highly sustainable location which is appropriate for growth.  2.104 The site is exceptionally well contained 
by the presence of the M40 Motorway (and a woodland buffer) to the south, Fulmer Road and the mature trees that 
line it to the east and extensive woodland to the west. The site is also located outside of the Chiltern AONB. The 
development of this site would not therefore generate any material impacts upon the wider landscape character of 
the area and as such, landscape considerations should not be seen as a significant constraint to development in this 
location.   2.105 Land west of Fulmer Road is located in Flood Zone 1, an area at the lowest risk of flooding and 
where the NPPF directs development. The only other designation, according to the South Bucks Proposals Map, is a 
Biodiversity Opportunity Area which seeks the delivery of net biodiversity gains on sites. The majority of the site 
comprises grazed pasture which is only likely to be of limited biodiversity value and as such, the proposed 
development could fulfil this requirement. Other features which might be of higher biodiversity value (such as 
woodland and ponds) would be retained.   2.106 Power lines run across the site in an east-west direction, whilst 
ponds and woodland are located within the centre of the site. These constraints have however been suitably 



Classification: OFFICIAL 
 

758 
 
Classification: OFFICIAL 

Name Summary of Representation 
Council Response (see also 

Volume 1 for generic response) 

accommodated within the indicative masterplan.  2.107 Given the above, Inland Homes consider that land west of 
Fulmer Road is in a highly sustainable location and does not contain any constraints that would prevent the delivery 
of housing on the site during the first five years of the Plan period. It is therefore deliverable.  Having regard to our 
Green Belt conclusions, it should be considered as part of Stage 2 of the Green Belt Assessment. Furthermore, 
Inland Homes consider that the site should be included within the HELAA as a suitable site for residential 
development and allocated for residential development within the emerging Joint Local Plan.   2.108 Figure 15 
below comprises an indicative masterplan of how circa 110 dwellings including open space could be accommodated 
on the site, with vehicular access off Fulmer Road. Fulmer Place Farm, Fulmer – Green Belt Parcel 70 -   2.109 Fulmer 
Place Farm is located within the village of Fulmer in South Bucks District. This village is washed over by Green Belt 
and largely covered by the Fulmer Conservation Area designation. Fulmer Place Farm is however located outside of 
the Conservation Area.   2.110 Fulmer village is modest in scale and comprises some local services and facilities 
including an Infant School, public house and village hall. A more extensive range of facilities are however located a 
few kilometres to the north of the village in Gerrards Cross which is accessible by cycling or bus, with services 
running through the village. It is therefore clear that Fulmer village is a sustainable location that could support a 
limited amount of sensitively designed development.   2.111 Fulmer Place Farm comprises an immediate holding of 
circa 12ha with the south eastern extent containing a number of buildings. This built up area on the edge of the 
village contains a mixture of residential dwellings and buildings associated with the agricultural use.   2.112 The 
Alder Bourne River runs along the south and south western edge of the site, meaning some built form is located 
within Flood Zone 2 or 3, whilst the remainder is within Flood Zone 1.   2.113 The non-residential aspects of the site 
comprise a sprawl of agricultural buildings, some of which are in poor condition. These buildings have an adverse 
impact upon the setting of the Fulmer Conservation Area and the setting of a number of listed buildings that are 
contained within the Conservation Area. Being located within the Green Belt, the buildings also have an impact 
upon the openness of the Green Belt.   2.114 Inland Homes consider that the developed extents of Fulmer Place 
Farm could be demolished or converted where appropriate to enable a consolidated form of development, including 
the provision of new dwellings through a sensitive design approach. This could provide an enhancement to the 
setting of the Fulmer Conservation, a reduction in the impact upon the openness of the Green Belt and deliver much 
needed housing, particularly in a rural village when little or no new housing has been delivered for some time.    
2.115 Furthermore, the redevelopment of the site would offer the opportunity to remove large areas of 
impermeable hardstanding and replace it with permeable surfaces. Through the provision of sustainable drainage 
systems, this could potentially improve the drainage characteristics of the site which is an important consideration 
due to its partial presence in Flood Zone 2 and 3.     2.116 Inland Homes would welcome the opportunity to discuss 
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these proposals further with the Council in order to help deliver much needed housing in the District. 
Land south of Wycombe Road, Holmer Green    2.117 Inland Homes controls land south of Wycombe Road, Holmer 
Green. Inland Homes are able to confirm that this land is available for residential development that could be 
delivered within the Plan Period. The site has an area of 4.1ha.    2.118 The site straddles the boundary of Chiltern 
District and Wycombe District, with all but the access off the Wycombe Road falling within Wycombe District. The 
site was therefore previously promoted to Wycombe District Council as part of the Local Plan Options Consultation 
in Spring 2014. A copy of the Vision Document submitted is provided.    2.119 Inland Homes are also exploring 
opportunities to secure land falling within the wider Holmer Green Built Area Extension Option as shown below and 
would work with other landowners to ensure the wider area is planned comprehensively.     2.120 This site falls 
within Parcel 24a of Stage 1 of the Green Belt Assessment and this proposes  the western half of the parcel (west of 
Earl Howe Road) is considered at Stage 2 of the Assessment, which Inland Homes support.    2.121 The land parcel is 
on the edge of the High Wycombe large built-up area. The boundary between the land parcel and the High 
Wycombe built-up area is irregular and in many cases bounded by softer natural features which are less well defined 
and lack durability. As such, the land parcel only plays a limited role in being an additional barrier to sprawl. Inland 
Homes therefore consider that the parcel suggested for consideration at Stage 2 of the Green Belt Assessment 
would only score 1+ in terms of checking unrestricted sprawl, as would land south of Wycombe Road (Parcel 24a 
scored 3).    2.122 The Built Area Extension Option parcel forms a small part of the less essential gap between the 
non-Green Belt settlements of High Wycombe (Holmer Green) and Knotty Green /Beaconsfield as well as High 
Wycombe (Hazlemere / Holmer Green) and Amersham. These Representations to Chiltern and South Bucks Local 
Plan for Inland Homes gaps are of sufficient scale and character that development would not cause merging 
between settlements. At worst the parcel scores 1 (the same score for Parcel 24a) but in our opinion could score 
zero. Land south of Wycombe Road does not provide a gap between any settlements and would therefore score 
zero.    2.123 The Built Area Extension Option parcel is characterised by fairly flat fields and partial agricultural use. 
Woodland forms part of the parcel but built form also exists in the form of residential properties, commercial uses 
off the A404 and some farm buildings. The land therefore has a semi-urban character and would, in our opinion, 
score 2 (Parcel 24a scored 3). Land south of Wycombe Road comprises a large open field with a commercial building 
and use in operation. This site would therefore also score 2.   2.124 The both land parcels do not abut an identified 
historic settlement core and do not meet this Purpose. Inland Homes therefore agrees with the Green Belt 
Assessment conclusions in this regard.    2.125 Given the above, Inland Homes considers that land south of 
Wycombe Road fails to adequately fulfil the five purposes of including land in the Green Belt, as does the wider Built 
Area Extension Option parcel, west of Earl Howe Road.     2.126 Land south of Wycombe Road is located on the edge 
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of Holmer Green. This settlement effectively has two centres, one a commercial centre based around a parade of 
shops which is located approximately 800 metres away.    2.127 The second is, a community-oriented centre based 
around The Common featuring two churches, the village hall, a school, a pub, a children‟s playground, and the 
common itself allocated to the north east of the Site, only 1.1km away.    2.128 In terms of education facilities, 
Holmer Green is particularly well served by schools including Holmer Green Methodist Pre-School, Holmer Green 
Junior School, Holmer Green First School, Holmer Green Senior School and Playmates Day Nursery all within 1.5km 
of the site.    2.129 In terms of health facilities, there are a number of GP practices located within 1.5km of the 
Site including Hazlemere Surgery and Highfield Surgery. The Holmer Green Dental Practice is located adjacent to the 
proposed vehicular access.    2.130 The Holmer Green Sports Association is located approximately 800 metres away 
and has facilities including football pitches, a tennis club, a squash club, a cricket club, cricket square and a short mat 
bowls club with a 3 rink outdoor green.    2.131 An extensive range of services and facilities are also located within 
High Wycombe Town including a railway station and a range of jobs. Such facilities are only 5kms away and 
therefore within a reasonable cycling distance. Furthermore, a range of bus services are accessible within short walk 
of the site, providing fast, frequent and convenient access to High Wycombe (10 minutes) and other large 
settlements such as Beaconsfield and Amersham within 15 minutes.    2.132 It has therefore clear that a range of 
facilities are located within circa 1km of the site, a distance where walking can be considered to be a meaningful 
alternative to the private car.   Furthermore, the majority of other facilities are well within a 5km distance, where 
cycling can  be considered a meaningful alternative to the private car. As such, this is a highly sustainable 
location for residential development both for land south of Wycombe Road and for the wider Built Area Extension 
Option.    2.133 As detailed within the Vision Document for land south of Wycombe Road, the site is exceptionally 
well contained by existing features, including built up area boundaries, woodland and a mature hedgerow. The Built 
Area Extension Option also benefits from strong features of containment, including the Earl Howe Road to the east, 
A404 to the south and built up area boundary to the west and north.   2.134 Land south of Wycombe Road is located 
in the AONB but has little or no relationship with the wider countryside and the existing built up area edge is visible 
from within the site. The development of this site would not therefore generate any material impacts upon the 
wider landscape character of the Chilterns AONB. The AONB designation should not therefore been seen as a 
constraint to development in this particular instance. Due to the contained nature of the Built Area Extension 
Option, it is also considered that this wider area could be sensitively developed without undue impact upon the 
wider AONB.    2.135 Land south of Wycombe Road and the wider Build Area Extension Option are located in 
Flood Zone 1, an area at the lowest risk of flooding and where the NPPF directs development. Both areas are not 
covered by any other designations (other than Green Belt and AONB) and land south of Wycombe Road is unlikely to 
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contain significant habitats for wildlife due to the largely grazed pasture nature of the site. Appropriate buffers to 
the undesignated woodland are proposed within the masterplan at Figure 18 below. The wider area contains a 
network of woodland and hedgerows, all of which could be incorporated within a masterplan, as part of a strong 
Green Infrastructure Strategy. It is therefore clear no constraints exist that would undermine the ability to deliver 
housing on either land south of Wycombe Road or the Built Area Extension Option.    2.136 Land south of Wycombe 
Road and the Built Area Extension Option are located across the boundary of Wycombe and Chiltern District and 
development of it would accord with Spatial Option D of the emerging Joint Local Plan, being on the edge of 
Principal Settlements outside the Plan area. The NPPF is clear that local planning authorities have a duty to 
cooperate on planning issues that cross administrative boundaries, particularly those which relate to strategic 
priorities (such as planning for homes and jobs). We note that Wycombe District is participating in the 
Buckinghamshire Green Belt Assessment and similarly in the process of preparing a new Local Plan and as a result, 
the cross boundary nature of the site cannot be a reason to discount it.   2.137 Given the above, Inland Homes 
consider that land south of Wycombe Road (and the wider Built Area Extension Option) is a highly sustainable 
location that does not contain any constraints. Land controlled by Inland Homes could start delivering within the 
first five years of the Plan period and is therefore deliverable. The wider land is likely to be considered 
developable at this stage.    2.138 Inland Homes therefore support the proposed consideration of land south of 
Wycombe Road and the wider Built Area Extension Option as part of Stage 2 of the Green Belt Assessment. 
Inland Homes also support the identification of the aforementioned Built Area Extension Option and consider that 
this area should be allocated for residential development within the emerging Joint Local Plan.  2.140 Inland Homes 
and Pillar Holdings Limited controls land at Springfield Industrial Estate, located to the south-east of Chesham 
identified in Figure 19 below. The site measures  approximately 1.8 ha and comprises 14 storage and distribution 
units which in total extend to approximately 6,300 sqm. The site is positioned on a steep incline with the only point 
of vehicular access coming from Springfield Road, a predominantly residential cul-de-sac to the south.  2.141 Green 
Belt land abuts the site on three sides - the north-east, south-east and north-west and also encompasses a narrow 
strip of land at the site‟s northernmost boundary.  2.142 The site at Springfield Rd was submitted in response to the 
„‟Call for Sites‟‟ and is included within the Draft Housing and Economic Land Availability Assessment („‟HELAA‟‟) 
(Jan 2016) under site ref. CD0145 where it is considered suitable for development comprising 54-62 dwellings with 
the loss of 3,800 sqm of commercial floorspace.   2.143 In terms of general comments, the HELAA confirms that:  
‟The site is in principle suitable for redevelopment and was identified for a mixed use scheme in the Delivery 
Development Plan Document. The relevance of mixed use development and the appropriate level of mix to be 
determined through up to date evidence base analysis. Further information is also required to ensure that all 
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owners are signed up to this development (need this to be confirmed in writing) and clarify whether any restrictive 
covenants exist on the land which could limit the development potential of the site‟. 2.144 Furthermore, a planning 
application (ref. CH/2015/2020/OA) was submitted in October 2015 seeking outline planning for the partial 
redevelopment of the site to include up to 62 residential units. Approximately 50% of the existing commercial 
floorspace would be retained and refurbished. The development is described in the following terms:  ‟Outline 
application for up to 62 residential units with associated access infrastructure and landscaping, refurbishment and 
retention of existing commercial units (matters of access only to be considered at this stage‟. 2.145 This application 
is currently awaiting determination. However, it is striking that the  conclusions contained within the Draft HELAA 
regarding the potential for redevelopment of the site comply almost exactly with the scale and type of development 
proposed within the submitted planning application ref. CH/2015/2020/OA.   2.146 Inland Homes fully support the 
conclusion of the HELAA in so far as it confirms that the Springfield Industrial Estate is suitable in principle for 
redevelopment, including residential use. However, delivery of the site within the HELAA is estimated at 6-10 years. 
As noted above, an outline planning application for redevelopment that accords extremely closely with the scale 
and type of development outlined within the HELAA is currently awaiting determination. Inland Homes is a specialist 
developer of brownfield sites and has a proven track record of implementing planning approvals in a timely fashion. 
As such, it is considered that approval of the current application would enable the site to deliver within the critical 
first five years of the plan period. The site is therefore deliverable.   2.147 To inform the now withdrawn Delivery 
DPD, the Council commissioned the 'Chiltern Employment Land Needs Assessment' (March 2013) prepared by 
Nathaniel Lichfield and Partners and the „Employment Site Appraisal Report‟ (March 2013) by GL Hearn. Together 
these documents formed the Council‟s Employment Land Review. 2.148 In the „Chiltern Employment Land Needs 
Assessment‟ Nathaniel Lichfield and Partners identify that much of the District‟s industrial space is relatively old, 
functionally obsolete, inflexible and largely unsuitable to meet the needs of modern businesses. Outcomes of the GL 
Hearn „Employment Site Appraisal Report‟ also establish that there is a surplus of poor quality industrial land, and 
highlights the negative impacts of poor quality industrial space on the residential amenity of the District.   2.149 
Furthermore, the Site at Springfield Road is identified as a specific example of low-grade industrial land and an 
economic weakness of the District in the „Employment Land Needs Assessment‟. It is further discussed in the 
„Employment Site Appraisal Report‟, which notes that it is a poorer quality site where the existing building stock is 
dated, the level of activity is low and there are a number of vacant units. The report explains that one of the key 
issues facing the Site is the limited access for commercial/heavy goods vehicles, and the impact such vehicle 
movements have on the nearby residential properties. Both reports conclude that the Springfield Industrial Estate 
has potential for redevelopment and is considered suitable for an alternative use, such as residential.   2.150 We 



Classification: OFFICIAL 
 

763 
 
Classification: OFFICIAL 

Name Summary of Representation 
Council Response (see also 

Volume 1 for generic response) 

also note that since the planning application ref CH/2015/2020/OA was submitted to the Council in October 2015, 
further evidence base documents have been prepared in support of the Emerging Chiltern and South Bucks Local 
Plan.   2.151 In particular we note that a Housing and Economic Development Needs Assessment („‟HEDNA‟‟) 
Report findings: Consultation Draft (Jan 2016) has been published.  Notwithstanding comments made elsewhere in 
these representations regarding the robustness of the housing target contained within the emerging Joint Local 
Plan, the HEDNA establishes an OAN for the plan period to 2036 of 15,100 dwellings to be divided between Chiltern 
and South Bucks. Of that total, the proportion allocated for Chiltern District is as follows:  Market Housing = 6,200  
Affordable Housing = 1,100  TOTAL = 7,300.   2.152 By contrast, the adopted Core Strategy contains a housing target 
derived from the now revoked South East Plan and sought to provide a relatively modest total of „‟up to‟‟ 2,900 
dwellings over the plan period 2006 to 2026.   2.153 On this basis, it is clear that the Council will have to find land for 
a substantial number of new homes if it is to meet even the HEDNA figure for OAN (which we consider to be too 
low). We note that Stage 1 of the Buckinghamshire Green Belt Assessment has been prepared and in due course this 
will identify sites that are suitable for release from the Green Belt to meet development needs without 
compromising the function of the Green Belt. Given the scale of the housing requirement, we fully agree that this is 
a pragmatic and appropriate response in accordance with Paragraph 83 of the NPPF which permits Green Belt 
boundaries to be altered in exceptional circumstances through review of the Local Plan.   2.154 However, the NPPF 
also makes it clear as one of its 12 Core Planning Principles that the effective use of land should be encouraged by 
reusing land that has been previously developed, provided it is not of high environmental value. Paragraph 22 of the 
NPPF also supports applications for alternative uses where there is no reasonable prospect of a site being used for 
the allocated employment use. Paragraph 51 goes on to provide explicit support for the change of use of 
commercial sites to residential purposes when it states that: ‟Local Planning Authorities … should normally approve 
planning applications for change to residential use and any associated development from commercial buildings 
(currently in the B use classes) where there is an identified need for additional housing in that area, provided that 
there are not strong economic reasons why such development would be inappropriate‟.   2.155 The site at 
Springfield Road contains a number of commercial units within a B1(c), light industrial use class. The HEDNA 
assesses future demand for B class uses and concludes that the Functional Economic Market Area („‟FEMA‟‟) would 
theoretically have a surplus of 80,100 sqm of „B‟ use class floorspace available up to 2036. Of the B use classes, it is 
B1c/B2 that accounts for the over-supply, with a predicted surplus of some 193,000 sqm falling within this category.    
2.156 The HEDNA goes on to make it clear that any industrial sites that are not fit for purpose and unlikely to meet 
future business needs should be considered for release. Any release of employment sites should be subject to 
appropriate market evidence or robust viability assessments.     2.157 A robust Employment Land Report has been 
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prepared by JLL to accompany planning application ref.  CH/2015/2020/OA looking specifically at implications for 
the Springfield Road site. Having undertaken a comprehensive building survey, the report makes the following 
conclusions:   the site is ill-suited to an industrial use with little demand from industrial / warehouse occupiers for 
developers;  the site is not a core recognised industrial warehouse location and the surrounding infrastructure does 
not support the needs of a modern logistics supply chain activity;  the existing buildings are in a poor condition, at 
the end of their useful lifespan and unsuitable for occupation; and the site is surrounded by residential properties 
and has an adverse impact on neighbouring amenity.     2.158 For the reasons outlined above it is clear that the site 
is neither fit for purpose nor likely to meet future business needs and should be considered for redevelopment. The 
current planning application seeks to retain and refurbish the existing commercial buildings on the eastern side of 
the site and Inland Homes is committed to implementing this scheme.  However, on the basis of the available 
evidence including the predicted oversupply of B1c/B2 commercial floorspace over the plan period, Inland Homes 
also considers that allocating the site for development with a revised mix would be justified, up to and including a 
scheme for 100% residential development. Question 3:     3.1 As noted in our response to question 2 above, the site 
at Springfield Industrial Estate is identified within the HELAA with the capacity for redevelopment comprising up to 
62 dwellings and the loss of 3,800 sqm of commercial floorspace.    3.2 As discussed, the site is suitable for 
redevelopment and the suggested mix in the HELAA  accords extremely closely with the current planning application 
ref. CH/2015/2020/OA.  However, emerging evidence within the Draft HEDNA predicts a substantial surplus of 
B1c/B2 floorspace up to 2036. On that basis, Inland Homes suggests that the Council could justify taking a more 
flexible approach to the future development of the wider site so that a greater proportion of residential 
development will be considered acceptable if it can be demonstrated that the commercial floorspace is not likely to 
meet future business needs. Question 4:    4.1 Inland Homes previously commented upon the approach to the Vision 
and Objectives to the emerging Chiltern District Local Plan as part of the Regulation 18 consultation. Our views 
made in this previous consultation largely remain valid but a summary of our position is as follows.    4.2 Overall, it is 
important for the new Vision to take account of the objectively assessed need for the provision of both market and 
affordable housing and seeks to meet this in full, in accordance with the NPPF.    4.3 It is important for the Vision to 
reflect the up to date economic indicators identified in the new evidence base, for example a reduced demand for 
B1(c) and B2 uses but a significant housing need, as set out in the Buckinghamshire HEDNA (January 2016).    4.4 The 
Vision should address the need for accessible, high quality local facilities and services, but the policies that assist in 
delivering this part of the Vision should be flexible, with the overall objective of ensuring development and 
redevelopment delivers a community benefit.   4.5 As set out in paragraph 152 of the NPPF, local planning 
authorities should seek opportunities to achieve the economic, social and environmental dimensions of sustainable 
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development. Therefore, it is important the new objectives reflect each of these dimensions and provide for the 
housing, business and development needs of Chiltern District and South Bucks District.  In particular, the need to 
boost housing supply should be emphasised in the objectives.   Question 5:   5.1 The emerging Joint Local Plan sets 
out 12 Spatial Strategy Options, noting that the Councils need to consider Green Belt release to meet their housing 
need, which Inland Homes  support.   5.2 Inland Homes consider that Option L is the most appropriate strategy 
through a combination of Options identified in the emerging Joint Local Plan, including A, C, D, E, F, G, H, J and K.  
The justification for this approach is set out below in respect of the Options relevant to sites  promoted by Nexus 
Planning, on behalf of Inland Homes. The justification for those options not specifically referenced below is 
addressed in separate representations made on behalf of Inland Homes. Spatial Option A    5.3 Option A seeks to 
make more efficient and effective use of land within existing built-up areas. One of the 12 Core Planning Principles 
set out within the NPPF is to encourage the effective  use of land by reusing land that has been previously 
developed, provided it is not of high environmental value.    5.4 Whilst Inland Homes support this spatial option, it is 
clear that there is not sufficient capacity within built-up areas and previously developed land to accommodate both 
Districts‟ housing needs. This is evidenced by the HELAA (2016) which at Appendix 7 demonstrates Chiltern District 
has, at best, a supply of 1,839 dwellings over the plan period, falling significantly short of the housing needs the 
Council has currently identified.    5.5 Paragraph 4.7 of the emerging Joint Local Plan confirms that due to overall 
housing needs and scope to accommodate those needs, the Councils agree that exceptional circumstances  exist to 
review the Green Belt. It is therefore clear that the Councils also agree Option A can only make a limited 
contribution towards the overall housing needs.    5.6 The emerging Joint Local Plan also identifies that 
opportunities should be taken to consider converting some land (such as employment land) to other uses (such as 
residential).    Springfield Industrial Estate in Chesham is an example of a poorly performing employment site which 
could be used to make more efficient use of land, including the provision of new homes. Our response to Question 2 
details the credentials of this site in more detail. Spatial Option C     5.7 In order to promote a sustainable pattern of 
growth across the District, Inland Homes consider that Option C should be incorporated within the spatial strategy 
of the Joint Local Plan. This should include focusing a large but proportionate quantum of development at the 
Principal Settlements in the Districts, such as Amersham, Little Chalfont and Gerrards Cross in the form of Built Area 
Extensions.    5.8 This will ensure that the majority of new homes are focused in areas that provide the greatest 
range of jobs, services and facilities, and promote travel by sustainable modes of transport.    5.9 Our response to 
Question 2 sets out the credentials of a number of sites in the Old Amersham area of the Amersham settlement 
boundary, land west of Stony Lane in Little Chalfont and land west of Fulmer Road in Gerrards Cross. 
Spatial Option D   5.10 Inland Homes supports Option D as a mechanism to deliver Built Area Extensions to 
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Principal Settlements where this might facilitate sustainable development, particularly in the context of reviewing 
the Green Belt across the Buckinghamshire area. This option should not however been seen as an opportunity to 
deliver the Councils‟ housing needs outside the Districts, unless it has been clearly demonstrated sufficient capacity 
does not exist within the Districts.    5.11 The NPPF is clear that local planning authorities have a duty to cooperate 
on planning issues that cross administrative boundaries, particularly those which relate to strategic priorities (such 
as planning for homes and jobs). In this regard, it is of particular relevance that Wycombe District is participating in 
the Buckinghamshire Green Belt Assessment and  similarly in the process of preparing a new Local Plan. Given the 
proximity of the High Wycombe Urban area to the edge of Chiltern District, this provides significant scope for Built 
Area Extensions straddling the boundary of both Districts. An example of this includes the Built Area Extension 
Option for Holmer Green which is detailed within the emerging Joint Local Plan and partially control by Inland 
Homes.    5.12 Our response to Question 2 provides further detail on the credentials of these locations for 
growth. Spatial Option F       5.13 In accordance with paragraphs 85 and 86 of the NPPF, the Council must review 
existing villages within the Green Belt and consider whether they continue to contribute to the  openness of the 
Green Belt, as part of a wider Green Belt review.   5.14 In considering whether to remove villages from the Green 
Belt, the Council must define boundaries clearly, using physical features that are readily recognisable and likely to be 
permanent (NPPF para. 85 bullet point 6).   5.15 A number of villages are provided as examples of settlements that 
should be reviewed, one of which includes Hyde Heath. Our response to Question 2 sets out the justification for the 
removal of Hyde Heath from the Green Belt and suggests an appropriate settlement boundary, incorporating scope 
for limited growth of the village.    5.16 Given the above, we consider that the Spatial Strategy for the emerging Joint 
Local Plan should include Option F which will provide an opportunity to deliver limited growth to existing villages in 
the Districts, helping to sustain rural services and facilities and providing housing in villages where little or no growth 
has been seen for many years. Spatial Option G   5.17 Spatial Option G proposes a detailed review of inner Green 
Belt boundaries to address any existing anomalies and / or small scale releases that would meet the test of 
exceptional  circumstances to undertake this change, whilst not undermining a purpose of the Green Belt and being 
capable of establishing a durable and defensible new boundary.    5.18 Inland Homes support this spatial option and 
as noted in the response to question 2, land at Springfield Industrial Estate encompasses a small strip of Green Belt 
land within its northern boundary.       5.19 The area of Green Belt land in question measures approximately 0.1Ha 
and as can be seen from Figure 20 above, comprises hardstanding used at present for the parking of cars in 
connection with the sites industrial use.    5.20 It is noted that the Buckinghamshire authorities have commenced a 
Green Belt review and have clearly accepted that in principle amending Green Belt boundaries to meet identified 
development needs, which would meet the test of special circumstances.    5.21 The table below outlines how, in 



Classification: OFFICIAL 
 

767 
 
Classification: OFFICIAL 

Name Summary of Representation 
Council Response (see also 

Volume 1 for generic response) 

our view, this parcel of land fails to adequately perform the  five purposes of including land within the Green Belt:   
Five Purposes Assessment - 1. To check the unrestricted sprawl of large built up areas - This strip of land measures 
approximately 180m in width and abuts a dense area of woodland on the northern boundary. The woodland 
provides a strong and durable boundary whilst the scale, use and location of this land means it serves no purpose in 
terms of preventing urban sprawl.   2. To prevent neighbouring towns from Chesham is surrounded by open, largely 
merging agricultural land and neighbouring settlements are located a significant distance away. Release of this small 
area of land from the Green Belt would have no impact in terms of the merging of neighbouring towns.    3. To assist 
in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment - The land is already covered with concrete hardstanding and is 
used for the parking /storage of cars and constitutes previously developed land. In that respect, removal of the land 
from the Green Belt would have no adverse impact in terms of encroachment on land in the countryside.    4. To 
preserve the setting and special character of historic towns The Chesham Conservation Area is located over 600m 
away to the west separated by large areas of open land. Given its small scale and the existing separation distance to 
the heritage asset, there would be no adverse impact on its setting.   5. To assist in urban regeneration, by 
encouraging the recycling of derelict and other urban land.  Development of this parcel would help to facilitate the 
wider redevelopment of Springfield Industrial estate, a brownfield site in the urban area. As such it would encourage 
the recycling of urban land easing pressure for development on more sensitive greenfield sites within the Green 
Belt. 5.22 On the basis of the above it is clear that the site performs none of the functions of the Green Belt and its 
release from the Green Belt would have numerous benefits. As such, Inland Homes support Spatial Strategy Option 
G in this regard. Spatial Option K    5.23 Inland Homes support a spatial strategy that adequately plans for its 
employment needs and consider that proposals to explore new strategic employment options in the Green Belt 
(part v) is particularly appropriate as this will ensure employment sites are in locations that are most likely to be 
attractive to the market and to meet local employment needs.     5.24 Option K outlines measures designed 
specifically to help meet office warehousing and industrial employment needs. Part iii) suggests that consideration 
should be given to removal of some existing employment areas from the Green Belt on the edge of settlements.  
Chesham is not specifically listed but as noted above, a small part of the Springfield Industrial Estate falls within the 
Green Belt and is an appropriate candidate for Green Belt release in order to enhance development opportunities at 
the site.   5.25 Part v) suggests that new employment options in the Green Belt should be explored in locations that 
are most likely to be attractive to the market and to meet local employment needs. Suggested areas of search are 
identified in Appendix 5 of the emerging Joint Local Plan and for Chesham this includes a specific proposal on land to 
the north east .     5.26 This area has been chosen so that opportunities to allow some existing and out-dated 
employment sites in the town to be redeveloped for alternative uses. It would also benefit from easy access to the 
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A41. It has been made clear in the response to question 2 that the site at Springfield Road is an out dated 
employment site which is appropriate for other uses.  Furthermore, the area of search highlighted above has been 
chosen on the basis that it is most likely to be attractive to the market and to meet local employment needs. The 
significant distance of the Springfield Road site from this search area clearly illustrates how the Springfield Road site 
fails to meet either of these criteria.    5.27 On this basis, Inland Homes fully support spatial option K as an 
appropriate measure for relocating employment sites to appropriate locations and allowing the redevelopment of 
out  dated poorly located employment sites for other uses such as residential, such as Springfield Industrial Estate. 
Spatial Option H    5.28 Inland Homes support Option H, although it is considered that this option will only present 
very limited opportunities to address the Districts‟ overall housing needs. Fulmer Place Farm in Fulmer village 
presents one such opportunity to deliver limited housing through this spatial option. Spatial Option L    5.29 Having 
regard to the above, it is clear that Option L (in the form of Options A, C, D, E, F, G, H, J and K) represents the most 
appropriate spatial strategy. This would ensure a sustainable pattern of growth across the District, focusing the 
majority of development in the Principal Settlements and proportionate growth in smaller settlements. 
Question 6:     6.1 As set out in our responses to Questions 2 and 5, Inland Homes consider sites that could form part 
of the Spatial Options. Question 7:    7.1 The National Planning Policy Framework (“NPPF”) is expressly clear that 
local planning authorities should positively seek opportunities to meet the development needs of their areas. 
Indeed the NPPF soundness tests (paragraph 182) seek to ensure that the Joint Local Plan (“Joint LP”) has been 
„positively prepared‟. 7.2 Given the emerging Joint Local Plan is only at the initial Regulation 18 Issues and Options 
consultation stage with, as acknowledged within the consultation document, a significant proportion of the 
evidence base still only draft or to be completed, we have fundamental soundness concerns over statements within 
the consultation document (namely paragraphs 4.9 to 4.13) which demonstrates that the Council has already 
concluded that South Bucks and Chilterns unmet need will comprise 7,500 dwellings and supporting employment 
needs.     7.3 Without prejudice to our concerns regarding the emerging Buckinghamshire HEDNA objectively 
assessed needs (“OAN”) for housing requirement conclusions being too low (please refer to our representations to 
Question 1), we question what evidence substantiates the assertions that: (i) The South Bucks and Chiltern OAN 
(15,100 dwellings) cannot be met in full within the individual or joint District area (in accordance with NPPF 
paragraph 47); and (ii) Only 50% (7,600 dwellings) of the OAN in full requirement (15,100 dwellings) can be met 
within the individual or joint District area.     7.4 Whilst it is acknowledged that within the emerging Joint Local Plan 
area there are Green Belt and Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty (“AONB”) designations, which the NPPF outlines 
are designations where development should be restricted; the NPPF is also clear that Green Belt boundaries can be 
reviewed where exceptional circumstances exist (NPPF paragraph 82) and development within the AONB is 
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potentially appropriate where it is meeting identified local need. Specifically regarding the Green Belt, it is noted 
that the Councils‟ have concluded that paragraph 82 exceptional circumstances exist as the Buckinghamshire 
authorities have commenced a Green Belt review.     7.5 As previously referred, without prejudice to our concerns 
regarding the emerging Buckinghamshire HEDNA OAN housing requirement conclusions being too low, it is 
reasonable to conclude that given the Green Belt review has not been completed and other important economic, 
social and environmental related evidence still being undertaken /finalised, that the Councils‟ final evidence base 
could conclude that a much greater proportion of the South Bucks and Chiltern OAN in full requirement, if not all, 
can be sustainably met within the individual or joint District area.     7.6 The response to the Vale of Aylesbury Local 
Plan Issues and Options Consultation,requesting that Aylesbury Vale District Council (AVDC) accommodate 7,500 
dwellings of Chiltern / South Bucks housing needs is therefore premature. It is also in conflict with the 
Buckinghamshire Strategic Housing Market Area / Functional Economic Market Area Duty to Co-Operate 
Memorandum of Understanding (MoU) (January 2016) which requires Councils forming part of the MoU to fully 
agree the capacity of each District, and fails to acknowledge the pressure AVDC is likely receive to accommodate 
unmet needs from the Milton Keynes HMA as well.     7.7 There is also the potential that South Bucks could assist 
meeting unmet needs arising from neighbouring authorities, such as Slough in the East Berkshire Housing Market 
Area, where high OAN exist vis-à-vis its physical administrative boundary capacity.     7.8 For the emerging Joint 
Local Plan to be sound, the Councils‟ must demonstrate that the Local Plan has been positively prepared (NPPF 
paragraph 182) – meaning the plan should be prepared based on a strategy which seeks to meet OAN and 
infrastructure requirements, including unmet requirements from neighbouring authorities where it is reasonable to 
do so and is consistent with achieving sustainable development. As set out above, the plan-making approach the 
Councils‟ are currently adopting fundamentally fails this soundness test. Question 8:     8.1 The emerging Joint Local 
Plan notes that the draft HEDNA identifies a need for between 2,700 and 4,200 affordable housing units in Chiltern 
and South Bucks over the plan period.  In the Central Bucks HEDNA (January 2016), that need has reduced to a range 
between 2,320 and 3,700 units.   8.2 The NPPF is clear that local planning authorities should use their evidence base 
to ensure Local Plans meet the full, objectively assessed needs for market and affordable housing (para 47) in the 
housing market area. As the majority of affordable housing delivery is dependent upon market housing delivery, the 
requirement for the latter should be sufficiently high to ensure the Councils‟ affordable housing needs are met in 
full as well.   8.3 Inland Homes consider that affordable housing needs should be met through a combination of on-
site and off-site provision, with policies sufficiently flexible to respond to any changes in identified need throughout 
the plan period and to account for site specific circumstances.   8.4 The sites promoted by Inland Homes in response 
to this consultation would make a valuable contribution to affordable housing needs across both Districts. 
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Questions 9 to 14 and 17:     9.1 Inland Homes does not wish to comment on this issue. Question 15:    15.1 Inland 
Homes supports the principle of the policy on infrastructure provision. However, the policy needs to be sufficiently 
flexible to enable infrastructure provision to be phased and  delivered to ensure the viability of any proposed 
development.   15.2 Inland Homes supports the principle of seeking higher efficiency standards in new 
development, but this must be in the context of ensuring that proposed development is economically viable.    15.3 
The Green Belt policy will confirm areas which will be released from the Green belt. Inland Homes welcomes the 
inclusion of this policy, and the intention that the policy will also consider any special local circumstances which 
relate to specific previously developed areas in the Green Belt.    15.4 The affordable housing policy proposes to 
include amount of units, type and size of units and potential financial contribution towards the provision of 
affordable housing. Inland Homes suggests that the policy should have the flexibility so that offsite affordable 
housing will be acceptable in certain circumstances.   15.5 The employment land policy should make provision for 
the change of use of employment sites so that, if appropriate, alternative provision of employment land in the 
District could be offered by a developer, to release a site for housing, if it can be demonstrated that the replacement 
site will provide more suitable premises and be located in a more sustainable location.    15.6 The Community 
Facilities policy states that it will clearly define what uses are considered a Community Facility. Inland Homes 
suggests that the policy should be more flexible than proposed, and should allow for a range of uses, particularly if it 
can be demonstrated that there is a local requirement for these facilities. 15.7 The Public Open Space policy 
proposes to set out a local requirement for the creation of new public open spaces within large scale developments. 
Inland Homes supports the principle of delivering public open space, but suggests that the quantum, function and 
location of these spaces should be decided on a site by site basis, depending on local circumstances.    15.8 On page 
61 of the Issues and Options document, it is noted that Development Briefs will be prepared for strategic/key sites. 
Whilst Inland Homes welcomes this suggestion, both Councils will need to ensure adequate resources are available 
to ensure the Development Briefs are prepared in an efficient manner to ensure that they do not delay the delivery 
of housing on strategic/key sites. Question 16:    16.1 The Settlement Infrastructure Capacity Study identifies the 
capacity of key settlements in respect of a number of types of infrastructure provision. As a general comment, it is 
clear that the study focuses entirely on the constraints associated with infrastructure provision, and not on 
opportunities. For example, Inland Homes notes that the provision of bus services is not included in the assessment. 
The provision of a high quality, frequent bus services can significantly reduce the need for travel by car. The 
assessment should not just review potential infrastructure constraints, but should also identify where certain types 
of infrastructure provision such as public transport does have capacity, and therefore there are opportunities in 
those locations for development, which can be served by sustainable forms of transport.    16.2 The study does not 
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indicate any preferred location or settlement within Chiltern and South Bucks Districts which performs significantly 
better than others for new housing and employment growth from the perspective of key infrastructure providers 
and that all settlements have considerable existing infrastructure pressures.    16.3 Inland Homes notes that new 
development provides opportunities for infrastructure provision which would benefit existing and new residents. 
The sites promoted by Inland Homes have the potential to deliver significant benefits to existing and new 
communities through the delivery of new or improved infrastructure.     16.4 The study identifies that there will be a 
deficit in school places in the Amersham primary planning area by 2018/2019 and in secondary school places by 
2022/2023 and that there is no current capacity to address future growth. Inland Homes considers that 
development proposed within the Amersham area would provide an opportunity to make proportionate financial 
contributions which would enable the expansion of schools in the area. Inland Homes will therefore work with 
Chiltern District Council and with Buckinghamshire County  Council to ensure that the impacts of their residential 
developments proposed in the Amersham area will be mitigated.     16.5 The study identifies that there is 
widespread pressure across the District on GP capacity according to the Chiltern Clinical Commissioning Group. 
However, NHS England are still due to provide information on a GP practice level. Inland Homes will work with 
Chiltern District Council and with Buckinghamshire County Council to ensure that the impacts of their residential 
developments proposed in the Amersham area will be mitigated.     16.6 Inland Homes notes the study identifies the 
A355 Amersham – Beaconsfield as an interurban priority congestion management corridor.    16.7 Inland Homes will 
work with Chiltern District Council and with Buckinghamshire County Council to ensure that the impacts of their 
residential developments proposed in the Amersham area will be mitigated. In particular, land at Gore Hill Farm 
provides the opportunity to deliver a major new highway infrastructure in the form of a new link road which would 
connect the A413 and the A355 in a location further south than the existing roundabout. Inland Homes consider 
that this could potentially result in a significant reduction in traffic queues at the existing A413/A355 roundabout.    
16.8 Inland Homes notes that the study identifies the potential need for land along the River Misbourne in 
Amersham, Chalfont St Giles and Chalfont St Peter to accommodate future flood alleviation schemes following 
requests from the Environment Agency. It also details plans for river channel enhancements on the River Misbourne 
as part of the Restoring Sustainable Abstractions Programme.   16.9 Inland Homes controls land north of High Street, 
Old Amersham which falls within one of the Built Area Extension Options for Old Amersham in the emerging Joint 
Local Plan. The River Misbourne flows through the southern part of the site and previously proposed a number of 
river enhancements as part of planning application ref. CH/2015/1063/FA, which were supported by the Misbourne 
River Action Group and the Chilterns AONB Office Chalk Stream River Specialist Officer. The proposals provide the 
opportunity to deliver biodiversity and potentially river flow improvements to the Misbourne in this area and Inland 
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Homes would be willing to work with the Council to discuss a range of potential improvements that could be 
delivered to the River Misbourne within land they control, as part of a sensitive residential development.     16.10 
The study identifies that there will be a deficit in school places in the Wycombe primary planning area by 2018/2019 
and there is no current capacity to address future growth. It also identifies that there is currently significant capacity 
issues in the Wycombe secondary planning area. Inland Homes considers that development proposed within the 
Holmer Green area would provide an opportunity to make proportionate financial contributions which would 
enable the expansion of schools in the area. Inland Homes will therefore work with Chiltern District Council, 
Wycombe District Council and with Buckinghamshire County Council to ensure that the impacts of their residential 
developments proposed in this area will be mitigated.    16.11 The study identifies that there is widespread pressure 
across the District on GP capacity according to the Chiltern Clinical Commissioning Group. However, NHS England 
are still due to provide information on a GP practice level. Inland Homes will work with Chiltern District Council, 
Wycombe District Council and Buckinghamshire County Council to ensure that the impacts of their residential 
developments proposed in the Holmer Green / Hazlemere area will be mitigated.    16.12 Inland Homes notes the 
Local Transport Plan identifies that main roads towards the settlement are congested. Inland Homes would like to 
work with Chiltern District Council and Buckinghamshire County Council to ensure that any development they 
propose in this area would contribute to or deliver a range of related highway interventions.    16.13 The study 
identifies that there will be a deficit in school places in the Amersham primary planning area by 2018/2019 and in 
secondary school places by 2022/2023 and there is no current capacity to address future growth. Inland Homes 
considers that development proposed within Little Chalfont would provide an opportunity to make proportionate 
financial contributions which would enable the expansion of schools in the area. Inland Homes will therefore work 
with Chiltern District Council and with Buckinghamshire County Council to ensure that the impacts of land at Stony 
Lane in Little Chalfont is mitigated.   16.14 The study identifies that there is widespread pressure across the District 
on GP capacity according to the Chiltern Clinical Commissioning Group. However, NHS England are still due to 
provide information on a GP practice level. Inland Homes will work with Chiltern District Council and with 
Buckinghamshire County Council to ensure that the impacts of land at Stony Lane in Little Chalfont is mitigated. 
16.15 Inland Homes notes the Local Transport Plan identifies that main roads towards the settlement are congested. 
Inland Homes would like to work with Chiltern District Council and Buckinghamshire County Council to ensure that 
any development they propose in this area would contribute to or deliver a range of highway interventions related 
to the proposed development.   16.16 Inland Homes has engaged with Buckinghamshire County Council highway 
authority and agreed a principal point of vehicular access for land at Stony Lane. Junction capacity assessment work 
is currently underway and Inland Homes will mitigate any highway impacts where they are shown to be related to 
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development on land at Stony Lane.  

Rep1176 
Mr Bill Youel 

The Land to the west of Parsonage Lane in GB Parcel 76 in the parish of Farnham Royal which is included in the 
growth options for testing.    The main purpose of this area as Green Belt is to form a buffer between the 
settlements of Farnham Royal and Farnham Common and to restrict these settlements from encroaching on the 
countryside. I note that these purposes “2” and “3” of Green Belt purposes were scored at 5/5 and 3/5 respectively.  
One of the main concerns of the residents in the Farnham Royal parish is planning issues, in particularly the 
preservation of the separate villages and their characteristics and identity which give a semi-rural feel to the 
environment. There are major concerns that the area will become in-filled like West London was in the creation of 
Metroland and become an urban sprawl. We are mindful, for example there is very little physical green separation 
between Slough and Farnham Royal and between Farnham Royal and Farnham Common, and again between 
Farnham Common and Hedgerley.  So any buffer however small is valuable to prevent coalescing.   We are very 
concerned that the Metropolitan Green Belt which was considered at its introduction to be vital to protect against 
inappropriate development is now under threat, when it could be said to be at its greatest need    We were always 
told that as South Bucks consists of a very large percentage (87%) of designated green belt, that this was the reason 
there was a low quota for delivering new dwelling in the district compared to other districts. Therefore it follows the 
more green belt that is released for development the higher the imposed quota will be.   If it’s absolutely necessary 
that any green belt needs to be surrendered for development then there needs to be a scoring system as to its 
importance as a buffer between settlements, for example where there is several miles of Green Belt protection 
between settlements then it’s less valuable than if the buffer is only one field. Therefore the above proposed 
release of Green Belt land is considered inappropriate when compared to other options involving land where a 
considerable gap between settlements will remain.  I make these observations as a previous resident of the London 
Borough of Harrow, a resident of Farnham Common for over twenty years and previously a Parish councillor at 
Farnham Royal for eight years. 
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Rep1177 
Mrs Lisa Small 

We appreciate that there is a need for housing in this area, however the new homes that have been built recently 
have all been overpriced for the average person living in the Ivers. This has resulted in more and more people 
moving here from outside the county (for instance from the London Boroughs) whilst our children have had to move 
away from their family and friends. This has altered the community dynamics drastically. If you are going to build so 
many new homes, can you assure me that this will include starter homes, shared ownersip etc for young people 
who have lived most of their lives in this area?   Whilst I am very much against the building on green belt, I 
understand your argument for the necessity to do so and there are some quite scruffy areas that could be tidied up 
considerably. For example, the piece of land between St Margaret's Church and the Royal British Legion. However, 
you must know that the traffic situation throughout the Ivers has reached breaking point, and therefore this MUST 
be addressed prior to any consent being given to developers. In addition, can you guarentee that a new senior 
school will be provided, along with additional infant and junior places in Iver Heath, as I know the schools are 
already over subscribed.   I note that there is a parcel of land on Seven Hills Road that has been earmarked for 
development. Whilst this might be a suitable location, Seven Hills Road itself is extremely dangerous and would 
need extensive rewidening, footpaths etc, plus you would need to address the junction with the A412 where we 
have already witnessed serious accidents.  If you are going to grant permission for new housing, can you PLEASE 
stop people building properties in their rear gardens as this causes untold anxiety and distress for neighbours, and 
destroys the whole balance of the community. 

  

Rep1178 
Miss Emma 
Taylor 

Q8/ The release of green belt land should not be available to industrial development of any kind. There are 
brownfield sites and underutilised office spaces which must be redeveloped and made more viable within our 
existing employment areas. Recycle what exists. Do not damage our remaining countryside.   Green belt is not an 
infinite resource. The lungs of London need to be just that. Development of Green belt will mean more people 
commuting in to London as it is deemed close. Development further afield would expand the potential of secondary 
cities and towns. Developement here means stretching our already pushed infrastructure in this area. There is no 
extra provision mentioned for schools, hospitals, utilities. All to come out of green belt? Or possibly even worse, be 
ignored. Q17,  Little Chalfont is just that; 'little'. The proposed development will double the size and totally change 
the nature of what is still, essentially, a village. We did not choose to live in a town, we moved OUT of one and do 
not appreciate a town being built round us. Growth happens naturally over time, as it has here, but these new 
proposals are far too large and damaging to the AONB, the infrastructure, culture and heritage of the area. It will 
destroy too much and should not be allowed to happen.  

  

Rep1179 
Mr Roddy 

I strongly believe that it is in the interest of Beaconsfield Rugby Club and the town itself that the land either side of 
Windsor End used by the Club stays within the green belt and continues to provide a sporting facility for local adults 
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Conway and children. I have 2 boys, aged 8 and 6 who are active members of the Rugby Club, and I coach them there. Any 
that might adversely effect the continuation of their rugby at the club would just be a disaster for them, me, all the 
great friends they have met there, and to be honest for Beaconsfield itself. 

Rep1180 
Miss Leann Cobb 

the current transport infrastructure cannot cope, adding further housing and business will make it many times 
worse. Chesham needs to have a decent and repaired roads and rail network in the area BEFORE building more 
houses. 1000 houses will add 1500 cars!!!  There is only one main route as it is going through Chesham which is 
constantly grid locked at peak times. I already use the Vale to do school.runs and it is already dangerous with the 
amount of cars and heavy vehicles already using this road going to fast. It is to narrow to use these roads for this 
paticularly amount of traffic.  I also have to do.a school run to Thomas harding doing both in the mornings can take. 
Up ton45mins some days because of the amount of traffic already using these roads. Another concern will be 
parking for these houses and commercial sites is it not breeding another sunny side road and other roads like this. 
Schools are they going to be ready for the added number of children wanting spaces. Schools in Chesham. Are 
already at bursting point with the people who already live in the area struggling to get a  space in there nearest 
schools. Chesham is not ready and able to cope with this level of extra population,  traffic without the proper 
infrastructure being addressed first 

  

Rep1181 
Mrs Nicola Stemp 

I fully support the idea of a built for purpose gymnastic centre in Amersham. Currently there is not facility like it. It is 
very much needed and will be fully utilised. 

  

Rep1182 
Mr Robin Carr 
Director 
Buckinghamshire 
County Cricket 
Board 

I am writing on behalf of the Buckinghamshire County Cricket Board.   The Board fully and wholeheartedly support 
this planning application.  Bucks has a huge number of cricket clubs and a facility of this sort is exactly what most of 
them want and need.  There is a growing clamour nationwide for indoor cricket facilities that provide for both all-
weather training and winter cricket leagues.  Indeed, one of the largest growing sporting events in the country 
present are winter cricket leagues.  This opportunity for Bucks to have such a facility is one that the BCCB believe is 
not just a good idea but almost a necessity given the large demand for such a building. 

  

Rep1184 Mr Mathew Coulson Fluid Design 
Associates Ltd on behalf of Mr Palani 
Ketheeswaren 

We would like to enter the land shown in red line for consideration and inclusion within 
the new local plan.  This land is in the ownership of the applicant Mr P Kentheeswaren. 

  

Rep1185 
Mr Michael 
Youens 

If Green Belt land is to be redesigned for to recognise the need for further housing provision then all existing 
sporting and recreational provisions must be protected and enhanced. 
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Rep1186 
Mrs Gillian Bocarro, 
Rep1188 
Miss Sonia Dunleavy 
Rep1189 
Mr Michael Isabelle 
and Rep1195 
Mrs Caroline 
Goldsworthy-Gray 

I wish it known that I object to any part of the plan that extends any additional housing onto the current green 
belt area that runs from the Southern edge of Leas Drive, Iver Recreation Ground, Dutton Way, Chequers 
Orchard and Barnes Way, as I feel this area is supporting its role as designated Green Belt land, acts as a 
boundary for the current housing perimeter and light industry, and that local infrastructure would be unable to 
successfully support additional housing without having a major detrimental impact on the area of Iver village. I 
also wish it known that I object to any part of the plan that extends any additional housing and light industry 
onto the area adjacent to Old Slade Lane, as I also feel the local infrastructure would be unable to successfully 
support additional development without having a major detrimental impact on the local area of Richings Park. 

  

Rep1187 
Sir Henry Aubrey-
Fletcher 
Independent 
Chair 
Buckinghamshire 
and Milton 
Keynes Natural 
Environment 
Partnership 

The Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Natural Environment Partnership (the “NEP”) wishes to make the standard 
comments in Appendix 1 by way of response.  This sets out the strategic issues at a landscape-scape that the NEP 
would expect the New Local Plan to have regard to.  Our response is supported by representatives from across the 
NEP, and has been formally approved by the NEP Board.    The purpose of the Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes 
Natural Environment Partnership (The “NEP”) is to champion the value of the environment in Buckinghamshire and 
encourage environmental protection and improvement - for the benefit of the environment, as well as for 
businesses and the economy, the health and wellbeing of communities and the society of Buckinghamshire.  The 
NEP works in partnership with a range of organisations from across the public, private, health and education sectors, 
conservation and community organisations. (See Table below for the NEP Board member organisations). 
Biodiversity and the environment, if recognised, conserved, enhanced and managed in the right way, is critical to 
providing the multiple benefits needed for Buckinghamshire during its period of growth.  Taking into account during 
planning and assessment the environmental assets of Buckinghamshire, and aiming to protect and enhance the 
benefits they provide to us, should affect when, where and how development takes place.  This supports a 
sustainable growth that meets the needs of the environment, our economy and society.  The work of the NEP is 
based on the following themes:  • Partnership development – collective voice and coordinated working 
• Promoting the environment as an economic asset and driver of growth – the NEP aims for a prosperous 
Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes economy supported by, managing and protecting its natural capital. 
• Developing frameworks to support landscape scale projects – we aim for restored and connected habitats across 
the whole county, creating resilient wildlife populations and allowing wildlife to adapt to climate change and other 
pressures.  • Connecting people and nature – highlighting the health and wellbeing benefits of the natural 
environment – aiming for healthier communities enjoying a greater quality of life, health and wellbeing through 
accessing and enjoying their natural environment.  The Government made it clear in the Natural Environment White 
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Paper (NEWP) that it “expects the planning system to deliver homes, businesses, infrastructure and thriving local 
places that the country needs, while protecting and enhancing the natural and historic environment.”   This forms 
the backdrop to the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) and the Government’s ambition to achieve 
ecologically-coherent planning.   The NPPF makes it clear that local authorities should be engaging with Local Nature 
Partnerships:   “planning policies and decisions should be based on up‐to‐date information about the natural 
environment and other characteristics of the area including drawing for example, from the River Basin Management 
Plans… Working with Local Nature Partnerships where appropriate…” (paragraph 165)   “...local planning authorities 
should work collaboratively on strategic planning priorities to enable delivery of sustainable development in 
consultation with Local Enterprise Partnerships and Local Nature Partnerships…” (paragraph 180). 
Duty to Cooperate - The Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) (England) Regulations, as amended by the 
Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) (England) (Amendment) Regulations 2012 to include Local Nature 
Partnerships, place a duty to cooperate on Local Planning Authorities and other public bodies in the preparation of 
Local Plans.  The relevant bodies that are subject to the duty must have regard to the activities of both Local 
Enterprise Partnerships and Local Nature Partnerships, so long as those activities are relevant to local plan making.   
The Planning Practice Guidance, published by the Department for Communities and Local  Government (found here, 
as accessed on 4 Mar 15) emphasises the need to work at the strategic scale on biodiversity issues with Local Nature 
Partnerships, and the important role of Local Nature Partnerships in strategic planning.  Paragraph 06 also states 
that:   “Local Nature Partnerships work strategically to help their local areas manage the natural environment and 
they are encouraged to work at a broader “landscape scale”.  Local planning authorities should seek opportunities to 
work collaboratively with Local Nature Partnerships to deliver a strategic approach to encouraging biodiversity.” 
Paragraph 08 also emphasises strategic-scale working, and notes the need for a Local Planning Authority to work 
with other local planning authorities, with the aim to encourage positive, continuous partnership-working on issues 
that go beyond a single local planning authority’s area:  “The duty to cooperate seeks to ensure that local planning 
authorities lead strategic planning effectively through their Local Plans, addressing social, environmental and 
economic issues that can only be addressed effectively by working with other local planning authorities beyond their 
own administrative boundaries.  For example…river catchments and ecological networks may represent a more 
effective basis on which to plan for housing, transport, infrastructure, flood risk management, climate change 
mitigation and adaptation, and biodiversity”.   The NEP expects all relevant local authorities and other public bodies 
to co-operate with us, and have regard to our responses in line with the above referenced guidance.  For instances 
where the NEP is unable to respond on an individual basis, we have outlined at Appendix 1 the key principles that 
we would expect to underpin local documents and decision-making with respect to the planning of sustainable 
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development.  Our comments respond to the public consultation document's statement that it seeks to gather 
views on the key issues that the joint local plan will need to address, and to help inform the plan vision, 
development strategy and plan objectives. 

Rep1190 
Mrs Janice Lee 

I am of the opinion that Little Chalfont should be removed from the list of principle sites for development.   Between 
2006 & 2014 Little Chalfont has had 307 properties built and approved in Bell Lane and behind Chenies Parade.  
Additionally there have been many smaller developments along the White Lion Road where individual houses and 
bungalows have been demolished with multiple dwellings erected in their place.  This has resulted in serious parking 
problems at the shopping parade in Little Chalfont with queues of cars waiting for a space with consequential traffic 
jams along the Amersham Road.  The welcome provision of one hour’s free parking in the small car park alongside 
the Library has resulted in high use of this area with very few spaces being available at any time during the day.  The 
livelihoods of the essential shop owners e.g. butcher, baker, chemist etc is at risk with residents deciding to shop 
elsewhere as they are unable to find suitable parking spaces.   I am strongly against the declassification of existing 
Green Belt and AONB.   The Chilterns area of AONB is currently one of the highest visited areas in the UK.  Sadly this 
area is already planned for devastation with the forthcoming construction of the HS2 railway which will have no 
benefit for residents of the Chiltern area.  No extra schools, doctors, dentists are included in the plan.  The schools in 
Little Chalfont have already reached their published admission numbers.  Little Chalfont Primary School opened a 
nursery class on 3 September 2015 – this class is already full and oversubscribed. Our present infrastructure cannot 
cope with the additional cars and people that are attempting to use the shops and schools that are currently 
available to them.  Trains to London are already at over-capacity by the time they reach Little Chalfont and 
commuters have to stand in order to travel to work.  London Transport has no plans to increase capacity.  Additional 
housing would put extra strain on already creaking transport system. 

  

Rep1191 
Mr John Harwood 

The amount of housing proposed for Chalfont St Peter will have a detrimental effect on the Village. There will a 
considerable loss of open spaces and green belt land.  There is concern that the developments in the Rickmansworth 
Lane/Brawlings Lane will have the effect of merging Chalfont St peter and Chalfont St Giles.  The increase in 
population will overwhelm medical and educational facilities. There will be a need for a new Primary School and 
another secondary School in South Bucks as Chalfonts Comunuity College will be unable to take as many pupils from 
outside the Village and gerrards Cross.  There is already concern that the Holy Cross Site developments will seriously 
affect drainage and sewerage services in the cnetre of the Village. 
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Rep1192 
Mr James 
Lelyveld 

Question 5: I think the priority should be Option A, with a focus on re-using / developing currently vacant / 
brownfield sites. Then options [C, D, E, J, K] with equal priority. Question 6: I think the focus should be on re-using / 
re-invigorating the existing larger settlements rather than developing on Green field / green belt sites. 
Question 8: Regarding local affordable housing I think the issue is that as soon as it's sold it's price immediately 
increases so any fix is inherantly short term. This is the issue with 'right to buy' - I don't see any obvious solutions 
without enforcing covenants (as to owner profession) on properties or moving back to the way council houses used 
to be provided. Question 10 : I think the council should aim to provide housing for the elderly within the larger 
communities to enable them to be close to facilities and reduce the chace of them becoming isolated. 
Question 13: I think local green spaces are important to residents quality of life and development on them should be 
avoided if at all possible. 

  

Rep1196 
Mr Paul Eaton 

- The proposed development site embraces Blackwell Stubbs Wood, an ancient woodland and a much valued local 
amenity. The wood is also home to a wealth of wild animals and birds.  - The development would result in the 
destruction of open grasslands in the remainder of the site  - The site is within the Green Belt and is in an area of 
Outstanding Natural Beauty. - Currently there are no access routes to the site. Should the development go ahead it 
would be necessary to build roads to join with the existing lanes. These are already under pressure and increased 
vehicle traffic would cause damage to the environment and increase congestion. 

  

Rep1197 
Mr Ian Hamilton 

I write to you as someone who was born and raised in Little Chalfont. My brother and his family now live there, and 
my parents still live in the same house I grew up in, so I am fortunate to still be able to call Little Chalfont "home". 
For the past four years I have lived in Dubai. We live 200 metres away from a low-key public beach. At least, it WAS 
a beach when we moved here. Now it is closed for ‘development’. In its place will be houses, apartments, lifestyle 
amenities and food and beverage outlets. Alongside many others I used to be able to enjoy a uniquely Middle 
Eastern landscape a few steps from my door, but now it will be gone forever.  There are few planning laws in Dubai, 
so construction and development in sympathy with the surroundings and desires of the current residents is not a 
feature here. It is a young country and the rush to develop means intangible benefits are often ignored. If something 
can’t be quantified in a simple cost-benefit analysis it is overlooked. As a result, by the time the authorities realise 
what they have lost it will be too late. It is surprising and shocking that Little Chalfont seems to be facing a similar 
threat. What a shame if two starkly different residential areas in this world of ours – one in the Middle East desert, 
and one in beautiful English green belt countryside – end up looking almost identical. What a shame if I have to tell 
my children, “I used to be able to enjoy a uniquely English landscape a few steps from my door, but now it is gone 
forever”.  I urge you to consider the intangible benefits that will be lost forever if development is allowed on green 
belt land surrounding Little Chalfont. I would be happy to show you some consequences of such a policy any time 
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you are in Dubai.  Dubai is often considered a soulless place. If the proposed development goes ahead it seems that 
Little Chalfont will be too. 

Rep1198 
Mrs Ailsa 
McLaughlin 

I recognise the need for more housing over the next 20 years as the general population increases.  However before 
greenfield sites are considered for development I expect every effort has been made to use existing built up areas 
and brownfield sites.  In addition it is critical that any proposed development does not reduce the provision of land 
for sporting facilities, particularly for children.  This is particularly true in these times of increasing obesity and falling 
fitness levels in our young people.  In fact, if the population of Beaconsfield is to grow, then I would expect these 
facilities to be increased in number, size and quality.  I am a resident of Beaconsfield and a mother of a son who 
plays at Beaconsfield Holtspur FC and Beaconsfield Cricket Club.  Myself and my husband also help in the running of 
the cricket club and see first-hand the benefit local children get from playing team sports that enhance their physical 
fitness, team spirit and social interaction.  I am therefore concerned at the proposal (Appendix 2) that proposes 
redesignation of greenbelt land that covers Beaconsfield FC's pitches at Wilton Park, Beaconsfield Rugby Clubs 
grounds on the Hall Barn Estate and Beaconsfield Cricket Club's ground.  These areas must be protected and 
enhanced for the benefit of the existing and growing community.  Similarly the proposal in Appendix 5 to extend 
land for business use to cover Beaconsfield SYCOB's pitches at Holloway Pak (which are also used by Beaconsfield 
Holtspur FC) would also be inappropriate. If green belt land is to be redesignated it must be done in a way that 
protects and enhances the sporting facilities that are available to the community as a whole and young people in 
particular. 

  

Rep1199 
Mr Amarjit 
Dhaliwal 

Whilst many elements withing the plan affecting or cataloguing issues are well defined there are a couple of areas 
that have not been addressed properly. Firstly, Mention has been made of the poor state of roads and pavements in 
the Richings Park area but there are no plans put forward to improve them.  Secondly, the provision of bus links in 
the Richings Park area is extemely poor. Only a single service (the 583) exists today and the timetable is unsuitable 
for commuting.  The operating times for this service need to be expanded and additional services introduced (e.g. a 
link into Heathrow).  There has been significant change in the population of Richings Park in the last 15 years or so 
and the profile includes many more younger people and families that would benefit from bus services. 
This would also allow the number of car journeys to be reduced as people would have an alternative to reach 
shopping areas in Slough & Uxbridge as well as commute for work at Heathrow or connections from Uxbridge. 
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Rep1201 
 Robert & 
Alexandra Ashton 

We wish respond to the recently released Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan and strongly object to one of the 
proposed build area extensions.  Page 13, Option 3 and Appendix 2 refer to possible "Build area extension(s) to the 
principal settlements of Chesham, Amersham, Little Chalfont, Beaconsfield, Chalfont St Peter, Gerrards Cross and 
Turnham".  Question 6 asks: Do you have comments on individual options generally or specific settlements/site 
options that could be part of these options?".   We live on Stubbs Wood, which is directly adjacent to one of the 
Amersham Green Belts in question (Blackwell Stubbs) and vehemently oppose its consideration for development.   
We have recently moved to Amersham from a very built up area of SW London and the beautiful woods backing 
onto our road was one of the principle reasons for choosing to move here.  The ability to connect directly from a 
suburban area to the the Chess Valley Walk and other public footpaths is of huge benefit to local residents and 
visitors who come to enjoy the natural beauty the area has to offer.  We have small children and regularly make use 
of these woods for walking, wildlife spotting, Easter egg hunts, picnics and all manner of recreational activities, 
teaching our children our love of nature and how to care for it.  We frequently enjoy visits to our garden from 
families of muntjac deer (6 in one day this week alone) and foxes.  There is an active badger sett near to the bottom 
of our garden and badgers visit our garden at all times of year, and there are other active setts in these woods, 
making it strongly unsuitable for development and disruption of their habitat. In addition, the woods are habitat for 
a huge variety of birds, including woodpeckers, owls, jays and the endangered red kite, as well as numerous small 
birds such as bullfinches, dunnocks and nuthatches, as I observe from my kitchen window daily.  Blackwell Stubbs is 
used extremely regularly by dog walkers, ramblers (including organised walking groups who come here specifically 
because of the beauty of the area) and most importantly, local families and would be a considerable loss to the local 
community. This is an area of outstanding beauty and the grasslands are also designated as a site of Special 
Scientific Interest (SSI) due to the variety of flora and fauna contained therein.   It would be of huge detriment to 
both human amenity and local wildlife to destroy these woods for development purposes.  In addition to these 
concerns, the site is patently unsuitable and uneconomic for housing development. The steep valley and difficult 
access would make construction and drainage both complicated and expensive and would involve compulsory 
purchase of farmland and the creation of new roads and infrastructure in a very rural and therefore unsuitable 
environment.  As you can see, we have very clear views as to the inappropriateness of this Green Belt area being 
considered for build extension, in contravention of government policy, and would strongly oppose any further 
exploration of this as an option.  We have discussed with neighbours and other local families and fail to find anyone 
in support of this particular area being considered for development.  We would welcome the opportunity to discuss 
our objections further if need be. 
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Rep1202 
Mrs Monica 
Diamond 

Questions 1 - 4  - My observations are due to over increased population in the South of England we find ourselves 
with  the problems of insufficient housing, parking, in general adequate infrastructure. Questions 5, 6  -  Option A- 
Agreeable .  B, C, E & F -  I would hope that the SBDC planners have looked at the quality of agricultural land before 
making decisions.  Option G - Great care should be taken to establish where new boundaries start and finish.  Design 
standards to be aesthetically pleasing.  If this was adhered to Options H, I and J could be acceptable. Option K - 
Commercial space is feasible provided the use of empty office space is included in the equation. i)  The proposed 
agricultural land seen from Fulmer Road down to the M40 has a nice rural view with grazing sheep.  To encroach on 
this land for housing will create problems of pollution and high level of noise.  Most of the houses in the surrounding 
areas in Fulmer Drive were compensated for noise pollution when the M40 was built.   ii) & iii) -Development to the 
west of Gerrards Cross indicates building on new terrain and adding the potential to the east from Beaconsfield will 
erode the green areas between the two towns therefore linking the built up areas.  The same potential is seen 
happening to Farnham and Stoke Poges.  The identies of these individual towns will eventually be lost.    The housing 
development suggested to the North East of Chalfont St Peter would require immense infrastructure to include re-
designing and re-building roads Questions 7,8,9, 12, 14 - No comment Question 10 - There are an increased number 
of elderly people in the area, therefore consideration for sheltered accommodation near shops, doctors and public 
transport is of concern. Question 11 - The house and grounds of Bulstrode Park should be secured as a Heritage site 
and so should The Roman Camp.  Question 15 - It is clear that your Design Policy has not been adhered to.  All the 
new buildings in the Gerrards Cross area are huge square boxes filling the entire plots. No account has been taken to 
character, scale, height, landscaping and density.  Questions 16, 17 - No further comment 

  

Rep1203 
Mr Mark Richards 

I am a resident of Beaconsfield, I am a player, coach and supporter at Beaconsfield Rugby Club having been involved 
across all aspects and levels of the club.  One of the primary functions of green belt land is "to provide opportunities 
for outdoor sport and recreation".   Beaconsfield Rugby Club is one of the most successful clubs in Bucks providing 
one of the largest Mini and Junior rugby sections in the country and a senior section that I believe is a credit to the 
town.  It has been brought to my attention that as part of this consultation process the area of green belt land that 
is currently in use by Beaconsfield Rugby Club would be at risk.  I would like to strenuously oppose any re-zoning / 
redevelopment of the land currently in use by the club. When you consider the current development plans for the 
Wilton park site and the housing etc. surely this will provide the level of housing and affordable housing required in 
the Beaconsfield area, if not then could these plans not be revisited to look at where more houses be added? 
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Rep1204 
Mr Shaun Jones 

Little Chalfont is a small village that has already had it's fair share of developments over the last few years (Sawmills 
& behind Chenies parade). Part of the beauty of the village is the surrounding green belt land and Chiltern AONB 
that would be irreversibly damaged by the proposed developments. I understand the requirement for additional 
housing and employment, but not at the expensive of green spaces. The proposed development areas will 
effectively double the size of the village and put further pressure on already stretched  local services (schools, 
healthcare, infrastructure and utilities).  The green belt was created for a good reason and should be kept as green 
spaces and respect the AONB surrounding the village.  Nearly 300 new homes have been built in the village and the 
last few years and local services are struggling to cope with this influx of new families. The local roads cannot cope 
with the current traffic flow or parking and the planned developments will only add to this. Most people moving to 
the village are looking to escape the expanding metropolis of London and this plan, along with other areas plans for 
development will look to expand the urban sprawl to beyond Aylesbury!!!  This plan is not right for the village, the 
local area or the Chilterns. 

 The Local Plan will need to 
identify sustainable 
development options to meet 
needs taking into account the 
scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements.   

Rep1205 
Mrs Elena 
Naydenova 

Please preserve our environment for the future generations. As a local resident  I say "NO" to Green Belt Land Local 
Plan to be processed. 
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Rep1206 
Mr Trevor Gent 

I am writing in response to the request for comments about the local plan for Chalfont St Peter. I fully support the 
submissions from SENSE for CSP and also the Parish Council.   I found the document too complex to respond item by 
item so am submitting a general response.  The main concern is the proposal to convert great swathes of green belt, 
in order to protect our heritage and the area of outstanding natural beauty this green belt needs to be remain as 
classified. This applies to all the shaded areas but particularly for me on the NSE site and adjacent land to allow 
building (38a).   As a very local resident for over 20 years this is something we have had to fight against before and is 
something we must do again as it is totally inappropriate for the area. The recent development of a retirement 
village and care home are far more in keeping and have widely been accepted by the residents so that maybe the 
way to go for the site rather than build a load of new houses on green belt and open farm land and woodland!   
Why does it seem the council are committed to turning our historic doomsday village into a massive town with 
commercial development area along the A413 not in keeping with the area and which are not needed? Many 
already there remain unoccupied and unused.  The proposed housing numbers are flawed also. They have not been 
adjusted to allow for the planning permission already given for the Holy Cross site and Newland Park House and 
surrounding area for about 600 new homes in the previous plan, which very few, if any local residents wanted.   The 
transport links are not good enough to support the building of the proposed number of homes, not to mention the 
infrastructure of services, especially sewage.  The traffic problems at peak times with current housing density 
already exist and this will only get worse should the area become more densely populated. I can see my road being 
used much more as a rat run which would not be good for resident safety.  Judging by the huge turnout at the 
information meeting I attended arranged by SENSE for CSP and the Parish Council there will be many other voicing 
concern over the extent of the proposals.  We cannot afford to lose all the local amenities in the proposed build 
areas, such as football and cricket pitches, council offices, scout building, allotments, centenary gardens, woods and 
parkland… the list goes on and on. Having already lost amenities which could have been used in the Holy Cross 
development. The perfect place for a relocation of the Church Of England School.  Retain the village as a village and 
do not build beyond exiting boundaries. Do not make the mistake of past councils in destroying the heart of the 
village. What a great shame when the pond and cottages (like Chalfont St Giles still have) were ripped out in the 70’s 
to create a concrete monstrosity!   More vulnerable residents of the area who may not be able to respond to these 
proposal plans (such as residents of the NSE site) may not have a voice but must be protected and looked after. This 
particular site also provides existing employment opportunities, especially now the care home is open too.  Please 
keep our village as a village, the infrastructure is not there to continue to expand and expand. 

 The Local Plan will need to 
identify sustainable 
development options to meet 
needs taking into account the 
scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements.   
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Rep1207 
Mr Owen Edis 
Acting Chairman 
Chorleywood 
Residents 
Association 

Chorleywood Residents’ Association , representing the residents of Chorleywood Parish, wishes to object to the 
conclusions of the Chiltern District Council, that the village of Little Chalfont be classified as a “main settlement for 
growth” and that adjoining areas of Green Belt land encroaching upon Chorleywood should , therefore, be 
considered for release for housing and employment development.   Our primary objection to any 
housing/employment development on these identified areas of land relates to land designated as Green Belt and/or 
Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty.  It is our contention that any development thereon would be in contravention 
of local and national planning policy. Green Belt land was specifically created to prevent urban sprawl and should 
not be treated as a repository of reserve building land, particularly when it will inevitably affect people living close to 
but outside the Chiltern boundary.  Much of the designated land is unspoiled open countryside which forms a buffer 
between Little Chalfont and Chorleywood ,  is enjoyed by people living in the surrounding area and creates the 
unique village character of the two communities.   We also believe that, apart from the inevitable impact on the 
infrastructure of Little Chalfont, the local area would be affected well beyond the village boundaries. Pleasant 
country lanes would be widened and the A404 would suffer a massive increase in traffic causing even greater 
bottlenecks between St Clement Dane School and the M25. This must be detrimental to the carbon footprint  that 
we should be attempting to reduce.  Implementation of the proposals in the plan would be an act of ecological 
vandalism and we urge the authors to take heed of the public condemnation and reconsider. 

  

Rep1208 
Mr Igor Naydenov 

I'm sure problems of housing, employment and business needs should be developed without making harm to the 
nature. Please save the environment. Think for future.  I'm against Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan to process 
business problems on behalf of the environment. I say "NO" to Green Belt Local Plan. 
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Rep1209 
Mrs Jane Moss 

The fundamental aim of the Green Belt is to prevent urban sprawl by keeping land permanently open. In this way 
unrestricted sprawl of built up areas is prevented, neighbouring towns do not merge into one another, the 
countryside is protected from encroachment and the use of "brown field" sites for urban regeneration is 
encouraged.  It is recognised, however, that with an expanding population there is a need for more housing, 
particularly in the south east of England. Housing on its own is not enough. There also has to be the additional 
infrastructure to support it: drainage and sewage, road and rail links, schools, hospitals and care homes all of which 
attract more people to the area. A vicious circle: more housing creates more infrastructure requirements creates an 
even greater housing demand……    The pressure on open and rural spaces is even greater in an area of increasing 
population. Open spaces in built-up areas have a calming effect on people and should be actively encouraged. These 
spaces allow people to relax in an informal way without the need to join clubs, societies and leisure centres. Such 
relaxation promotes the overall well-being of people and reduces the need for medical and social care with its 
associated costs and issues.  Considerations specific for Gerrards Cross - Gerrards Cross is a highly desirable place to 
live. It has good rail links to London and Birmingham and access to both the M25 and M40 are close by. The housing 
stock is desirable with most houses being situated in pleasant, tranquil, leafy roads. There are several good schools 
and the larger towns of Uxbridge, Slough and High Wycombe are in close proximity. It provides a good mix of town 
and country living.  It is, therefore, imperative that the Green Belt is preserved to ensure the nature of the area.  The 
need for additional commercial property in Gerrards Cross is questioned. Currently several existing offices in the 
centre of the town are being converted or redeveloped to provide domestic accommodation. The new offices built 
on the site of British Aluminium in Chalfont Park and those alongside the A413 in Chalfont St Peter are largely 
unoccupied. Specific Considerations -   1. Parcels 57a: Site bounded to the east by the A413 and to the west by 
Lower Road.  This site was first included in the Metropolitan Green Belt in 1988. It is generally wooded with some 
open grassland and scrub. It is rising land and visible from a number of public vantage points including public 
footpaths, highways, a golf course, lake and picnic site. The wooded areas provide an effective screen for the urban 
areas when viewed from the east. The site provides a buffer to check the encroachment of urban areas into the 
surrounding countryside and prevents the coalescence with other settlements to the east.  The suggested proposal 
to remove Greeen Belt status from this site (57a) and to allow commercial development would:    1. result in an 
undesirable change in the appearance of the locality to the detriment of its character.   2. introduce urban land use 
into the rural nature of the Colne Valley Park within which the site lies and would, therefore, be contrary to 
objectives 1 and 2 of the Colne Valley Park (to maintain and enhance the landscape and to safeguard the 
countryside).    3. involve a significant loss of mature trees which are protected by Tree Preservation Orders (TPO) 
and result in a visual intrusion into an attractive rural area.   4. remove valuable habitats for bird and other wildlife, 

 The Local Plan will need to plan 
to meet employment needs 
over the Plan period to 2036. 
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including bats and hedgehogs.    5. have a detrimental effect on the amenities of the occupants of the residential 
properties on Lower Road and the many ramblers who use Lower Road. The increased level of noise and general 
disturbance would have a negative effect on the present tranquil, rural character of the area.     6. represent 
an intrusive and prominent feature of the area.       7. result in an increase in traffic in an area in which the A413 is 
a notorious accident black spot and Lower Road a quiet country road approximately 5.8m wide with no footpath.    
Parcel 57B: Site bounded to the west by the A413 and to the east and north by the River Misbourne, Chalfont Park.    
The formal design of Chalfont Park was originally created by Capability Brown in 1760. A lake was formed in 1794 
together with the construction of a boathouse and icehouse. Chalfont Park underwent changes again in 1836 when 
a cricket pitch was introduced. Gerrards Cross Golf Club now occupies part of the Park.   The suggested proposal to 
remove Green Belt status from this site (57b) and to allow commercial development would:   1. destroy historic 
English parkland.     2. create additional commercial properties when occupation of the newly developed British 
Aluminium site is less than anticipated.  3. allow development in the flood plain of the River Misbourne; the 
south eastern area of the site being particularly prone to flooding.  4. remove an amenity (Gerrards Cross Golf 
Club) from the area.  It is concluded therefore that Parcels 57a and 57b play a vital role in the community and the 
Green Belt status for these sites should be maintained and should not be taken forward for consideration in the 
Joint Local Plan for the Chiltern and South Buckinhamshire District Councils. 
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Rep1210 
Mr Peter Baxter 

My comments particularly relate to the area around the villages of Farnham Common and Farnham Royal.   It seems 
from the calculation for required housing numbers that only planned development has been included and not the 
speculative development where in this area a large quantity of single dwellings are being replaced with multiple 
dwellings on the same land. This in effect reduces the number of planned dwellings required under the plan.   The 
plan itself suggests that to satisfy housing requirements, there is no need to consider any development on green 
belt/green field sites until at least 2026. Any considered developments of areas like Farnham Park or other green 
belt/green field sites would be devastatingly detrimental to the area as this open space achieves exactly what it was 
intended to do by preventing urban sprawl and providing an open space for sports, walks and the ability to  escape 
from the terrors of the A355 for one or two days of the week.   The area in the immediate vicinity of Burnham 
Beeches (say at least a half mile) should be preserved without development to preserve the natural habitat, the 
general environment and minimise the dramatic and deadly effects of the extremely poor air quality produced by 
Heathrow Airport, the A355 and being sandwiched between the M40 and the M4.  Many brownfield sites already 
exist which could provide quality housing Allards farm on Crown Lane which is currently an eyesore and part of the 
Wyevale site in Crown Lane which is due to be sold off.    The other area which could be considered for a small 
quality development of housing is a section immediately close to the M40 service station which has already been 
destroyed by what I believe everyone in the area agrees was an unfortunate, unwanted and remains a totally flawed 
development. This would enable immediate access for residents onto the M40 and at the same time the flawed 
development of the service station could easily be corrected by only providing access and egress onto the M40 and 
not the A355.   How parents walk their children to school along the extremely dangerous A355 without being sucked 
into the slipstream of huge trucks passing inches away, remains a miracle. Anything less than certifying this road as 
being totally unfit for purpose and unsafe at the very least, falls into the category gross negligence by those 
responsible. As we have seen in the past, on this terrible section of road, another death will occur and it will 
probably and unfortunately take that to spur those responsible into action.  The Highways Authority have already 
made clear that no further development should take place that requires access directly to and from the A355. 

The councils consider that 
options in the Green Belt need 
to be considered in addition to 
the opportunities that are 
available on brownfield sites. 
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Rep1211 
Dr Nicholas 
Wayth 

In respect of the current plans for review in the Little Chalfont area I would like to raise the following concerns:  1) 
Whilst recognising the need to additional housing, this needs to be done in lock-step with public services.  For 
example, the catchment area for Little Chalfont Primary School was only around 1/4 mile of last year.  We live about 
0.75 miles away meaning that our son has to travel to Chenies school.  Any increase in housing needs to be matched 
be in-catchment school places, which would almost certainly require a new school or doubling or an existing school's 
capacity.    2) The scale of the proposed plans for review are out of scale with the size of Little Chalfont and would 
completely change its very nature of a village to a town (without the benefits of the facilities of a town such as 
supermarket, leisure centre etc.).   3) The proposed plans would permanently destroy some of the beautiful 
countryside views, including some areas within or adjacent to the Chiltern AONB.    4) Transportation considerations 
would need to be considered in coordination with Chiltern Railways, TFL and other transport bodies as most trains 
are at or approaching seating capacity from Chalfont and Latimer. 

  

Rep1212 
Mr Michael 
Robinson 

Q1. The employment areas of search are generally closer to London than the housing areas, which will only 
exacerbate the traffic problems in the rush hour. This will be a particular problem on the A413 towards Gerrards 
Cross and A40 towards Denham. It would make more sense to encourage flows in the opposite direction by 
selecting employment areas generally further from London than housing.  What coordination is there with the 
highway authorities and what commitment from them to make the necessary trunk road and junction 
improvements? Q2. Approximately half the area proposed for housing at Farnham Common is currently used for 
sports fields and would not be available.  The area south of Stoke Poges is currently prone to flooding. Housing 
would further reduce the natural drainage, increasing the frequency of flooding. Housing would suffer greater 
financial damage from the flooding. It might be necessary to reserve some part of this area for run-off pools. 
Q3. The area to the north of Stoke Poges, between Gerrards Cross Road and Rogers Lane, is currently untended 
private land which would be suitable for housing. Q4. Agreed. Highway infrastructure improvement is critical. 
Q5. The original purpose of the Green Belt was to prevent ribbon development, not to prevent all development. 
With that in mind consider housing options, in order, A, H, C, B, J, I, E, D, G, F. Also consider employment options, in 
order, K(i), K(ii), K(iv), K(iii), K(V), K(vi). Q6. See q1: Try do develop such that additional peak traffic is in the opposite 
direction to current peak traffic.  Q7. The councils need to be very clear that they are in control of planning in their 
area. Slough council has recently used its school and sports land for housing, and denied planning permission for 
schools and private sports clubs. This has caused the organisations to move to South Bucks, even without planning 
permission. The councils need to fight this more aggressively to regain control over their own plans. Q8. The area is 
crying out for better options for the elderly. Many disabled elderly residents still live in large houses which would 
more suitably be occupied by young families. They need a facility offering progressive levels of care, from self-
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catering bungalows through flats with restaurant(s) to full nursing care. These should all be supervised, with 
facilities such as a library, appropriate recreation and good transport. For each individual or couple moving in a 
family home would be freed up. The councils should work with Social Services to actively encourage such facilities. 
Q9. No comment. Q10. See answer to q8. The need would best be served by large comprehensive centres, not just 
small-scale developments in new housing areas. Florida is well experienced with this - see Jacaranda Trace for an 
example (http://www.jacarandatrace.com). Q11. There is too much NIMBYism in the area. There are too many 
listed buildings and conservation areas. By all means designate significant sites and buildings of unique character, 
but do not make entire areas continue to live in the 20th century. Q12. No. Q13. All new housing areas should 
include appropriate recreation spaces. Q14. No. Q15. For Specialist Elderly Person Accommodation: the need is not 
just care homes, but larger scale retirement centres as described in the answers to q8 & q10. Q16. It is essential to 
get commitment to appropriate highway infrastructure appropriate to the increased occupation of the area. 
As mentioned in q2, there are specific drainiage issues where housing is proposed on flood-prone land. Q17. The 
plan needs to be robust enough that it can no longer be subverted by neighbouring councils in the way that Slough 
currently does. 

Rep1213 
Miss Jeanne 
Lawrence 

I do not agree that the site of Wicks Garage, Rignall Road, Gt.Missenden should be made available for residential 
development, this garage is part of our community and the service and work carried out is second to none, other 
garages are quite a distance to travel, and do not offer the good service that I and many others receive from them, I 
know because I have used other larger garages in the past, and none are upto the same standard as Wicks Garage. 

  

http://www.jacarandatrace.com/
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Rep1214 
Mr Ian Skeldon 

I don't think the questions in your draft document necessarily assist in providing a reasoned response therefore my 
comments are in free format, referring to your specific questions where appropriate;    - Whilst there is a clear need 
for additional development in Chilterns and South Bucks, there is a very clear disparity between the amount of land 
proposed for testing in Chilterns and that in S Bucks. Furthermore, there is massive divergence between land 
proposed for release in the southern parts of South Bucks, giving the very distinct impression that Iver, Iver Heath 
and Wexham / Middle Green is under attack, both from S Bucks District Council and from Slough.    - The proposed 
impact on Wexham - which I am restricting my comments to - is absolutely transformational, in that the existing 
primarily extended semi-rural developments of George Green, Middle Green and the area surrounding Church Road 
will, if your plan / testing comes to fruition, be completely surrounded and absorbed, effectively, into Slough. 
Consequently;-  1 - What is the rationale for proposing to surround Wexham in such a way? None of the other areas 
proposed for development are anywhere near as impacted as Wexham will be. Where are the rationale statements 
that set out why the proposed areas are so significant?   2 -  George Green and the bulk of Wexham are residential 
settlements located in the Green Belt. CPRE advise 'The National Planning Policy Framework (1) and the 2015 
Conservative Manifesto (2) stated clearly that Ministers attach great importance to the Green Belt and will maintain 
existing levels of protection. In March 2015, the Prime Minister declared that protecting the Green Belt is 
‘paramount’. Your 'plan', or 'testing' is diametrically at odds with the Prime Minister's statement and also not in line 
with National Planning Policy Framework which states, with regard to the Green Belt;-  'Protecting Green Belt land.  
79 -The Government attaches great importance to Green Belts. The fundamental aim of Green Belt policy is to 
prevent urban sprawl by keeping land permanently open; the essential characteristics of Green Belts are their 
openness and their permanence.   80. Green Belt serves five purposes.    81. Once Green Belts have been defined, 
local planning authorities should plan positively to enhance the beneficial use of the Green Belt, such as looking for 
opportunities to provide access; to provide opportunities for outdoor sport and recreation; to retain and enhance 
landscapes, visual amenity and biodiversity; or to improve damaged and derelict land.   82. The general extent of 
Green Belts across the country is already established. New Green Belts should only be established in exceptional 
circumstances, for example when planning for larger scale development such as new settlements or major urban 
extensions. If proposing a new Green Belt, local planning authorities should: ● demonstrate why normal planning 
and development management policies would not be adequate; ● set out whether any major changes in 
circumstances have made the adoption of this exceptional measure necessary; ● show what the consequences of 
the proposal would be for sustainable development; ● demonstrate the necessity for the Green Belt and its 
consistency with Local Plans for adjoining areas; and ● show how the Green Belt would meet the other objectives of 
the Framework.   83. Local planning authorities with Green Belts in their area should establish Green Belt boundaries 
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in their Local Plans which set the framework for Green Belt and settlement policy. Once established, Green Belt 
boundaries should only be altered in exceptional circumstances, through the preparation or review of the Local 
Plan. At that time, authorities should consider the Green 20 | National Planning Policy Framework Belt boundaries 
having regard to their intended permanence in the long term, so that they should be capable of enduring beyond 
the plan period'.   - It can be seen that your proposed plan or 'testing' will immediately destroy the Green Belt 
(contrary to NPPF) and immediately facilitate urban sprawl (also contrary to NPPF) in that the current Bretts 
Aggregate site on the A412 (going into Slough) is proposed to be designated for housing on completion of the 
current gravel extraction, together with the land currently in use by Tarmac behind Church Road and Grangewood, 
together with the land south of George Green which would seem to then join up with Rochford Gardens (in Slough), 
providing joined up housing development across the town of Slough and the current semi-rural George Green 
settlement. This also effectively joins two separate counties together.    - Consequently your plan actually facilitates 
urban sprawl (contrary to NPPF) and your consultation document does not set out (1) why your councils consider 
this to be supportable in planning terms, (2) why you consider this to be equitable and (3) why this is considered to 
be 'reasonable' in terms of a land development outcome for the residents of Wexham.  Additionally;-   - The areas 
proposed for testing include the following;-  1) - Land that is under excavation by Bretts for gravel extraction that 
will take a number of years to remove, with subsequent infill (presumably with inert waste) that will take time to 
settle. It is believed that this is likely to take 10-15 years to conclude, ruling this towards the very end of your plan. 
2) - The current Tarmac site behind Grangewood was originally due to shut on 31/12/2004. There have been 
numerous planning applications to extend the life of this pit (approved by Bucks County), with the ultimate outcome 
being that the area would be returned to farmland following a detailed restoration plan. Wexham Parish Council and 
its parishoners have accepted this on the clear understanding that the land would be restored as far as possible 
(although not to the original quality of agricultural land prior to extraction) so that the land would remain green 
belt. The consultation document / test seeks to renege on this agreement.   3) - Much of the land highlighted within 
the test around Middle Green is either owned by Bretts already for future gravel extraction (as part of the County 
Minerals & Gravel Extraction plan) or on which they hold purchase options. This does not appear to have been taken 
into account.   4) - Similarly, of the land proposed in the Middle Green test area, it is understood that c 50% of this 
land falls within the Colne Valley Park. If the land is developed as currently falling for testing, this would result in a 
significant loss of public amenity.  5) - The land proposed for testing to the east of George Green / into Middle Green 
lies adjacent to the historic parkland of Langley Park with the listed building Langley Park House. The Tarmac land to 
the north lies adjacent to Black Park Country Park, also impacting public amenity.  6) - Much of the land included in 
your testing areas is subject to groundwater flooding. The area has flooded at least 3 times in the last 25 years and 
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your own SBDC flood map (figure 09) highlights the extent of this. Much of the land is subject to a high water table 
and at this point the impact of the Bretts excavations at the new gravel pit have not been quantified. Additionally, 
there is already in place a flood alleviation scheme at the rear of Grangewood (as implemented by Tarmac) that 
appears to have resolved the flooding in Grangewood / Wexham Woods. However, any significant amount of new 
building works would result in the potential for additional flooding and this does seem to have been taken into 
account.  7) - It is difficult to see how the scoring by Arup of areas 81 and 88 can be correct. Both of these areas 
score as 3/5, whereas it seems very clear that the current green belt provides the protection exactly required / as 
would be expected under the 5 tests set out in NPPF. Consequently it is really difficult to see why these two areas do 
not score higher than a 3 - are you sure that the scoring methodology used by Arup is correct, as this seems to be a 
desktop assessment rather than someone with detailed local knowledge?    - Section 11 of NPPF (Conserving and 
Enhancing the Natural Environment) 'expects that the planning system should contribute to and enhance the 
natural and local environment by:     • protecting and enhancing valued landscapes, geological conservation 
interests and soils;    • recognising the wider benefits of ecosystem services;   • minimising impacts on biodiversity 
and providing net gains in biodiversity where possible, contributing to the Government’s commitment to halt the 
overall decline in biodiversity, including by establishing coherent ecological networks that are more resilient to 
current and future pressures; • preventing both new and existing development from contributing to or being put at 
unacceptable risk from, or being adversely affected by unacceptable levels of soil, air, water or noise pollution or 
land instability; and   • remediating and mitigating despoiled, degraded, derelict, contaminated and unstable land, 
where appropriate.   110  In preparing plans to meet development needs, the aim should be to minimise pollution 
and other adverse effects on the local and natural environment. Plans should allocate land with the least 
environmental or amenity value, where consistent with other policies in this Framework'.   - Your proposed testing 
areas result in a contrary position in that the amount of pollution must increase - both during any build phase and 
latterly from the additional developed housing through heating emissions / car pollution etc. Consequently your 
plan does not appear to fit within NPPF criteria.   - The proposed green belt land is mostly grass and farmland or land 
under remediation (Tarmac site) which currently provides a wide variety of widelife (birds of prey / mammals / bats 
/ badgers) and consequently the development of such sites would destroy the ecosystem that currently exists.  
Infrastructure (your question 16)  - Bucks lacks a cogent infrastructure plan in that public transport is sporadic across 
Wexham. The proposed tests in its current form provides no commentary on how the significant number of 
proposed homes will be provided for by way of infrastructure. What are the proposals for 1) public transport 
enhancement 2) doctors and dentists 3) additional schooling?   - Church Road is clogged with traffic at peak times 
already, especially with parents dropping off children at Wexham Secondary School. Additionally, Middle Green and 
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Middle Green Road are minor roads (in very poor condition) yet it is proposed these will become feeder roads for 
new property development. These roads are barely serviceable for cars and full of potholes - it is far from clear how 
such infrastructure upgrade would accommodate additional vehicle movements plus provide enhanced access for 
vehicles involved in the actual development. Whilst it is accepted that an application for infrastructure support to 
Central Government could be made, it is far from clear that such a request would be successful, leaving the area 
exposed to the existing inadequate infrastructure network but with a much greater level of housing or other 
development. Elderly accommodation needs (your question 10)  - There is no definition or commentary around how 
this might be provided - SBDC should be aware of  planning approved for the development at the former Harvey 
House site in George Green (elderly accommodation), allowing this to be closed down and converted into social 
housing in its entirety. That being the case, are the Social Housing providers actively looking to address the needs of 
elderly residents? - Social Housing (your question 8)  - As it stands, this looks like a real issue. Looking at your 
proposed test areas, including the likes of Beaconsfield, Gerrards Cross, Chalfonts, where does Chiltern and SBDC 
intend to centre the proposed social housing allocation? What guarantees can you / will you provide that any such 
social housing will be split acceptably across all areas? Given the potential development for Wexham, a cynical view 
might be that the intention would be to centre all / most of any such social housing on Wexham / Iver areas, which 
would no doubt appease Slough. It is difficult to see material social housing development happening in Beaconsfield 
and Gerrards Cross. Alternatives  - Your test areas only seem to deal with the proposed release of land from the 
green belt. What alternatives have you considered, ie reuse of brownfield sites (which should be the first criteria for 
future development?) and why is this not included in the consultation document? How many of the required homes 
could be built on brownfield sites across Chilterns and S Bucks?  

Rep1215 
Mr David Coode 

PARCEL 57a    . The area should be retained as part of the Greenbelt .  . Woodland provides significant noise 
protection from A 413 for much of the developed eastern edge of GX .  . Woodland includes some major trees with 
TPO s attached .  . Road access to site for possible employment opportunities is limited and dangerous . ( Ref Baptist 
Church Planning application from approx. 20- 25 years ago ) .  . Woodland provides unique and valuable habitat for 
varied bird life and other wildlife .  . This proposed “ employment area of search “ is poorly served by public 
transport and is far from proposed areas for significant residential development .  . A 413 and the woodland 
provides an appropriate and long standing natural boundary for this developed  area of GX . 
 PARCEL 57b  . Any future proposals for this parcel MUST fully protect the existing Gerrards Cross Golf Club course 
and related facilities .  . Occupation levels for the office developments of recent years have been lower than 
expected .  . Much of this area is in the potential flood plain of the River Misbourne .  . Limited potential as an  “ 
employment area of search “ without destroying greenbelt feel of this parcel .  . Again this proposed  “ employment 
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area of search “ is poorly served by public transport and is far from proposed areas for significant residential 
development . 

Rep1216 
Mrs Elaine Hoare 

This is a project of great importance for the future of the area and the next generations. I think the overall picture 
should be considered including neighbouring counties.  Relationships with Berkshire and London are mentioned , 
but says there is no significant  market relationship with Hertfordshire. On what evidence? Chorleywood for 
example is half in Bucks and half in Herts!.    I would like to know the sources of your figures for future housing; 
National Statistics office?  Practical public accessability between towns is most important. Infrastructure planning is 
vital to the whole area and should not be piecemeal. This means the key facilities: drainage,water, energy supplies, 
schools, medical centres affordable housing for key workers should be planned at the beginning and not as an 
afterthought. Q1. There is no means of judging whether the total number of houses that Bucks has to provide is 
correct. Currently, outside influences such as immigration policy and regional development plans over the next 20 
years could change this significantly. Q2. THe site marked in Appedix 4 in CSG is not "built up". Q3. There may be 
infill areasin "built up areas" in the village. Q4. I agree with the approach which protects the Green Belt and ANOB. 
Q5. I agree that all options listed should be considered. Q6 The extension to CSG in Appendix 4 is totally 
inappropriate as it is in the Environmental Agency designated flood plain, it is Green Belt and ANOB.  (This also 
applies to the plans along the River Misbourne).  This area is alongside the Chiltern Way public footpath to 
Amersham, much used be ressidents and visitors.  The proposed development of Newlands Park will add a 
significant load to the infrastructure requirements of the village. Q7.Expansion in Aylesbury  Vale will reduce the 
load on other parts of Bucks. Matching expansion of employment in this area would be valuable to reduce the traffic 
volume and movement in the County. Q8. The maximum 4700 affordable dwellings should be developed. Q9. No 
obvious sites in CSG, but need to consider issues of access and infrastructure. Q10. Accomodation for the elderly is 
needed in CSG. There is none at the moment as what there was has been demolished. Q11. The heritage of the 
village is important to the residents and visitors: Milton's Cottage, Parish Church, Jordan's Meeting House, Captain 
Cook's Memorial, Open Air Museum, Village centre. Q12. Chiltern Way footpath, village pond and path. Q13. The 
playing fields, allotments and the fields either side of the river Misbourne are important leisure facilities. Q14. We 
ought to have some but I do not know what they are. Q15. I do not understand this question. Q16. This is a most 
important issue. The agreed development of Newlands Park will have a great impact on the infrastructure 
requirements of the village and I do not think the village could cope with another major housing development. 
Q17. Public transport plans need to be developed alongside cycling routes and walking paths so that travelling by car 
is less attractive. See the current Government plans for new towns. At the moment the A413 is extremely busy. 
With further trafffic from people living in Aylesbury or Chesham and working in London it would be totally clogged. 
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Rep1217 
Mr Joe Jones 

Please see below my response to questions 11-12-13-17.  Firstly, I request that the Hatched area of land owned by 
Chiltern District Council, presented on p40 of ‘The Plan’ (commonly known as Upper Stone Meadow) be protected 
from all future development and any ‘change of use’. Secondly I would like to extend the Hatched area as above and 
incorporate the area more commonly known as Lower Stone Meadow. Both Upper and Lower Stone Meadow are 
currently owned by Chiltern District Council see Ordinance Survey Map reference SU9993NW. Land Registry Title 
Number BM294098.  I request all land at Upper and Lower Stone meadow as defined in the above Title number 
have a binding and legal covenant imposed on it that binds Chiltern District Council to protect it for the good of the 
village and to never allow development of any kind, on any scale, including but not exclusively housing, commercial 
buildings or offices. My supporting evidence is that this land is already recognised as An Area of National Interest. It 
contains a rare and precious chalk stream, wildlife, flora and fauna, and fulfils its existing classification as An Area Of 
Outstanding Natural Beauty in Green Belt. It is physically unsuitable for any development as it is on a flood plain, 
above the proposed HS2 Tunnel, in an area safeguarded by HS2 and therefore not deliverable before 2036. 

  

Rep1218 
Mr Frank Potts 

I am a Bucks resident for the past 4 years living in Oakington Avenue, Little Chalfont. I was shocked to read  that you 
are testing using Green Belt land either side of the A404 for 'An area of employment' and the land alongside Lodge 
Lane for housing. This is a stunning area of countryside, which would be lost forever should this current plan 
succeed.  The Green Belt was set up to prevent London eating up the countryside is an uncontrolled way. It's also 
there to stop villages and communities being merged into each other. Your plan would bring Little Chalfont us closer 
to Chorleywood and also Chalfont St Giles, both of which have their own character. Little Chalfont has already 
suffered more expansion than any of the neighbouring towns, indeed between 2006 and 2014, 307 new properties 
were approved or built in Little Chalfont, which equates to 12.4% increase.   Creating an area of employment 
essentially means creating an Industrial Park. Why would you even consider blighting the countryside views North of 
Oakington Avenue with the view of an Industrial park! I also question why you are even testing the Green Belt land 
at all when I'm not aware of any neighbouring counties that are considering a similar move. Brown field sites should 
be considered first for the housing that is said to be needed. Please review the plans and look for alternative sources 
of land such as waste ground or derelict land, especially when considering its use for industrial parks.  Developing 
Little Chalfont simply because it has a train station into London is not a good enough reason for choosing it. The 
impact of so many houses near Chalfont and Latimer Station would have a massive impact on the Metropolitan  
Line. Trains often already have standing room only by the time they reach Rickmansworth. What capacity planning 
has been done to show the impact to the tube network should hundreds of more passengers board the trains at C&L 
station?  I strongly urge you to reconsider your plans. I am very much against this proposal and hope that you can 
find an alternative approach. 

 The Local Plan will need to 
identify sustainable 
development options to meet 
needs taking into account the 
scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements.   
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Rep1219 
Mr John Parsons 
Director 
Henry Mash 
Court 
Management Ltd 

Henry Mash Court Management Ltd., (HMCML) manages and is the owner of the freehold communal areas which 
surround the seven freehold properties of Henry Mash Court, Lycrome Road, Lye Green, Chesham. The shareholders 
of HMCML are the seven owners of the individual properties.   HMCML recognizes the need for planned and 
controlled incremental property development for residential, infrastructure and also light/service industry purposes 
in the region.  Having studied the proposed Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan 2014 - 2036, HMCML is of the 
opinion that the proposals are excessive in relation to the current developments in and abutting the NE areas of 
Chesham.  The existing designation of arable land as Green Belt intends that these designated areas, which are a 
constituent component of the Chilterns AONB, are an asset to be enjoyed and to be available to the community. The 
overly excessive development as evidenced by the plan, will undermine if not destroy this amenity. Areas which are 
currently individual communities such as Lye Green, Ashley Green, Orchard Leigh will be subsumed and will in all 
senses become one expanded suburban area and loose all sense of the present individual identities which are 
centuries old.  With specific regard to the arable lands (as evidenced by Land Registry title BM334723, Ordinance 
Survey map ref SP9702NW), these fields currently include an extensive network of bridle and public rights of way.  
These amenities are used by not only the local community but visitors from far afield who walk the Chilterns. These 
groups include students who are taking part in the Duke of Edinburgh's Award Scheme.  Inclusion of these specific 
areas in the proposed plan will result in a loss of up to six existing walk ways. A loss of another part of historical 
rights.  The current state of access to this area of Chesham is poor. This is especially true of Lyrcome Road which is 
unsuited even for the existing level of usage by commercial and public service vehicles. The Highways Partnership 
will be unable to enhance the capacity of this road due to existing housing and properties which directly abut the 
road. Increasing the vehicular movements by access from Lye Green Road will also add to problems due to peaks of 
traffic movement caused by junior schools and the secondary academy in the immediate area.  HMCML is therefore 
opposed to the scope and scale of the proposed plans. They are excessive and may not be best suited or located to 
provide the requisite expansion which may be better located in areas to the south and west which are nearer to 
existing conurbations towards the Slough, Maidenhead and Uxbridge areas which have better road links to existing 
motorways and national main line rail services. 
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Rep1220 
Mrs Julia Branson 

Please see below my response to questions 11-12-13-17.  Firstly, I request that the Hatched area of land owned by 
Chiltern District Council, presented on p40 of ‘The Plan’ (commonly known as Upper Stone Meadow) be protected 
from all future development and any ‘change of use’.  Secondly I would like to extend the Hatched area as above 
and incorporate the area more commonly known as Lower Stone Meadow. Both Upper and Lower Stone Meadow 
are currently owned by Chiltern District Council see Ordinance Survey Map reference SU9993NW. Land Registry Title 
Number BM294098.  I request all land at Upper and Lower Stone meadow as defined in the above Title number 
have a binding and legal covenant imposed on it that binds Chiltern District Council to protect it for the good of the 
village and to never allow development of any kind, on any scale, including but not exclusively housing, commercial 
buildings or offices.  My supporting evidence is that this land is already recognised as An Area of National Interest. It 
contains a rare and precious chalk stream, wildlife, flora and fauna, and fulfils its existing classification as An Area Of 
Outstanding Natural Beauty in Green Belt. It is physically unsuitable for any development as it is on a flood plain, 
above the proposed HS2 Tunnel, in an area safeguarded by HS2 and therefore not deliverable before 2036. 

  

Rep1221 
Mr Saleem 
Shamash 
Town Planning 
Manager 
Arqiva Ltd 

These representations are made on behalf of Arqiva Ltd .  Specifically, they are made in respect of our operational 
site at Chalfont Grove.  1.2 The representations:   (1) outline why the Chalfont Grove site should be excluded from 
the green belt (through a green belt boundary realignment) and be allocated for Strategic Employment Site.  (2) 
provide further comment on the consultation document  1.3 Arqiva has participated fully in all stages of the 
Development Plan Documents previously prepared by Chiltern DC including the adopted Core Strategy and the then 
emerging Delivery Development Plan Document.  1.4 Positive engagement has been undertaken with Chiltern DC to 
strike a better balance between our aspirations and operational requirements at the site and other relevant 
considerations (principally planning policy).   2.1 Arqiva is an electronic communications company with its 
headquarters in Hampshire. Chalfont Grove is one of our major office locations along with other sites in London, 
Northamptonshire and Yorkshire. Arqiva has 6 satellite teleports in the UK, over 70 other manned locations, and 
around 8000 shared radio sites throughout the UK and Ireland comprising mainly masts, towers and rooftops from 
under 30 to over 300 metres tall. Many of our assets fall within the Critical National Infrastructure category.  2.2 The 
company is owned by a consortium of long-term investors led by the Canadian Pension Plan Investment Board 
(CPPIB). Although privately owned the value of Arqiva would place it within the FTSE 100.  2.3 Arqiva is technology 
and service neutral and operates at the heart of the broadcast and mobile communications industry providing 
shared infrastructure solutions to facilitate the cost effective deployment of nationwide communications services - 
our sites or networks are used by almost every electronic communications system in the UK.   2.4 At the forefront of 
network solutions and services in an increasingly digital world, Arqiva provides much of the infrastructure behind 
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television, radio and wireless communications in the UK and has a growing presence in Ireland, mainland Europe 
and the USA. In the UK, amongst other things, we own and operate the terrestrial television broadcast networks and 
a large part of the radio broadcast networks.   2.5 Arqiva is a founder member of Freeview, providing the terrestrial 
broadcast infrastructure platform and was a key launch technology partner for Freesat. Arqiva is also a technology 
partner of ‘YouView’ IPTV launched in July 2012 that enables viewers to easily scroll back to watch past 
programmes. 2.6 Alongside the BBC, Arqiva’s Spectrum Planning Group played a critical role in planning Digital 
Switch Over (DSO) and we were responsible for making the necessary physical transformation to the television 
broadcast network. We are now required to implement another programme under the requirements of OFCOM to 
clear the 700MHz band from terrestrial television purposes so that it can be reallocated for other uses.  2.7 In similar 
fashion to the DSO project for television, we are also expanding the Digital Audio Broadcast network for both the 
BBC and Commercial radio.   2.8 In the communications sector the company supports cellular, wireless broadband, 
video, voice and data solutions for the mobile phone, public safety, public sector, public space and transport 
markets. Recent contracts we have won and are implementing are the Government contracts relating to the Mobile 
Infrastructure Project, which is bringing mobile coverage to not-spot areas across the UK, and the contract to deploy 
a network for Smart Metering in the North and Scotland. Through a new company Arqiva WiFi, we are also creating 
WiFi hotspots in most of the UK airports and in many towns and cities.  2.9 Major customers include the BBC, ITV, 
Channel 4, Five, BSkyB, Classic FM, the UK mobile operators, Globecast, Viacom, Turner Broadcasting, Central and 
Local Government departments and agencies. 3. CHALFONT GROVE   3.1 Our entire interest at Chalfont Grove 
extends to some 57 hectares, but within that is a smaller core operational area covering approximately 8.1ha that is 
the subject of these representations.   3.2 Key operational characteristics include a southerly location necessary for 
the teleport, a high power and diverse power supply, excellent connectivity, proximity to London and a range of 
buildings providing a mix of space including studios, broadcast playout centres, broadcast monitoring, data storage 
along with corporate offices, storage and welfare facilities. In addition, it is a discreet and secure site.   3.3 The site 
has evolved since the 1950’s and that evolution continues. This is a reflection of the dynamic nature of electronic 
communications in terms of the technologies, the growing and expanding demand for services, the changing 
regulatory framework and the corporate changes that are part of a global business world with companies 
continually seeking to expand both vertically and horizontally.  3.4 Chalfont Grove is one of the most significant 
Arqiva sites, in that it provides services and facilities that stretch across almost the whole of our business as 
indicated below.   There are fewer than 20 teleports in the UK and Arqiva owns six of these, including Chalfont 
Grove. To gain lines of sight to satellites that are in a geo stationary position over the Equator, these all have to be in 
the southern part of the country. The Arqiva sites are all focussed towards media and broadcast communications 
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and represent the main resources available to these critical services. The teleport at Chalfont Grove is therefore a 
scarce and very important service to industries that are global in their reach. The global nature of this business and 
the major role Arqiva plays within it is reflected in Arqiva having been voted the Independent Teleport Operator of 
the Year in 2014 by the World Teleport Association, having won this prestigious industry accolade also in the years 
2003, 2007 and 2011.  Although Chalfont Grove does not contain any broadcast masts or towers, it is the home of 
British Forces Broadcasting Services, providing radio and television services via satellite to service personnel at home 
and overseas. With so many service personnel on duties abroad this is a vital link for them.  The site is also used for 
playout and monitoring of broadcast services and so provides an intelligent and critical hub.  Channel 4 also has a 
major presence on the site, which includes technical space for live data storage and processing. As the consumer 
demand grows for the increasing range of View On Demand services, some of which are also subscription or pay on 
demand, so the need for additional secure data storage will grow.   The playout and monitoring also supports this 
part of our business, which relies upon the teleport for digital distribution of films to cinemas across the UK and live 
programming now available in cinemas of major and/or specialist events. These latter services in particular are new 
and innovative services created by Arqiva that bring content in an efficient and sustainable manner.   Although the 
Smart Metering contract won by Arqiva relates to the Northern part of the UK, the fairly unique operational 
characteristics of Chalfont Grove means we have identified it as being suitable to host the technical space needed 
for data storage, processing and network management and one of the old warehouse buildings has now been fitted 
out for this purpose.  Within the site is a large telecommunications tower that supports a range of mobile and other 
network operators, providing important local communications services.      3.5 With annual revenues approaching 
£1billion, Arqiva is a major business in its own right, but the network services and sites we provide to other network 
operators and service providers underpin electronic communications services throughout the UK.    3.6 Without 
probably knowing, the average person in the UK will rely upon our sites and services almost every single day – 
whether that is through listening to the radio in their car, watching television via a conventional aerial at home, 
enjoying a film in the cinema, learning about an overseas news event brought by satellite or even placing a mobile 
call, Arqiva will often be at the heart of these day to day activities. And Chalfont Grove is at the heart of Arqiva.     
3.7 At present approaching 400 hundred people are based at Chalfont Grove, either directly employed by Arqiva, or 
by companies also represented on the site, where they manage and operate their own activities, which are reliant 
upon the network infrastructure we supply. The site therefore provides a wide range of local employment 
opportunities, which include catering, security, office based functions, but additionally a large proportion of highly 
skilled technical and operational functions. Average remuneration levels are therefore likely to be higher than in 
many more traditional employment sites.    3.8 Being such a significant site, it also attracts a number of visitors, a 
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large proportion being other Arqiva site based elsewhere. Our staff will often visit for more than a day and this 
directly benefits local hotels, pubs, shops and restaurants.   3.9 Finally, Arqiva is a growing business with around 150 
vacancies and has on-going programmes of apprentice and graduate recruitment. As Chalfont Grove is one of our 
key sites, scope exists for opportunities based at this site. 4. OUR ASPIRATIONS     4.1 The stated purpose of Arqiva is 
that:  “We connect people for an enriched and safer life.” 4.2 Our vision is:  “To be central to every vital connection 
people make, every day”.    4.3 Within that context the aspiration we have for Chalfont Grove is for our business to 
be able to continue to grow and evolve in a sustainable manner. This we regard as consistent with the objectives 
and guidance set out within Section 5 of the National Planning Policy Framework on “Supporting High Quality 
Communications Infrastructure”. Key to that is the ability to respond flexibly and with agility to the ever changing 
physical demands that are placed upon us at the site.   4.4 The long standing attempts to achieve some relaxation 
from the Green Belt designation including a High Court challenge in the mid-1990s, reflect this aspiration. The 
frustration we have experienced has damaged our business and with it local employment opportunities.    4.5 The 
business outlined above is a 21st century operation at the leading edge of the technologies used and services 
provided. That said, the newest building at Chalfont Grove dates back to 1986 and the estate includes a collection of 
poor quality buildings dating back to the 1950’s. The piecemeal development of the site achieved against a 
background of having to demonstrate Very Special Circumstances has not been conducive to facilitating greater 
investment and redevelopment, because of the high costs and uncertainty introduced. A further factor that 
influences our investment decisions is the very high cost of supplying power and the highly expensive fit out costs 
for any technical space – we therefore have higher thresholds on viability that require greater certainty on return. 
Customers who also wish to use services or expand their existing operations on our site are in the same position.   
4.6 Camelot used to film the National Lottery from the site, but ended this contract and relocated this operation 
elsewhere. A factor in this was their desire for new and larger studio accommodation and facilities. The timing, cost 
and uncertainty of our being able to deliver such accommodation made our proposition unattractive to them. Town 
planning of course was a major aspect of this.   4.7 We were approached by a major global communications 
company with a requirement for technical space for live data storage and processing. Whilst their initial 
requirements could have been supported through the part redevelopment and extension of an existing building, the 
company also wanted some reassurance about scope for future expansion that would have required additional 
space. Again, our proposition which had to reflect the timing, cost and uncertainty of achieving planning permission 
for all phases was not attractive and so the company took its investment and the jobs that would have been based 
at the site, elsewhere.    4.8 We were approached by one of our major customer in the TV broadcast sector who had 
a requirement for a new purpose built facility which would have been a close match to our current activities at 
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Chalfont Grove. Once again however, our inability to give certainty to the built space elements required for the 
project meant that reluctantly Arqiva decided not to bid for this contract.    4.9 Chalfont Grove on initial 
consideration is perceived as being attractive to the market and has garnered interest from prospective investors (as 
detailed in the examples above). Yet, on multiple occasions, this investment has been stymied by the inability to 
deliver either their immediate or future needs due to the ever-present uncertainty caused by the green belt 
designation.  5. REPRESENTATIONS     5.1 The joint Local Plan will set out the vision, objectives and strategy for the 
spatial development of both Authorities to 2036. This document will indicate the amount of development (housing, 
employment and other land uses) required, and which locations will accommodate this growth.    5.2 Whilst in the 
context of the Delivery Development Plan Document we were prepared to accept that Chalfont Grove remained in 
the green belt on the basis that it was allocated as a Strategic Development site and that the plan only ran to 2026. 
Given the period of time that the emerging plan covers has now been extended by 10 years (to 2036), this alters our 
view on the site remaining in the green belt and we now consider that exceptional circumstances do exist to justify 
its exclusion.   5.3 Importantly, within this extended plan period Arqiva will need to make significant investment 
decisions in respect of Chalfont Grove as our lease only runs to 2030. As a consequence, given the complex nature of 
our installation and operations at Chalfont Grove any investment decisions we make will have to be well in advance 
of the end of the lease and so well within the plan period. Likewise, if a decision was made to leave Chalfont Grove, 
the site owner and any prospective future developer will also need to bring forward plans for the future of the site 
well within the plan period.    5.4 If Chiltern wish to maintain a low release of future employment sites then the 
planning framework that applies to the allocated sites should not be unduly constrained. This will provide greater 
confidence to be able to invest further in the site and in so doing to maintain and create additional employment 
opportunities in the local area.   5.5 In this context we request the following:  (1) An appropriate revision of the 
green belt boundary at Chalfont Grove to exclude the operational area of the site (the suggested boundary revision 
would correspond with the Employment Area of Search boundary as shown on page 47 of the consultation 
document or as may otherwise be agreed in discussions to facilitate a logical phased redevelopment of the site).   (2) 
Chalfont Grove to be allocated as a Strategic Employment Site with a site specific policy. 6. EXCEPTIONAL 
CIRCUMSTANCES    6.1 Through the Local Plan process, land can only be taken out of the green belt (through 
amendments to its boundary) if exceptional circumstances are shown (para 83 - NPPF). Strategic employment land 
supply requirements can, and typically do, represent exceptional circumstances and it is expected that this will 
represent the primary justification in removing sites from the green belt suitable to meet the employment 
requirements of the Districts.   6.2 Exceptional circumstance to justify the exclusion of Chalfont Grove from the 
green belt, within the emerging Local Plan include:   1. The site is of sufficient critical mass to continue to fulfil an 
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important role in meeting the employment land requirements within Chiltern. The ability of the site to achieve its 
full potential in this regard is severely constrained by the green belt designation.  2. The site is already built upon 
and represents a significant development which does not, in itself, perform any green belt function. 
3. A durable and defensible green belt boundary can be defined based upon the extent of the operational area at 
Chalfont Grove. Land beyond the operational area is characterised by mature woodland. Further strategic planting 
can be provided where appropriate.   4. The site is sustainable – it is within walking distance to the amenities and 
facilities of Chalfont St Peter.   5. The site is accessible – public transport provision is located in proximity and ready 
access to the site is achievable.   6. In respect of 4. & 5. the site scores favourably within the emerging sustainability 
appraisal that forms part of the evidence base that underpins the emerging Local Plan.  6.3 Both individually and 
collectively there are therefore exceptional circumstances for realigning the green belt boundary at Chalfont Grove. 
7. EMPLOYMENT SITE PROVISION    7.1 The NPPF confirms that the Government is committed to securing economic 
growth in order to create jobs and prosperity and encourages local planning authorities to plan proactively to meet 
the development needs of business. Para 19 of the NPPF states:   “The Government is committed to ensuring that 
the planning system does everything it can to support sustainable economic growth. Planning should operate to 
encourage and not act as an impediment to sustainable growth. Therefore significant weight should be placed on 
the need to support economic growth through the planning system.”   7.2 The Government identifies that Local 
Plans are key to the delivery of sustainable development that reflects the vision and aspirations of local 
communities. In respect of business, they should be underpinned by a clear understanding of business needs in their 
economic markets. Working closely with the business community is encouraged to understand changing needs and 
to identify and address barriers to investment.    7.3 Chalfont Grove is an extremely important existing employment 
site within the District. Indeed, the Employment Site Appraisals prepared by GL Hearn (March 2013), that forms part 
of the evidence base, concludes the appraisal of Chalfont Grove as follows:   “Overall this is a site of national 
significance to the telecommunications sector and should be regarded as one of the most important employment 
sites in the District. It supports significant employment in knowledge based activities.”    7.4 It is noted that the 
amount of new employment designation for Chiltern is very low (2Ha). Therefore, it is of paramount importance 
that the ability of existing employment sites to be attractive to the market and to meet local employment needs is 
not unduly restricted and constrained. Unfortunately, Chalfont Grove is unduly  restricted and the recent examples 
set out at paragraph 4.7 onwards are clear evidence of the way in which this acts as a clear deterrent to the market, 
contrary to the detriment of Arqiva and wider sustainable development objectives that will bring about local 
employment, prosperity and other benefits.  7.5 This issue is reflected in the consultation document with Spatial 
Strategy Option G proposing a detailed review of green belt boundaries & Option K iii) & v) proposing the removal of 
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some existing employment areas from the green belt on the edge of settlements. Several examples are cited and it 
is considered that Chalfont Grove, located on the edge of Chalfont St Peter, can be released from the green belt in 
the same manner.  7.6 The release of land at Chalfont Grove from the green belt, coupled with a Strategic 
Employment designation, will allow the site to realise its full employment potential and far better reflect the existing 
circumstances of the site and the potential for making a greater contribution to the national and local economy. 
8. FURTHER COMMENTS -  8.1 In the light of the foregoing we provide further comment on specific elements of the 
consultation document as follows:   Question 5 & 6 – Spatial Strategy Options.    8.2 The review of green belt 
boundaries and small scale releases (Option G) and the removal of some existing employment areas from the green 
belt on the edge of settlements (Option K iii)) is supported. It is considered that Chalfont Grove should have been 
included in the list of examples as it is similar in characteristics to Chalfont Park in terms of location in respect to the 
settlement boundary.   8.3 Option K iv) seeks to consider policy options/scope for increase employment potential on 
existing employment sites in the green belt (Chalfont Grove is cited as an example). As detailed within this 
submission it is considered that Chalfont Grove would be best served by its release from the green belt.   8.4 The 
identification of Chalfont Grove as a Suggested Area of Search for Strategic Employment options is acknowledged 
and reflects the importance of the site to the District. That said, our view is that, for the reasons already given, that 
a Strategic Employment designation should be coupled with the exclusion of the site from the green belt – with the 
boundary proposed at Section 5 of this statement.  9. CONCLUSION  -   9.1 The convergence of the preparation of 
the new Local Plan (with its extended coverage period to 2036) with the on-going operational requirements at 
Chalfont Grove as set out in this submission, now provides a timely opportunity for the changing circumstances to 
be reflected in how the site is taken forward in the emerging Local Plan and thereby allowing the site to make a 
significant and increased contribution to meeting the employment requirements of the Districts.  9.2 The exclusion 
of the site from the green belt is key and is justified in short form as follows:  1. Exceptional circumstances exist to 
justify the realignment of the green belt at Chalfont Grove (see Section 6).  2. The proposal will have no adverse 
impact on the purposes of the green belt in this location. It will not affect the gap between Chalfont St Peter and 
Chalfont St Giles, indeed, it will have no material effect on the very extensive green belt area between the 
settlements.  3. The operational area of the site provides an obvious basis for new green belt alignment that will 
have a strong defensible boundary, that will endure, and which will appear wholly logical on the ground.   9.3 We 
request that an appropriate revision of the green belt boundary is made at Chalfont Grove and that land based upon 
the operational boundary (and which can be defined in discussion with yourselves) be excluded from the green belt 
and allocated as a Strategic Employment Site. 
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Rep1222 
Mr Antony White 

The Ivers need a Relief Road!!!!   The volume of HGV's through our little village is bad enough at the moment 
without the increased amount that we are expecting.   I live on the High Street In Iver and over the past 19 years 
have watched the roads get busier and busier.   Our house shakes as the HGV's trundle past.  Driving  down Bangors 
Road South is crazy especially as you approach the S bend when there is a vehicle coming the opposite direction.  
The chaos that is caused when 2 HGV's  or an HGV and a bus/coach meet here is a  hazard.  I have lived in the Village 
for over 19 years and feel that we should not have to lose its character.  Any new builds should be kept in keeping 
with  the houses in the area and should be affordable for our youngsters who want to stay in the village, I have three 
children that are now young adults who would love to own their own place locally but find it almost impossible to 
move out.  An Incentive to help them would be great. With the increasing number of residents we need more 
leisure facilities in particular for the children and the elderly.  The recreation grounds should be preserved as these 
are regulary used by local residents, I use the rec in Iver regularly to walk my dogs.  It has a great cmmunity spirit 
and you always bump into someone you know and can have a chat.   Provisions should also be made for a further GP 
surgery as the one in Iver is well above capacity.  Having to wait for a over a week for an appointment is crazy. We 
have had to pay for our children to be seen privately on occassions as we have been told that they would have to 
wait a week or more to be seen. This will only get worse as the population increases. 

Transport options for Iver are 

being considered with the 

County Council as Highway 

Authority in conjunction with 

the Local Plan. 

 

Rep1223 
Mr Jason Hunt 

WE NEED A RELIEF ROAD!   I drive  down Bangors Road South to and from work.  I have had so many near misses 
where HGV's hurtle around the S Bend as you approach the High Street in Iver.  They have no consisderation for 
other road users. I have been forced to mount the pavement on numerous occassions  especially as you approach 
the S bend when there is a large vehicle coming the opposite direction.  This has resulted in a few flat tyers over the 
years.  With the increasing number of residents we need more leisure facilities in particular for the children and the 
elderly.  I have two young children and there is not much for them to do locally.  They do use the recreation ground 
as do many other local kids, this should be preserved.   With the proposed building of new homes, this will have an 
impact on our local GP Surgery.  It is hard enough to get an appointment as it is.  Provisions should be made for a 
further suregry.  Local schools are also at full capacity, we would do with more.  Primarily a secondary school, it is 
mad to think that our children have to be shipped to Chalfont Community College.  A school that they could walk to 
would be much better. 

Transport options for Iver are 

being considered with the 

County Council as Highway 

Authority in conjunction with 

the Local Plan. 
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Rep1224 
Mr Robert Colwell 

The Ivers need a Relief Road.  The volume of HGV's through our little village is bad enough at the moment without 
the increased amount that we are expecting.  I live on the corner of Bangors Road South where it meets with the 
High Street in Iver.   For anyone who has driven down Bangors Road South they will appreciate how difficult it is to 
manouvre around the S bend when there is a vehicle coming the opposite direction.  The chaos that is caused when 
2 HGV's  or an HGV and a bus/coach meet here is a  hazard.   I have lived in the Village for over 40 years and feel that 
we should not have to lose it's character, the preservation of the historic elements  is paramount.  Any new builds 
should be kept in keeping with  the houses in the area and should be affordable for our youngsters who want to stay 
in the village.  With the increasing number of residents we need more leisure facilities in particular for the children 
and the elderly.  The recreation grounds should be preserved as these are regulary used by local residents.    
Provisions should also be made for a further GP surgery as the one in Iver is well above capacity.  Having to wait for 
a over a week for an appointment is crazy.  This will only get worse as the population increases.  I have watched my 
grand children be shipped out to a secondary school in Chalfont,  with some of the friends going further afield.  My 
children attended Evreham, why this was closed remains a mystery.  The Ivers could do with a local secondary 
school, this would also help with the Traffic problems caused by the school coaches that travel through the village. 

Transport options for Iver are 

being considered with the 

County Council as Highway 

Authority in conjunction with 

the Local Plan. 

 

Rep1225 
Mr David 
Simpson 

Q1 More emphasis should be put on key worker rather than affordable. The areas for development should be those 
with the infrastructure to cope. Infrastructure should come first not after. Q2 All large sites (sites with more than 6 
dwellings) in village areas are unlikely to be deliverable due to lack of infrastructure therefore the towns need to 
take the biggest burden. The reason for this is that the cost of infrastructure in towns will be much less both 
economically and environmentally. Q3 The area in Prestwood known locally as the brick fields at the rear of 
Sprinters which was formally brickworks then further used as a tip and after for banger racing. This will be a 
brownfield site but would obviously need remediation work. Q4 I disagree with the joint local plan vision and 
objectives. There is no need for this speed of growth in Chiltern District. If and in my opinion a big if, the projections 
are correct, there are other areas in the country better suited. HS2 is like a bypass has the report taken into account 
that Birmingham will be cheaper and as quick to get to London as here? Q5 The strategy should be to grow the 
towns with the infrastructure first.  An alternative is to build a new town. Q6 Specific reference to the proposed 
Prestwood Site. Further to the report, The Sustainability Appraisal of the Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan Initial 
Consultation (Regulation 18) Incorporating Issues and Options the whole site is in GREEN BELT and AONB. This site 
has over the years been steadfastly refused planning permission; part of the site has recently been refused for the 
second time in successive years. Further to this CDC made a woodland preservation order on the site to give greater 
protection.   The current openness around the site would be lost if developed as the proposal. The site will be 
boarded and closed in with ancient woodland; this will be detrimental to this ancient woodland. The recreational 
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enjoyment of the open vista of the bridle path will be destroyed, in that the outlook will be over a heavily built up 
area.  At 3.28.4 the report states that Great Missenden station is within 1 km, it is not, the shortest walking distance 
is 2.6 km and even if you could fly, still over 2 km!! The bus stop is within the 600 m required but the current service 
is at best hourly and is not timed to coincide with train arrivals and departures, this means you will have heavy 
dependence on the car. The current infrastructure cannot cope adequately at peak times so further hundreds of 
vehicles will cause greater congestion. This area already has the prospect of HS2 with all the vehicle movements and 
chaos that this will cause for many years to come, probably 10 years at least; additional construction on the scale 
being outlined will blight the lives of all who live in Prestwood. Currently there already seems to be a problem in 
maintaining existing roads with numerous dangerous unrepaired potholes and on the increase.  There are school 
facilities but they are currently full, as are the doctors and dentists In short the current infrastructure is at or above 
capacity and before any new dwellings are built on the scale suggested these realities need addressing.  The brick 
fields at the back of Sprinters must be a brown field site. I don’t know the full history but I do know it was used to 
make bricks then a refuse tip and for banger racing, has this site been considered? Q13 The land behind Lodge Lane 
Prestwood the area which was proposed for 76 houses. This land has been used by the public for over 30 years or 
more and CDC has made a woodland preservation to this area to protect the trees and wildlife this should be 
extended to a local green space to further protect for the use of the village. Q16 The existing infrastructure is at 
breaking point, the buses are infrequent, the roads are choked, at peak times it takes hours to travel just a few 
miles. The roads are crumbling with insufficient maintenance and dangerous potholes the trains are full and with 
limited destinations the schools are full to overflowing the doctor’s surgeries take weeks to get an appointment and 
so you can go on and as previously stated the infrastructure needs to come first. HS2 is coming whether we like it or 
not. HS2 will see massively increased traffic movements or roads that haven’t been designed for the current traffic 
flows let alone additional slow moving heavy duty cranes, boring machines and the like. HS2 should be made to pay 
the costs of the infrastructure improvements required, not only to the roads but new schools etc. Q17 Rather than 
just catering for ever greater numbers put a limit and say enough is enough, we are full!      
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Rep1227 
Mr James 
Blachford 

Please see below my response to questions 11-12-13-17.  Firstly, I request that the Hatched area of land owned by 
Chiltern District Council, presented on p40 of ‘The Plan’ (commonly known as Upper Stone Meadow) be protected 
from all future development and any ‘change of use’.  Secondly I would like to extend the Hatched area as above 
and incorporate the area more commonly known as Lower Stone Meadow. Both Upper and Lower Stone Meadow 
are currently owned by Chiltern District Council see Ordinance Survey Map reference SU9993NW. Land Registry Title 
Number BM294098.   I request all land at Upper and Lower Stone meadow as defined in the above Title number 
have a binding and legal covenant imposed on it that binds Chiltern District Council to protect it for the good of the 
village and to never allow development of any kind, on any scale, including but not exclusively housing, commercial 
buildings or offices.  My supporting evidence is that this land is already recognised as An Area of National Interest. It 
contains a rare and precious chalk stream, wildlife, flora and fauna, and fulfils its existing classification as An Area Of 
Outstanding Natural Beauty in Green Belt. It is physically unsuitable for any development as it is on a flood plain, 
above the proposed HS2 Tunnel, in an area safeguarded by HS2 and therefore not deliverable before 2036. 

  

Rep1228 
Ms Simone Evard 

I refer to parcels 57a and 57b of your proposed plan.  Re. 57a:-  My concerns are that the site highlighted for 
"employment opportunity" is currently a large wooded area which may be part of the greenbelt. It shelters houses 
directly on its borders from pollution and road noise from the A413. The trees house wild life including 
woodpeckers, owls and flocks of small birds.Development for employment opportunities implies light industry or a 
business park. This will produce considerable traffic accessing the area to and from busy roads - the A413 and Lower 
Road which could be dangerous and increase pollution.  Re 57b:-The proposed site appears to infringe the 
boundaries of GX Golf Club which is a significant area of greenbelt and natural beauty.  In conclusion -   An area of 
"employment opportunity" implies commercialization of a hitherto quiet, green residential area and will inevitably 
bring noise, cars, lorries and pollution and completely destroy the residential  character of the surrounding area. 
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Rep1229 
Mrs Emma Hunt 

I drive  down Bangors Road South to and from work.  I have had so many near misses where HGV's hurtle around 
the S Bend as you approach the High Street in Iver. Also at the Church in Iver, I often see them mounting the 
pavements and they have no consisderation for other road users.   I think the village should have a releif road in 
order to avoid congestion and the issues above.  It wont be long before there is a fatality.    I have two young 
children and there is not much for them to do in the area.  They do use the recreation ground as do many other local 
kids but they could do with more.  With the increasing number of residents we need more leisure facilities in 
particular for the children and the elderly.    I would love to see a secondary school in the area.  My son has to go to 
Chalfonts community college at the moment.  I have been reading the comments lately on facebook and can see 
that children in the area have been given other schools recently as Chalfont is over subscribed.  I have a daughter in 
year 5 and I will want both of my children in the same secondary school, the idea that they may be in two different 
schools is out of the question.   The Ivers need a secondary school for our children.  We also need to cosider Junior 
and infant schools.  If the proposed idea of additional housing is put into action, we are going to need more schools, 
a larger GP surgery as the one we have can't cope as it is.  The state of our pavements and roads are awful.  I have 
had numerous flat tyres from the pot holes in the roads and the pavemenets in some areas are dangerous and 
uneven.  The reduction of street ligting needs to be looked at too. 

  

Rep1230 
Mrs Susan 
Harrison 

I am objecting to development of the green belt land known as Parcel 69 between the M40 and Howards Wood 
Drive/ Howards Thicket, as already ruled as not recommended by ARUP.   This area of woodland provides a noise 
and pollution barrier and is home to a large number of birds, deer, badgers and foxes. It also acts to absorb water on 
land which slopes towards the M40 and prevents potential flooding.  The planning documents contain a photograph 
of this parcel of land which is misleading. The photograph shows an area of grassland but in reality the vast majority 
of the land parcel is heavily wooded. It serves to prevent the sprawl of housing into green belt land. 
There are also high voltage cables in the middle of the woodland and the health hazards of living underneath these 
cables is well documented and must surely make the are totally unsuitable for a housing development.  Access to 
the parcel of land would not be straightforward as it is almost completely surrounded by existing houses and the 
M40 motorway.  Access from the Windsor Road and/or Fulmer Road would necessitate the widening of these roads 
to cope with additional traffic which in turn would lead to more congestion at the A40 junctions which are already 
too busy.  Having had the area investigated by specialist consultants who have deemed this parcel of land as 
unsuitable I feel most strongly that the council should now rule out parcel 69 as a potential development area. 

  

Rep1231 
Mr John Peacock 

Q.17. Owing to the nature of Farnham Royal Parish I feel that it is not possible to provide sufficient building land for 
the amount of new homes demanded by the Government in the Local Plan. However there is the opportunity to 
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build round both villages by utilising land neighbouring existing developments. The areas abutting Burnham Beeches 
are not feasible owing to the importance of this Nature Reserve, which I understand attracted 650,000 visitors in the 
past 12 months. The large areas of Green Belt land, namely Farnham Park, South Bucks Golf Centre were both given 
to the local population solely for recreational purposes by the Mobbs family. Farnham Common Sports Club was left 
to the Parish on the understanding that it is used for sporting activities. Farnham Park is one of the largest centres 
for baseball and soft ball in the UK besides providing soccer, rugby and cricket facilities. South Bucks Golf Centre 
offers inexpensive golfing facilities for those who cannot afford the fees of a private club. Farnham Common Sports 
Club has been established since 1958 and provides, floodlit tennis courts, floodlit rugby pitch for training, squash, 
hockey, cricket, a fitness centre and a bridge club. Farnham Common public car park is not sustainable, even if it was 
built over because any new homes will require parking provision hence the net gain will be very limited. Other 
Green Belt Land within the villages forms the 'buffer' zones between the villages of Farnham Common and Farnham 
Royal and the more there is encroachment the more chance there is of the loss of identity between two separate 
communities, two become one! All the time, the shadow of Burnham Beeches looms over any plans for widespread 
development in the Parish. There are some  plots of land currently for sale each of about 3 acres, which are in the 
Green Belt and I can see a speculative  rush for these plots on a 'get rich quick' plan.   What is never considered is 
infrastructure. Over recent years there has been considerable (for the size of the community) development in the 
Parish, without any further provision for medical services, school places, security (police) services, parking, traffic on 
A355 and local roads. By the nature of the geography, many roads are narrow and winding and cannot bear any 
further use or traffic. Articulated lorries and ambulances thunder along the A355, day and night, with extra 
population deaths are inevitable, they also break up the road service for all those extra driving residents and if they 
do not drive, what of the bus services? They are inadequate now!   My view is that we do need more housing and 
the good news is that it is high density housing. The need is for affordable housing for both young and old because 
over the past 20 years the nature of the Parish has changed, in so far as the only properties built are large family 
homes when what is required is a varied population mix to restore the 'village feel'. Not Social Housing, people 
appreciate things if the have to save and buy things!  Where to build on a large tract of land? My suggestion would 
be Crown Lane on the east side north of where the existing housing ends, taking in the scruffy farm buildings and 
scruffy grazing land, Allerds farm etc, spreading eastwards towards Blackpond Lane.  CAUTION: Recent developers 
have been a disgrace in the Parish. They park on soft verges scar them and do not repair afterwards, they should be 
told to leave as found and fined if they do not. On a recent development just north of Farnham Common village on 
the A355, the road was excavated 5 times for services, that meant 5 lots of temporary traffic  lights at 1 week per 
time clogging the village centre. Developers should be instructed to ORGANISE, that is to say arrange for gas, 
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electricity, water, cable layers etc to do their necessary work together. 

Rep1232 
Mrs Judith Tait 

I oppose the use of Gerrards Cross Green Belt Land for domestic or commercial development. I totally agree with 
the recommendations of the expert planning consultants, ARUP, & that Green Belt Parcels 47b, 57b & 69 should not 
be considered for development.  There are many brownfield sites in Buckinghamshire which could be developed 
together with such attendant facilities as medical centres and schools, without subjecting existing existing crowded 
roads and stretched utilities to more pressure. 

 The councils consider that 
options in the Green Belt need 
to be considered in addition to 
the opportunities that are 
available on brownfield sites. 

Rep1233 
Ms Sara Torrome 

We don’t agree that the expanded Wilton Park site should be released from Green Belt because:   1. The view from 
the A355 is of open countryside and this would be spoilt.  2. Ancient woodland would be lost forever.   3. Allotments 
and public footpaths where people can take exercise and walk dogs in the countryside would be lost.  4. It would 
negatively impact the character of the town.  5. Beaconsfield has already had more than its fair share of 
development and it would look more like a New Town rather than an historic market town.  6. It would remove the 
semi-rural setting of the town.  7. The infrastructure such as water, waste, transport, parking, school places and GP 
provision cannot support more housing.  8. The burden on Beaconsfield would be an unfair one.  We don’t agree 
that the sites along the stretch of road between jct.2 of the M40 and Pyebush roundabout should be released from 
Green Belt for industrial use or housing because:  1. This area is an important buffer between the motorway and the 
town.  2. It creates a sense of entering a semi-rural town.  3. It would add to the air pollution in an area already 
monitored for air pollution due to the motorway.  4. Infrastructure cannot support further development. 5. Traffic is 
heavily congested at peak times.  6. Mostly, local people do not work in light industrial units. It would cause more 
commuting by car into the town. We don’t agree that Beaconsfield should be forced to take an unfair number of 
new dwellings because the town has already seen over intensification along Station Road. We want the character of 
the town to be protected and cumulative development is having the effect of spoiling the town’s character. 
Question 2   Beaconsfield has already seen over intensification of development, such as along Station Road, which 
threatens it character. The 350 homes planned for Wilton Park is already more than the infrastructure of the town 
can handle. Question 3  Beaconsfield has insufficient sports and leisure facilities as it is. Question 4  Protect the town 
from intensification.  Protect the character of the town. Protect the Green Belt buffer which creates “green fingers” 
at the edges of the town. Protect the semi-rural nature of the town. Protect its beautiful older buildings – consider 
new Conservation Areas such as Penn Road, Gregories Road and Burkes Road? Protect ancient woodland and 
hedgerows and their habitats. Protect the Areas of Special Character. Support infrastructure. Continue with the 
policies of the existing plan which protect the town from development which is obtrusive, out of character, overly 
dense, intensification, overbearing and town cramming. Question 5   The spatial strategy should in priority order:  

 The Local Plan will need to 
identify sustainable 
development options to meet 
needs taking into account the 
scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements.   
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Protect the Areas of Special Character from intensification and from becoming like Station Road. Beaconsfield has 
already had more than its fair share of development, therefore look elsewhere in the district. Some limited of 
release of the Green Belt between the A40 and M40 could be utilised if this caused the rest of the town to be 
protected. We would accept the development of the original Wilton Park area provided that the playing fields are 
retained and development is in keeping with the character of the town.  We do not need warehousing in 
Beaconsfield. Question 6   See comments in reply to Questions 1 and 2 here. Question 7   The level of housing need 
has been incorrectly applied to Beaconsfield because:   Beaconsfield has already accommodated a huge number of 
new dwellings, especially in the form of flats along Station Road, Grove Road and Gregories Road. This has been 
intensification on a massive scale (where repeatedly one home has been demolished to make way for a block of 
flats) and should now stop. There is no  great housing need in the town as the natural population is fairly steady. It is 
a case of “if you build it, they will come” rather than meeting any genuine local need. In an area where the average 
house price is approximately £1.4 million, the value of  Affordable Housing on prime real estate is questionnable. 
Beaconsfield already has a Sunrise, Harrias House and several other care homes for the elderly plus several care 
agencies (e.g. Universal Care and Care Watch). Little account has been taken of people wishing to remain in their 
own homes, possibly receiving some support from carers at home. Question 8   According to the SBDC evidence 
base, there are relatively few cases of need for Affordable Housing actually in the District. No figures have been 
provided for Beaconsfield but with an average house price of £1.4 million and the high price of land, economically it 
makes little sense to build Affordable Housing on prime real estate.  Whilst we support the principle of an integrated 
community, a greater number of affordable homes could be built with contributions from developers and the 
Community Infrastructure Levy, where land is cheaper rather than prime real estate such as Wilton Park.   The SBDC 
“Affordable Housing Supplementary Planning Document” states “a commuted sum payment would enable the 
delivery of better housing outcomes than would have been provided on-site.” This means that more and better 
Affordable Housing can be provided where the cost of land is lower than in Beaconsfield.  This does, however, 
militate against the concept of an integrated community and the provision of housing for key workers. 
Question 9    According to the Core Strategy 2011, South Bucks already at that time provided 87 pitches for 
Travellers, the third highest rate of provision in the whole of the South East Region. No further pitches should be 
provided unless this is based on actual need in our specific areas (no such evidence has been produced) and not 
unless the provision of pitches in the South East is fairly split among districts. If our district requires more spaces, 
they should be added to existing sites of Travellers’ pitches, rather than creating new sites. Question 10   Elderly 
accommodation – Beaconsfield already has a Sunrise, Harrias House and several other care homes for the elderly 
plus several care agencies (e.g. Universal Care and Care Watch). Little account has been taken of people wishing to 
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remain in their own homes, possibly receiving some support from carers at home. A new residential home is also 
already in the process of being built at Knotty Green. No evidence has been produced that Beaconsfield needs more 
homes for the elderly. No account has been taken of the increasing trend for multi-generational living or the very 
high cost of residential care (around £1,000 per week) which makes this an unpopular choice for many. 
Question 11   Beaconsfield should be protected from over dense development and intensification in the Areas of 
Special Character as designated in the Townscape Character Study 2015.   Listed Buildings and the Beaconsfield Old 
Town Conservation Area should be protected and their settings protected also.  Protection of Ancient Woodland 
and hedgerows and their habitats. Protection of the town’s Woodlands Roads. Protect the “green fingers” of 
Beaconsfield – the roads into and out of the town which lend a semi-rural feel to the town. Obtrusive, over- dense 
or overbearing development should be refused. Question 12   The Areas of Special Character designated in the 
Townscape Character Study 2015 should receive protection to protect the character of the town. The town has seen 
intense development which increase traffic and put an increased strain on infrastructure. Question 13  the existing 
playing fields at Wilton Park to continue as playing fields because the town has few leisure facilities. Question 14   
Would you like to see any new Local Measures introduced? For example:    Protection of the Areas of Special 
Character as designated in the Townscape Character Scheme 2015.  Protection of Woodlands Roads. Protection of 
Ancient Woodland.  Beaconsfield should be protected from over dense development and intensification in the Areas 
of Special Character.   Listed Buildings and the Beaconsfield Old Town Conservation Area should be protected and 
their settings protected also.   Protection of habitats.  Protect the “green fingers” of Beaconsfield – the roads into 
and out of the town which lend a semi-rural feel to the town.  Obtrusive, over dense or overbearing development 
should be refused. Question 15   Protection of the Areas of Special Character as designated in the Townscape 
Character Scheme. Protection of Woodlands Roads.  Protection of Ancient Woodland.  Protection of habitats.  
Protect the “green fingers” of Beaconsfield – the roads into and out of the town which lend a semi-rural feel to the 
town.  Protect areas sensitive to change – we don’t want another Station Road.  Obtrusive, over dense or 
overbearing development should be refused. Protect the character of the town so that it doesn’t resemble a New 
Town. Question 16    Water and waste services are already under stress and the Wilton Park development is 
unsupportable by the current system.  Traffic is queueing at peak times: from jct.2 to Pyebush roundabout; through 
the New Town; through the Old Town; at Holtspur roundabout; at the Ledborough Lane junction with the A355 – 
and the proposed relief road will not alleviate these areas.  Parking is a major problem; the train station car park is 
usually full and trains over-crowded at peak times; roads are full of parked cars parked by rail commuters; the new 
town car parks are generally full; and the Old Town parking areas are usually full too. 350 new homes at Wilton Park 
will add to the parking pressure.  350 new homes at Wilton Park alone would generate far more traffic at an average 
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of 2 cars per dwelling. 350 new homes at Wilton Park will require more school places – the figures from the Council 
are 190 places needed.  GP surgeries are under pressure. 350 new homes will only add to this. Also, increased 
housing for the elderly places increased pressure on doctors’ surgeries and there is no longer an A&E department at 
Wycombe hospital. The new Sunrise home alone, built in recent years, consists of a huge number of extra units for 
the elderly. No proposals have been made as to how these problems are to be resolved.  A Community 
Infrastructure Levy payable by developers may provide some income towards alleviation schemes but the problems 
would become so acute given the current deficiencies that it seems obvious the the council must find substantial 
funds to construct new infrastructure and supply more school places and medical facilities if Wilton Park is 
developed. Question 17   The town has faced enormous development pressure in recent years with the 
intensification of the many blocks of flats along Station Road and elsewhere in the town. The character of the town 
is now under threat by the cumulative number of developments and hence the need for planning policies to protect 
the Areas of Special Character in the Townscape Character Study 2015. The green fingers around the edges of 
Beaconsfield and the roads leading into and out of the town should be protected to protect the semi-rural nature of 
the town.  The protective policies of the current Local Plan should be continued, such as:   Policy EP3 (use, design 
and layout) EP4 (landscaping), H9 and H10 (residential layout and design and Areas of Special Character as expanded 
by the Townscape Character Study 2015), The Townscape Character Study 2015 should form part of continuing 
planning policy Core Strategy 8. 

Rep1234 
Mrs HC Coales 

The town is being strangled by traffic; unless proper infrastructure of a bypass is built to take traffic from the 
motorway that wants to head towards Amersham, completely passing the town; plans to build houses all with cars, 
the town will have grid lock.  The roads are not big in the town, even out of rush hour there are times when the 
roads cannot cope.  Neither can the primary schools; we have not enough places for the children already needing to 
go to school.  Wilton Park development has not taken this on board; no new primary school is to be built.  How can 
more homes be contemplated, unless the infrastructure of schools, roads, G.P. services etc. are also built FIRST, 
before homes?  The obsession with building flats and enormous houses is not a good idea.  The town is loosing its 
mix of dwellings, thus making it possible for a mix of citizens to reside here.  The town MUST retain green open 
spaces, and not loose the green belt. 

  

Rep1235 
Mr Stuart Tait 

I OPPOSE the use of Gerrards Cross Green Belt Land as it has played an essential role in preventing urban sprawl 
whilst providing recreational facilities close to Gerrards Cross town.  There is still sufficient brownfield land in 
Buckinghamshire on which to build, and these sites should be built on rather than on the Green Belt. This also deters 
developers from cherry-picking the most profitable land.  Preserving the Green Belt will encourage the regeneration 
of Buckinghamshire's town centres which have visibly suffered because of the increase in online purchasing of goods 

 The councils consider that 
options in the Green Belt need 
to be considered in addition to 
the opportunities that are 
available on brownfield sites. 
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and services.  ARUP's recommendations should be adhered to, especially in respect of Green Belt Parcel 47b. The 
area bounded by Bull Lane is totally unsuitable, as this narrow road with no pavements is already overused and 
dangerous.  Destroying Gerrards Cross Green Belt is no guarantee that any properties subsequently built on it will be 
in any way suitable for the people who actually need homes.  Our local councils should reject any proposals which 
would result in the loss of irreplaceable Green Belt. 

Rep1237 
Mr Peter Landon 

Please see below my response to questions 11-12-13-17.   Firstly, I request that the Hatched area of land owned by 
Chiltern District Council, presented on p40 of ‘The Plan’ (commonly known as Upper Stone Meadow) be protected 
from all future development and any ‘change of use’.  Secondly I would like to extend the Hatched area as above 
and incorporate the area more commonly known as Lower Stone Meadow. Both Upper and Lower Stone Meadow 
are currently owned by Chiltern District Council see Ordinance Survey Map reference SU9993NW. Land Registry Title 
Number BM294098.  I request all land at Upper and Lower Stone meadow as defined in the above Title number 
have a binding and legal covenant imposed on it that binds Chiltern District Council to protect it for the good of the 
village and to never allow development of any kind, on any scale, including but not exclusively housing, commercial 
buildings or offices.   My supporting evidence is that this land is already recognised as An Area of National Interest. It 
contains a rare and precious chalk stream, wildlife, flora and fauna, and fulfils its existing classification as An Area Of 
Outstanding Natural Beauty in Green Belt. It is physically unsuitable for any development as it is on a flood plain, 
above the proposed HS2 Tunnel, in an area safeguarded by HS2 and therefore not deliverable before 2036.  I am 
opposed to any future development of the land owned by Chiltern District Council known as Stone Meadow (upper 
and lower)  1. AN AREA OF OUTSTANDING NATURAL BEAUTY (AONB)    A. The area is designated an AONB and 
contains precious chalk stream river.  B. Rich wildlife, flora and fauna including deer, woodpeckers, bats etc.. 
C. Used as a key area for walkers, horse riding, scouts groups, dog walking, cyclists.   D. Contains woodland which 
should be or is already protected.   E. Contains the Chiltern Way (public right of way for walkers).    2. THE AREA SITS 
WITHIN THE FLOOD PLAIN   A. The village flooded most recently 2008 - 2012- 2014 the meadows are a natural flood 
plain.   B. Any building in this area would worsen future flooding for village centre.   C. Houses built on this area 
would be uninsurable.  D. Measures to reduce future flooding have not been implemented.    E. Governments are 
advising that Flood plains should be considered for development.   3. IMPACT ON THE VILLAGE INFRASTRUCTURE 
AND CHARACTER   A. The village resources are already stretched i.e. doctors, parking, schools etc.    B. Traffic on the 
A413 is already at maximum capacity at rush hour.   C. The character of the village would be negatively impacted by 
such a large development.    D. The character of the village has already been negatively impacted by HS2 and the 
possible waste transfer station.    E. Already likely to suffer congestion and impact on village resources from other 
plans to build near Epilepsy Centre on border with Chalfont St Peter. 
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Rep1238 
Mrs Ruth Ryan 

I write in response to the Local Plan document with respect to the areas around Chalfont St Peter.  Please note that 
planning permission has already been granted for over 600 dwellings within Chalfont St Peter, on the Holy Cross 
site, the National Society for Epilepsy and Newland Park. These houses will place considerable strain on the already 
problematic infrastructure of our village and stretch facilities such as schools and Doctors' Surgeries, both of which 
are already full and oversubscribed, not to mention the problems we have already experienced with flooding and 
sewage.   I consider that these houses, plus the complications that HS2 will bring, mean that Chalfont St Peter is 
already in line to experience grave problems with its infrastructure and would ask you to please consider this when 
you deliberate about these Green Belt areas around our village.  With respect to the areas of Green Belt under 
review, I cannot state strongly enough how important the area known as Mill Meadow is to the life of our village. 
The Chalfont St Peter C of E Academy use this area as their only facilities for football, cricket and athletics, the 
Community Centre is in constant use as are the Play Area, Cricket and Football Club, Nature Reserve, allotments and 
Millennial Wood. Whilst on paper and without local knowledge this might appear an appropriate site I can only 
stress that it most certainly is a well used and well loved area of village life.This area is also a flood plain of the River 
Misbourne and is a vital part of our village life.  The enormous area containing the National Centre of Epilepsy is far 
too big as it stands, and if developed in its entirety for housing would lead to an Urban Sprawl reaching to the 
Newland Park site and Horn Hill. One point of Green Belt land is to check urban growth and sprawl and so, even if 
part of this site has to be developed it would be very important to keep a stretch of Green Belt to separate these 
areas. The north part of this site provides a buffer between Chalfont St Giles, Chalfont St Peter and Horn Hill. Some 
attractive Care Homes and Supported Housing have already been built here and this could certainly be expanded. 
However there are some very well used football pitches here which I would be sorry to see lost. I would like to point 
out that this enormous area is the largest on your plan adjoining an existing village and, if developed, would totally 
destroy Chalfont St Peter as a village - Green Belt land is meant to preserve the setting and special character of 
historic towns!  The area between Winkers Farm and Hogtrough Wood might be suitable for housing, it is close to 
Robertswood school and not too far from the village centre.  The area north of A40 between Siblets Wood and 
Raylands Farm would see Chalfont St Peter merging into Chalfont St Giles. Preventing this Urban Sprawl is exactly 
what the Green Belt is for and so this area is not suitable for development. in the past Chalfont St Peter has been 
allowed to merge into Gerrards Cross and it is very important that this does not continue north to include a St 
Peter/St Giles sprawl to the detriment of both villages.Looking at the ma, Appendix 6, page 51, the Gerrards Cross/St 
Peter area is the largest built up area and for this reason I think any development must be handled with great 
consideration to attempt to keep the unique character of each.  Also this area is on the opposite side of the railway 
line from the village centre and would end up as somewhat separate from Chalfont St Peter and it may well lead to 
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yet more building in the future as the borders of the village are pushed out.   The area identified for industrial 
development to the east of the A413 is in the Colne Valley Park and is important for biodiversity and for the 
environment. This Green Belt area separates the built up areas of Chalfont St Peter, Tatling End, Gerrards Cross and 
Denham. This area is in a flood plain and is much valued by locals as a green corridor, it would be a real disaster, for 
future generations as well as us,to put industrial units in such a beautiful area, knowing only too well that this would 
then lead to yet more development. 

Rep1240 
Mrs Geertje 
Eilerts de Haan 

I wish to object to the possible designation of land for employment as shown on the Chalfont St Peter and Genards 
Cross map in Appendix 5. Areas of Search for Strategic Employment Options within the Green belt listed in the Local 
Plan Initial Consultation Document. The proposal would cut across the lower part of the course at Gerrards Cross 
Golf Club, including the CLUBHOUSE, and so make the CLUB completely unviable.  It would further greatly reduce 
the sporting and recreational facilities in the local area and deny hundred of members and friends the enjoyment of 
playing golf in a beautififi part of the Misboume Valley.  Such development within the Green Belt would be harmful 
to the principles of such a designation while the existing use is an acceptable use within the Green Belt and totally 
appropri ate in maintaining the openness of the Green Belt.  The area is in The Colnc Valley Park and is identified as 
being a particularly important green space for biodiversity and environmental priorities. The area is within the 
Green Belt and provides the important function of separating the built-up areas of CSP and Tatling End, Gerrards 
Cross and Denham. The A413 is a natural barrier for development. To build to the east of it would erode the barrier 
and facilitate yet more development in the future on the open space to the east. The area is also in a flood plain 
unsuitable for sustainable development of any significance. The area is valued by residents and visitors as a green 
corridor and to destroy it would inevitably lead to further industrialisation and amalgamation of separate and 
distinct developed areas. 
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Rep1241 
Mr Simon Catlin 

It is my understanding that the Council is in consultation about its Local Plan for the Little Chalfont.   After reviewing 
the documentation, I have grave concerns over the following:  The release of Green Belt land.  Green Belt land was 
designed and is still in use, to stop unwarranted development which will do irreversible damage to these areas.  As I 
understand it, Housing/Employment Opportunities do not specifically provide a good enough reason for the release 
of the Green Belt land surrounding Little Chalfont.  The documentation suggest two hectares are required for 
Employment Opportunities in the whole of the Chiltern Council area. Surely, this should be two hectares of non-
Green Belt Land?    Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty.  Most of the areas surrounding Little Chalfont and those 
heading towards Latimer and Chenies are in an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty.  Why, would a Council wish  to 
denigrate this? The Chiltern AONB  is already under threat from HS2, which this Council opposes.  In plain English, 
this does look like wanting to have your cake and eat it when it comes to AONB and Green Belt.   Housing already in 
place.  In the last 5 years, while I have been a resident in Little Chalfont, I have seen the Village grow by close on 300 
homes (253 in Bell Lane and 45  behind Chenies Parade).  While I welcome the development on brownfield sites and 
therefore the recycling of the derelict land in the case of Bell Lane, I cannot agree that Green Belt Land should be 
used to increase the size of Little Chalfont further as we have already taken a high number of new developments.   
Infrastructure.  The Local Plan documentation does not take into account the requirement for new roads, schools, 
shops, parking for those shops, Doctors’ and Dentists’ Surgery places, utilities increased requirements etc. I could 
further add that the A404 , which runs through the centre of the Village, is already a congested road during peak 
and school times.  Additional load, not just from the new residents, but also the construction traffic and those 
travelling to the employment development areas should be considered.  There is also a safety consideration 
regarding Dr. Challoners Girl school in the village and the risk to pupils due to the increased traffic. 
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Rep1242 
Mrs Patricia 
Newens 

Please see below my response to questions 11-12-13-17.  Firstly, I request that the Hatched area of land owned by 
Chiltern District Council, presented on p40 of ‘The Plan’ (commonly known as Upper Stone Meadow) be protected 
from all future development and any ‘change of use’.  Secondly I would like to extend the Hatched area as above 
and incorporate the area more commonly known as Lower Stone Meadow. Both Upper and Lower Stone Meadow 
are currently owned by Chiltern District Council see Ordinance Survey Map reference SU9993NW. Land Registry Title 
Number BM294098.  I request all land at Upper and Lower Stone meadow as defined in the above Title number 
have a binding and legal covenant imposed on it that binds Chiltern District Council to protect it for the good of the 
village and to never allow development of any kind, on any scale, including but not exclusively housing, commercial 
buildings or offices.  My supporting evidence is that this land is already recognised as An Area of National Interest. It 
contains a rare and precious chalk stream, wildlife, flora and fauna, and fulfils its existing classification as An Area Of 
Outstanding Natural Beauty in Green Belt. It is physically unsuitable for any development as it is on a flood plain, 
above the proposed HS2 Tunnel, in an area safeguarded by HS2 and therefore not deliverable before 2036. 
I/We are opposed to any future development of the land owned by Chiltern District Council known as Stone 
Meadow (upper and lower)    1. AN AREA OF OUTSTANDING NATURAL BEAUTY (AONB)    A. The area is designated 
an AONB and contains precious chalk stream river. B. Rich wildlife, flora and fauna including deer, woodpeckers, 
bats etc..   C. Used as a key area for walkers, horse riding, scouts groups, dog walking, cyclists.   D. Contains 
woodland which should be or is already protected.    E. Contains the Chiltern Way (public right of way for walkers). 
2. THE AREA SITS WITHIN THE FLOOD PLAIN    A. The village flooded most recently 2008 - 2012- 2014 the meadows 
are a natural flood plain.   B. Any building in this area would worsen future flooding for village centre.   C. Houses 
built on this area would be uninsurable.   D. Measures to reduce future flooding have not been implemented 
E. Governments are advising that Flood plains should be considered for development.    3. IMPACT ON THE VILLAGE 
INFRASTRUCTURE AND CHARACTER    A. The village resources are already stretched i.e. doctors, parking, schools etc 
B. Traffic on the A413 is already at maximum capacity at rush hour.   C. The character of the village would be 
negatively impacted by such a large development.    D. The character of the village has already been negatively 
impacted by HS2 and the possible waste transfer station.   E. Already likely to suffer congestion and impact on 
village resources from other plans to build near Epilepsy Centre on border with Chalfont St Peter. 
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Rep1243 
Mr Matthew 
Buckle 

I attended the public meeting held in Ashley Green on 3 March 2016 to hear about the detail of the Local Plan 
document and its implications for Ashley Green. I write to express my concern at the identification of a large area 
around Ashley Green as a possible area for meeting future employment use needs from the Green Belt. I am firmly 
of the view that this is not a suitable location for such development and I set out my reasons below. Furthermore, 
whilst understanding that only 2 ha. of need has been identified, I am particularly concerned by the potential for 
creep, i.e. that once the area has lost its Green Belt status and been ear-marked as a possible location of 
development, it will then forevermore enjoy less protection than those areas not previously identified for possible 
development.    Why Ashley Green is not a suitable location for development:   (1) Traffic -  I live at 4 Rushmoor on 
Chesham Road (the A416), heading out of the village towards Nashleigh Hill. Mine is one of a row of 8 detached 
houses on that stretch of the road. This section of the road is designated as 60mph (which is too high). This road is 
busy at all times of day but is extremely busy in the morning and the evening operating as it does as a main route for 
all persons living in the area. A huge volume of traffic (going in both directions) takes commuters to the stations of 
Berkhamsted or Chesham and the children to the various schools in the area. Leaving my driveway to enter the road 
can involve a wait of 5 minutes or more, simply because of the existing volume of traffic. The situation is even worse 
at the junction of Two Dells Lane, because here there is a significant volume of traffic looking to turn into or from 
the A416 either on the way to or returning from Chesham Prep. school most mornings.   It takes very little (minor 
road-works on King's Road in Berkhamsted for example) for the road to clog up all the way into Ashley Green. 
Increasing the amount of traffic along this road by using it as trunk connection to further employment and industrial 
uses of the land surrounding the A416 will only increase this strain, clog up the important commute and school 
route yet further, and increase pollution along the road. Given that I live on this road with my two young sons, and 
regularly walk with them along the road to the swings in the village centre (along the main road is the only route to 
do so) the prospect of increased/heavier/faster moving traffic, with a higher proportion of drivers unfamiliar with 
area and in particular the speed limits, would significantly increase the risk of an accident.  (2) State of the A416 as it 
leaves the county.   The above concerns assume that the road is able to cope at all. The road is not in a good state of 
repair, particularly after it leaves Ashley Green heading towards Berkhamsted. This area is hilly and passes through a 
wood. During periods of rain, parts of this section flood (causing traffic problems) and the road is regularly damaged 
thereby, even under the use of the existing traffic. The road will only suffer more if opened up to increased traffic. I 
have also heard of at least 2 fatal accidents on this stretch of road in recent times. Put simply : the road is at 
capacity and dangerous enough as it is to risk any significant increase in usage.   (3) Proximity to Berkhamsted - 
Unlike other areas identified in the Local Plan document, Ashley Green is close to the county border, yet little seems 
to have been done to connect this proposal with the development plans Dacorum might have for Berkhamsted. I am 
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particularly concerned about the risk this poses to Ashley Green losing its status as an independent settlement, 
rather than an area of either Berkhamsted or Chesham, as I explain further below.   (4) Heritage-   The above point I 
make because, unlike anywhere I have ever lived before in my life (I am originally from Worksop, have lived in 
Ashley Green for 2.5 years and have lived all over, including internationally in the meantime), Ashley Green has a 
classic English character. It is a "proper" English village. The hugely successful summer fayre and bonfire night are 
the two largest and most successful annual events, but there are a host of others. It is rare indeed in my experience 
for these traditional aspects of English village life to have been preserved at all, let alone as well as they have in 
Ashley Green. this is of course testament to the volunteers involved and to the community spirit amongst the 
villagers, but it is also testament to the fact that Ashley Green has retained its character in the face of so much 
change around it. That is to be cherished, and in my view protected. It would to my mind be put at risk were the 
area to be included in a plan as part of an area for development, not only because of the increased traffic and 
change of use that taking land from the surrounding green belt would entail, but also because of the risk then of 
creeping development, which might ultimately lead to Ashley Green losing its independent character altogether, 
instead to be subsumed into Chesham or Berkhamsted. 

Rep1244 
Mr Nicholas Stayt 

Q1 – 3, 7, 9, 11, 12, 14, 15 and 17.  No comment Q4.  I believe that futuredevelopment in Beaconsfield and South 
Bucks must allow for full upgrade of infrastructure,  including transport, drainage, schooling, medical, etc.  Also that 
the new development should be predominantly smaller homes to allow children of the Towns to live in the area 
they were raised should they wish.  This should also allow for key workers housing and property for older people to 
downsize and hence free up larger properties. Q5. Regarding the areas for development this should be a mixture of 
A, C, D, some areas of E and G.  For employment Land option L seems necessary. Q6. The document says 15,000 
homes and 15 hectares of employment land are required .  Alternatively 7,500 homes if Aylesbury take half as 
suggested under the duty to co operate.  Based on a density of 35 homes per hectare (as the recent Planning 
Permission for Holy Cross Chalfont St Peter) this means a total area of 225 Ha.   Looking at the composite map of 
Green Belt Options  there are about 9 areas shown (Chesham, Amersham, Little Chalfont, Chalfont St Peter, GX, 
Beaconsfield,  Farnham and Stoke Poges, George Green and Iver)  so pro rata this would be about 26 hectares in 
each area.  The area of Beaconsfield shown as potentially being removed from the green belt betweenthe A 40, 
M40, Wooburn Green Lane and M40 J2 does not add anything to the utility of the green belt. It has a useable area, 
after deduction for existing developments and The Beaconsfield Rugby Club grounds both sides of Cross Lane,  of 
around 35 Ha.  The area has defensible boundaries,  easy access from the A40,  is within walking distance of 
Beaconsfield railway station and on the main bus routes.  Altough this A40/M40 area should be adequate for  any 
further housing needs in the Beaconsfield area,  I believe the Wilton Park site,  south of Minerva way,  could take 

  



Classification: OFFICIAL 
 

822 
 
Classification: OFFICIAL 

Name Summary of Representation 
Council Response (see also 

Volume 1 for generic response) 

further development over and above that permitted under the current green belt rules.  The area allowed for 
development should not include the cricket pitches and other ex MoD land playing fields,  established woodlands 
etc. Again this area has defensible boundaries is close to bus routes and the railway station and will not increase 
urban sprawl (it is already developed).   The area north of Minerva Way and east of the A355 is of great benefit to 
the green belt and despite the proposed relief road should remain open as it is part of the setting of the town.  The 
proposed employment area to the east of the A355 dual carriageway is  far larger than the total area started as 
being needed in the two districts.  The proposed area is atated as 15Ha whilst the area shown between the A40 and 
M40 is around 16HA.  The area south of the M40 J2 includes a large area already developed as access to the Service 
area and the football club.  This southern area should therefore not be removed from the gren belt.   Based on the 
principle that the whole of the area required for the two Districts should not be in one place,  that the area is 
unsuitable for office development and is the furthest from the station and town facilities of all the areas proposed 
for Beaconsfield I believe a small part of the area could be developed for transport related employment activities. 
Q8.  Developmet should contain a large percentage of affordable, high density homes for young people, key workers 
and downsizing.  Affordable homes can be built through CIL or section 106 requirements or planning conditions. 
Q10. I'm sure there are still plenty of large houses in Beaconsfield, with large gardens that can be converted such as 
those on Station Rd or opposite the Red Lion, Forty Green.  This accommodation is better suited to a Town area. 
Q13.  Sports facilities, cricket, football, rugby etc and woodland areas must be preserved at all costs. Q16.  There 
must be no development without infrastructure.  The A355 relief road is essential for North south traffic.  Can a 
clever engineer get an east west relief road in between the Rugby Club and the M40? 

Rep1245 
Mrs Linda Hillyer 

The proposal to release Green Belt in the Little Chalfont area for housing and industry is totally outrageous and 
would fundamentally change the nature of the whole area.  This is an area of Outstanding Natural Beauty and 
should not be destroyed.  Little Chalfont has already been targeted for additional housing in Bell Lane which 
has had a considerable impact. The infrastructure just cannot cope with more pressure on transport, schooling, 
health etc. The Green Belt connects communities preventing the whole area becoming completely urban  The 
village should be removed from the short list of main settlements for growth in the Council's Core Strategy. 

 The Local Plan will need to identify 
sustainable development options to 
meet needs taking into account the 
scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements.   
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Rep1246 
Mr Keith Ryan 

C St Peter already has planning permission granted for more than 600 new dwellings. All schools are already at full 
capacity and will struggle to find places for more children from the new homes already planned.Any more dwellings 
will just add to the inability to provide local school places.The same applies to Doctors surgeries and the like.  The 
Centre for Epilepsy site is far too large for real consideration, the infrastructure is poor to support development and 
it basically borders the Newlands Park site where access will already prove very difficult and where there are no 
roads or pavements serving this area just narrow lanes.  Mill Meadow cannot be a serious consideration, it houses 
the Community Centre, a hub within the community which is used by more than 1000 people per week.  It is also 
home to the local well supported football club and provides the vital school playing fields for the local primary 
school academy.I believe that it is also on a flood plain and there is a great risk of flooding. The land along the A413 
for industrial use , taking land from the golf club is again a terrible idea.There is already over capacity in the Village 
with empty commercial buildings.  It is however more difficult to argue against developing the land north of the A40 
near Bulstrode which is well served by the local infrastructure.also Winkers Farm could lend itself to a new 
residential estate 

 The Local Plan will need to 
identify sustainable 
development options to meet 
needs taking into account the 
scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements.   

Rep1247 
Miss Kathryn 
Hutchinson 

Q3. I am aware that there a around 50 Green belt anomalies in Chesham which would if permission was granted, 
provide a chunk of housing needs. For example my neighbour owning the garages beyond 62 Vale Road would like 
to build a low eco-built house, far more in fitting with the surrounds that dodgy garages. Seems ridiculous to tear up 
a pristine field when there are sites like these available. Q5. As above, anomalies to Green belt should be allowed to 
fill in. I would prefer new housing to to built in the town where possible - covering car parks, brownfield sites etc. 
and redevelopment of industrial sites for housing, especially where the industry causes inappropriate traffic to go 
through the town. Q6. If Green Belt land has to be given up for a new industrial area, it must be developed in such a 
way as to give the least disruption to the visual impact of the area and trees etc must be planted to hide it. And it 
should be as near to road links as possible to keep heavy traffic out of town centre. Q7. I would like all the the needs 
to be met elsewhere.... Q8 I think the council should think about plots of land being made available for self-builders 
rather than developers who will build rubbish houses and use outside contractors. Self-building is cheaper than 
buying and will provide employment for local trades people. I would also like land to be made available for housing 
trusts to develop and use. Q10. There should definitely be specialist housing developed for elderly residents in or 
within a short distance of the town centre.  Q12 The views of green fields from the town are vital to it's character. I 
think the east of the town above the town centre and the view of green hills to the north from the Nash Recreation 
ground northwards which are striking as you travel along Broad Street and Berkhampstead Road are very important 
in maintaining the countryside town feel of Chesham. Q13.  I would like to nominate Nashleigh Recreation Ground, 
the adjoining Berkhampstead Field and the three fields beyond (running along Vale Road) as a Local Green Space. 
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This space is used constantly by dog walkers, families, children, footballers, tobogganers, kite flyers etc and is vital 
recreation space for the north end of town which doesn't have any other open green space.  Q17. I would like the 
area of Vale Road nos 2 - 62 and the Nashleigh Recreation and The Berkhampstead Field behind to be considered for 
Conservation Status. 

Rep1248 
Miss Helina 
Mazur 

I reject the conclusions of the Chiltern District Council, that the village of Little Chalfont be classified as a “main 
settlement for growth” and that adjoining areas of Green Belt land should therefore be considered for release for 
housing and employment development.   The main reasons for my objection to any housing/employment 
development on these identified areas of land include, but are not limited to, the following:   • This land is 
designated as Green Belt and its development would therefore be in contravention of local and national planning 
policy. Green Belt land was specifically created to prevent urban sprawl and should not be treated as a repository of 
reserve building land.  • Except for the former golf course on Lodge Lane, all the identified areas of land are within 
the Chilterns Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB), an important national asset much appreciated by local 
residents and visitors to the area. Use of this land would be in contravention of local and national planning policy. 
• Any housing and/or industrial development would be very detrimental to the rural character and setting of Little 
Chalfont village. • In recent years Little Chalfont has taken a greater share (i.e. 12.4%) of new housing compared to 
other settlements in the area (e.g. Amersham 5.3%, Chesham 4.0%, Chalfont St Peter 7.7%).  • Any new housing 
estates would severely overload the local infrastructure including roads, road junctions, parking, train services, 
schools, healthcare, water and waste management.  In particular, I would like to draw your attention to the fields 
between Stony Lane and Westwood Park, which have been selected as a planned test area for residential 
development. Further to the objections listed above, this is an area of open rural land crossed by a well used public 
footpath and borders on mature ancient woodland to the north. A housing development would constitute an 
unacceptable form of urban sprawl that would severely impact the adjoining ancient woodland and the open space 
of Westwood Park and, furthermore, degrade the village character of Little Chalfont. It should also be noted that 
this area of land was one of the sites excluded in the Housing and Economic Land Availability Assessment (HELAA) at 
Stage 1.  Of equal concern are the fields to the east of Stony Lane, Church Grove and Lodge Lane, which have been 
selected as planned test areas for employment development. In addition to the objections highlighted above, this is 
an area of open rural countryside that forms an important buffer zone between Little Chalfont and the settlements 
to the east. Any development here would be an unacceptable form of urban sprawl that would completely alter the 
rural setting of Little Chalfont. 

 The Local Plan will need to 
identify sustainable 
development options to meet 
needs taking into account the 
scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements.   

Rep1249 
Mrs Marta Eaton 

- The proposed development site embraces Blackwell Stubbs Wood, an ancient woodland and a much valued local 
amenity. The wood is also home to a wealth of wild animals and birds.  - The development would result in the 
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destruction of open grasslands in the remainder of the site  - The site is within the Green Belt and is in an area of 
Outstanding Natural Beauty.  - Currently there are no access routes to the site. Should the development go ahead it 
would be necessary to build roads to join with the existing lanes. These are already under pressure and increased 
vehicle traffic would cause damage to the environment and increase congestion. 

Rep1250 
Mr Chris Simpson 

Question 1:   We question the validity of the assessment. The numbers are very specific even though  paragraph 28 
states: “establishing future need for housing is not an exact science” .  The study has only applied uplifts and there is 
no attempt to apply sensitivity in either direction or to provide a range.  Any linkage between the demographics and 
type of housing has been lost. In stating how many units are required, developers are likely to cherry pick those type 
of units that are most profitable for their business. This could result mis-delivery and lack of diversity of housing, in 
turn affecting the character of villages and towns.  The consultation document should define what kind of housing is 
required by age group and emphasise a healthy mix and infrastructure needs (limiting car journeys).  There is no 
mention of multi-generational living or availability of down-size property requirements. Question 2:  It is noted that 
the evidence documents have not all been finalised. They are at different stages of completion as defined in the 
various methodologies. Without an accurate view on the number of dwellings and other needs that can be met by 
the sites identified in the HELAA, it is hard to comment.  We suggest that a density standard be introduced. 
Question 3:  No, we do not know of any. Question 4:  We regard this question as largely academic. The decision has 
been made without prior consultation so why ask this question. Our understanding is that the decision was made on 
cost and resourcing grounds. We do note however that the Local Government Association advises that a Green Belt 
Assessment should not be done by a single District but jointly with a neighbouring District(s). Question 5:  We 
suggest that clear, measurable criteria are attached to each option.   The criteria must define a clear hierarchy which 
is driven by best use of available land within urban boundaries.  The Green Belt is not an option. Question 6:  • 
Option A should be split, separating the change of use as a separate option  • Option B should be incorporated in 
option A  • Options C, D and E are quite the same but significantly different in size and character. Options should 
consider this rather than geography. • Option F should be removed as it will seriously affect the character and 
charm of those locations and the countryside around it. Strict rules on development of Green Belt land should be 
enforced.  • Option G is essentially the Green Belt review on which we have expressed our views and should be 
removed.  • Option I should be removed  • Option I should be removed     • Option J’s emphasis should be on 
sustainability with due consideration for the environment, biodiversity and infrastructure, including water supply 
and waste water management.       • Option K has too many legs. Employment space should be provided beyond the 
centre of settlements with exception of retail and other household centric business activities like restaurants, 
entertainment, small scale design, etc. Industrial units should be located in industrial estates.  • Option L is a catch-
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all which does not accord with the point on clear criteria  expressed in questions 5. Question 7:  Recognising or 
comments on the credibility of the HEDNA under questions 1 and comments on lack of completion of the HELAA in 
question 2, the unmet need is not defined to any degree. Question 8:  Through :    • increasing density with good 
design • creating desirable spaces of different sizes •mixed housing rather than an estates approach, 
meeting the demographic needs   • pro-actively defining what type of housing is required where   • settlement 
centres re-generation   • looking at modern concepts and giving careful consideration to design with an eye 
on lessons learnt from within UK and outside    • closing the current infrastructure • encouraging missing key 
workers into settlements with selected subsidies for housing  • incentive schemes.   Nominating plots and letting 
developers determine what they want to build does not make the best use of valuable land. Neighbourhood plans 
should be insisted upon for every settlement. The Districts take a very much hands off approach to those and should 
actively support their creation and keeping them up to date. Question 9:   We see no need to release Green Belt for 
any dwelling needs, that includes this demographic group Question 10:  There is not enough information to 
comment.   We believe that the term ‘affordable needs’ lacks specifics. What is the assessment and how has it been 
determined? Question 11:    Historic context is wider than just buildings, gardens and landscape. Ancient roads and 
footpaths with the landscape context, should be included and we feel that this fits with your overall broad definition 
of ‘heritage’. They are popular with tourists and visitors alike. Drama and the film industry regularly make use of this 
context.  There are a lot of pubs being closed and re-developed. Many should be preserved as core Heritage sites.  
Question 12:   List of ancient roads and footpaths as included in the Chiltern Society walks guides. A Heritage 
buildings list, including pubs, is being drawn up by the Chiltern Society Heritage Group at present. It should be 
included.   Identifying unprotected sites of all kinds worthy of protection is a key theme of the Chiltern Society’s 
Heritage Group. We are of the view that, rather than create independent databases of such assets, we would prefer 
to contribute new information to existing repositories. Question 13:  We fully endorse the local green space 
designation and agree it must be integrated into the settlement plan. They will be listed settlement by settlement by 
the local residents association. Question 14:   The Chiltern Society’s objective is to safeguard the character of the 
Chilterns. Loss of heritage and landscape would significantly alter this distinctive character. Question 15:   
Settlement Hierarchy - It is unclear what is meant by this sustainability policy. There are too many options and 
assumptions to be made to give a concise response. Please clarify!!  Local Sustainable Development principles - We 
think this needs strengthening by adding a statement clarifying what is meant with ‘sustainability’. Also believe that 
it should read ‘sustainably manage/mitigated environmental impacts ‘ and should reference zero global warming 
impact.   Infrastructure Delivery - We believe this is an essential policy but question how it will be implemented and 
what the assessment process will be. CIL will strengthen the linkage between the development and infrastructure 
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pressures. The fear is that this can be used as a means to ‘spend ones way to application approval’. How will this be 
objectively assessed.   Basement Development - In general in agreement but there is a need to ensure that tree 
roots and other environmental and historic features are not affected by the works. Also clear reference to ensuring 
that works do not take risks with existing buildings closely located to it. Development in the Green Belt - We do not 
accept that the extraordinary circumstances have been proved to remove areas from the Green Belt. The NPPF itself 
states that “The fundamental aim of Green Belt policy is to prevent urban sprawl by keeping land permanently 
open; the essential characteristics of Green Belts are their openness and their permanence”.  Unmet housing need 
(including for traveller sites) does not outweigh the harm to the Green Belt and other harm to constitute the “very 
special circumstances” justifying inappropriate development on a site within the Green Belt.  Affordable Housing 
Exceptions Policy - This policy is too open to interpretation and needs to be tightened up. It needs to clearly state 
under what circumstances this might be acceptable. A wider approval process should be considered. Abuse will 
result in planning creep into the Green Belt as has already taken place to since the legislation was put in place.    
Infilling within Rows of Development within the Green Belt - We suggest that the character of the surroundings 
(build forms, village scape and landscape) be limitations. Infill should not mean on the outer edges of it.   Unmet 
housing need (including for traveller sites) does not to outweigh the harm to the Green Belt and other harm to 
constitute the “very special circumstances” justifying inappropriate development on a site within the Green Belt.  
The Rural Economy - For the Chilterns this should include measures to maintain and enhance the public footpaths 
including re-instating of historic ancient footpaths. Rural Workers Dwellings - If this is interpreted as compliant to all 
points in paragraph 55 of the NPPF we support. Too often small houses are put financially out of reach for local 
people.  Extensions to Dwellings and Outbuildings in the Green Belt - We suggest that the character of the 
surroundings (build forms, village scape and landscape) determine the limitations that should be applied. Infill 
should not include the outer edges of it.  Housing Proposal Sites - As land is at a premium, density requirements 
should be defined.  With reference to settlement planning comments in the main letter, we believe that there 
should be a ‘town planning approach’ which ensures maintaining and enhancing the settlement’s character and 
social connectivity.  Housing Mix - We suggest the policy should also stipulate the numbers of affordable housing 
within the mix.  Affordable Housing and Starter Homes - We suggest that downsize housing as articulated above 
should be included under this policy.  Custom Build and Self Build Housing - Agree as long as no exceptions to the 
policies above are made.   Specialist Elderly Person Accommodation - We agree to the extent that it mentions ‘other 
specialist accommodation’. However we believe that a diverse community is healthy and in keeping with 
maintaining/developing a connected community.  Detached Residential Annexes - If this is a response to multi-
generational living, we would like to see much more detail included.  Gypsy, Traveller and Travelling Showpeople 
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Accommodation - Should be subject to the same policies in the agreed policy document without exception.  
Opportunity Proposal Sites - This sounds a little like bring Green Belt sites in through the back door which is not 
supported.  Conserving and Enhancing the Historic Environment -Landscapes, ancient roads and foot paths should 
also be addressed.  Biodiversity -The Chilterns have a key role to play in managing and enhancing biodiversity  and in 
fact should be one of the purposes of the Green Belt. We would like to see wildlife corridors identified and positive 
measures put in place to prevent those from being broken.  Enhancing these corridors should also be included.  
Chilterns AONB - and in consultation with the Chiltern Conservations Board? Trees and Woodlands - This should 
include enhancing the woodlands to absorb greenhouse gases.  Transport Proposals - We miss statements that 
ensure minimal impact on the environment and facilitating safe passage of wildlife. Question 16:  The report is full 
of red space which indicates lack of data.  It does however highlight the shortfall that is already evident. The 
Sustainability Policies on Infrastructure delivery would suggest that until the infrastructure is in place, no further 
development is possible in certain areas. These should be highlighted on a map to provide an overview.  In respect 
of CIL, the linkage between infrastructure requirements and footprint is not clear. It is household numbers and size 
that drives infrastructure needs.  Question 17:   The questions in the Issues and Options document do assist with 
responding to the consultation, however we are left with three key issues highlighted below:  “How is planning 
possible on an application by applications basis and how will it affect the character of the Chilterns?”.   The Chilterns 
character is defined by how it has been worked and lived in. Great progress has been made with preservation of 
areas to conserve village and townscapes as well as landscapes. The process of just identifying plots of land available 
for building, mainly by development companies, is fragmenting the character.  While planning officers and the 
Planning Committee do have policies to ensure suitable overall context, in the end they can only accept or refuse an 
application. If they get involved in the design their independence is open to question.  The process of town planning 
that defines an overall scheme for a settlement seems to have been squeezed out between planning policy making 
and the planning application process. We think that Town Planning should take centre stage.  Some settlements are 
in the process of formulating a neighbourhood plan as a means of influencing what is built where. However the 
District process takes precedent.  We believe that settlements should be encouraged more to help determine 
development within its boundaries. A neighbourhood plan for each settlement should be encouraged and 
established.  “Should the Chiltern Green Belt be sacrificed for more housing development?”.  The emphatic short 
answer is no, because unmet housing need (including for traveller sites) and unmet employment land need does not 
outweigh the harm to the Green Belt and other harm to constitute the “very special circumstances” justifying 
inappropriate development on a site within the Green Belt.  Economic harm to the Green Belt through:  • loss 
of scope for rural businesses •traffic queues and wasted time •loss of tourism, day trippers and the direct effect on 



Classification: OFFICIAL 
 

829 
 
Classification: OFFICIAL 

Name Summary of Representation 
Council Response (see also 

Volume 1 for generic response) 

businesses in the Green Belt  •loss of film production due to loss of landscape and  scenery Social harm through:  
•reduced close-by outdoor recreational space  •  loss of community amenity • loss of open landscape and 
tranquillity  • loss of heritage.   Environmental harm through: •loss of biodiversity and habitat for wildlife    • loss 
of environmental asset to counter Global Warming, pollution of the air and water (precious globally important chalk 
streams drying up, etc.)    • loss of green infrastructure and wildlife corridors directly affecting flora and fauna.   
The Green belt functions as a whole, not as a collection of parcels. Subdividing it into parcels as per the Green Belt 
Assessment, subsequently testing them against the National Planning Policy Framework purposes might seem 
logical. However it demonstrates a lack understanding of the value and integrity of the Green Belt. We think that 
development in the Green belt is planning creep on a grand scale, one that will be impossible to stop and will result 
in the loss of this environmental asset. “What alternatives should be considered to meet the housing demand”?   
We do support the duty to cooperate. However, the numbers are not clear and the HEDNA and HELAA lack 
credibility.  We believe a larger proportion of actual need can be delivered through professional town planning, a 
mixture of increased density, use of existing brown field sites and stimulating the release of large houses by 
providing down-size accommodation (not only care homes and nursing homes). The infrastructure gaps already 
identified should be addressed irrespective of development in the area as these are unsustainable. 

Rep1251 
Mr John Posgate 

Beaconsfield lacks sporting facilities and part of the reason is because South Bucks cannot afford to fund them.  
Finances would be improved if South Bucks and Chiltern District Councils merged. Think of the cost savings! 
The current route through the New Town is a nightmare during busy times. The zebra crossings at the beginning of 
Gregories Road, Burkes Road and Maxwell Road should be moved 50 yards away from the mine roundabouts. 
I can understand the desire to increase the density in the town centre but this has to have a detrimental effect on 
traffic flow.  There are too many large expensive houses being built and no provision of smaller homes for the senior 
citizens who wish to remain in the town, downsize but not go in to a flat.  For families who wish to live near their 
parents there are few starter homes.  The character of Beaconsfield has changed dramatically over the years partly 
caused by house price increases beyond the norm. It should cater for all & allow families to remain in the same area. 

  

Rep1252 
Mr David Bartle 

Blackwell Stubbs Wood is an ancient area of outstanding natural beauty which lies within the Green Belt. It is a 
steeply wooded valley and its proposed destruction would be a complete contro version of the aims and principles 
of the Green Belt. It provides a wonderful facility for teaching the young about the wonders and joys of the 
Countryside. Access to the valley would be extremely difficult and would presumably require major roads works . 
This would be completely out of character with the current local road network of small narrow country lanes. Any 
such developments would completely overwhelm the current facilities.  This appears to be a completely 
unwarranted attack upon the local flora and fauna and against the aims of the Green Belt Policy of conservation and 
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must be resisted in all circumstances. 

Rep1253 
Dr Rhiannon 
Rowsell 

Q1: I am not convinced by the accuracy of the statistics produced for the HEDNA report. It is stated that an over-
estimate has been made for housing needs in South Bucks. The cost of housing in this area is high compared with 
other areas and this may limit demand for new housing. Q2: I am not convinced by the accuracy of the statistics 
produced for the HELAA report. Q3: There are NO additional sites available in my opinion and I wish to see a list of 
sites already identified. Q5: I think option A is the best solution. Q6: Parcel 47b should be rejected for the reasons 
stated by the ARUP report. Parcel 57a should be rejected as it is in a flood plain and connects GX with CSP Parcel 57b 
should be rejected for the same reasons as parcel 57a Parcel 69 should be rejected for the reasons stated by the 
ARUP report. Q16: I am in favour of a Community Infrastructure Levy. In Gerrards Cross we are not well served 
currently: general practices are at nearly full capacity with restriction of choice of GP,  the state of the roads is sub-
standard with numerous pot-holes presenting safety hazards, parking in the town centre is difficult and costly.   
Q17: Since the Tesco store was built in Gerrards Cross, traffic has increased significantly resulting in congestion in 
the town centre, increased use of side roads, difficulty in parking. Any additional housing development around the 
town will exacerbate these problems. 

  

Rep1254 
Mr Antony Wood 

As a resident of Farnham Common for over 20 years, i have seen quite a few houses being built in the greater village 
area either by redevelopment of a large house and/or plots singularly or in multiples, in different areas, I have  also 
seen rear garden amalgamation to build new houses or smaller dwellings and subdivision of large plots for 
development.  I think there is still some scope for this to continue in a closely monitored way by the council, and to 
desist from looking at the greenbelt land which we have around our semi rural setting, which we live here to enjoy. 
We have in the past seen the systematic degradation  of the roads from the expanding commercial road use through 
our village area and  community services being closed down, therefore  bringing large tracts of greenbelt land under 
the guise of large scale  house building would add to the now overburdened and under maintained county services. 
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Rep1255 
Mr John Palmer 

Please see below my response to questions 11-12-13-17.  Firstly, I request that the Hatched area of land owned by 
Chiltern District Council, presented on p40 of ‘The Plan’ (commonly known as Upper Stone Meadow) be protected 
from all future development and any ‘change of use’.  Secondly I would like to extend the Hatched area as above 
and incorporate the area more commonly known as Lower Stone Meadow. Both Upper and Lower Stone Meadow 
are currently owned by Chiltern District Council see Ordinance Survey Map reference SU9993NW. Land Registry Title 
Number BM294098.  I request all land at Upper and Lower Stone meadow as defined in the above Title number 
have a binding and legal covenant imposed on it that binds Chiltern District Council to protect it for the good of the 
village and to never allow development of any kind, on any scale, including but not exclusively housing, commercial 
buildings or offices.  My supporting evidence is that this land is already recognised as An Area of National Interest. It 
contains a rare and precious chalk stream, wildlife, flora and fauna, and fulfils its existing classification as An Area Of 
Outstanding Natural Beauty in Green Belt. It is physically unsuitable for any development as it is on a flood plain, 
above the proposed HS2 Tunnel, in an area safeguarded by HS2 and therefore not deliverable before 2036. 
I/We are opposed to any future development of the land owned by Chiltern District Council known as Stone 
Meadow (upper and lower)    1. AN AREA OF OUTSTANDING NATURAL BEAUTY (AONB)    A. The area is designated 
an AONB and contains precious chalk stream river.   B. Rich wildlife, flora and fauna including deer, woodpeckers, 
bats etc..   C. Used as a key area for walkers, horse riding, scouts groups, dog walking, cyclists.   D. Contains 
woodland which should be or is already protected.    E. Contains the Chiltern Way (public right of way for walkers). 
2. THE AREA SITS WITHIN THE FLOOD PLAIN    A. The village flooded most recently 2008 - 2012- 2014 the meadows 
are a natural flood plain.   B. Any building in this area would worsen future flooding for village centre   C. Houses 
built on this area would be uninsurable   D. Measures to reduce future flooding have not been implemented 
E. Governments are advising that Flood plains should be considered for development     3. IMPACT ON THE VILLAGE 
INFRASTRUCTURE AND CHARACTER     A. The village resources are already stretched i.e. doctors, parking, schools etc 
B. Traffic on the A413 is already at maximum capacity at rush hour     C. The character of the village would be 
negatively impacted by such a large development       D. The character of the village has already been negatively 
impacted by HS2 and the possible waste transfer station    E. Already likely to suffer congestion and impact on village 
resources from other plans to build near Epilepsy Centre on border with Chalfont St Peter. 

  

Rep1256 
Mr Jeffrey Mc 
McManus 

I strongly object to the difficult to read suggestions of development in the Gerrards Cross area. The town is difficult 
to navigate through at many times of the day and the proposed development is going to increase the traffic flow 
considerably and may lead to grid lock.   Bull lane is severely congested during morning and afternoons an this 
particular area of development is going to make a bad situation unpassable.   The only development that might be 
acceptable is the suggestion of office development alongside that chalfont dual carriage way, but I only think that 
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this should be done provided that the developer is under a sect 106 requirement to build a fly over for traffic that 
needs to cross the dual carriage way to enter or leave the site. Without this being done safety or a slowing down of 
traffic would make this scheme  unacceptable to me and I then would object to the linear development. 
Please take these points into account very carefully. 

Rep1257 
Gregory Gray 
Associates on 
behalf of 
Wyevale Garden 
Centres 

Gregory Gray Associates are instructed, by Wyevale Garden Centres Ltd., to submit the following representation.     
Our clients own Beaconsfield Garden Centre which is included as site SB0005 of the Draft Housing and Economic 
Land Availability Assessment (HELAA). In response to Question 2 of the Council’s Regulation 18 consultation, our 
client supports the acceptance of their site as a result of the Stage 1 assessment. It is noted that the Stage 2 
Assessment for Sites located within South Bucks has yet to be undertaken, however I can confirm that the site is 
‘suitable’ and ‘available’ for residential development, as evidenced by the current planning application (ref: 
15/02142/OUT) that has been submitted for the site, and that the site’s development will be ‘achievable’ over the 
Plan period.  In response to Question 5 relating to the proposed spatial strategy, our client supports Option A which 
seeks to make more efficient and effective use of land within existing built up areas. It is a fundamental tenet of 
sustainable development that natural resources, such as land, should be used prudently and that the natural 
environment should be protected. Efficient use of land within existing settlements is essential to minimising the 
need to meet development requirements in currently undeveloped areas, consistent with protecting the natural 
environment. Therefore the Option A approach should undoubtedly be adopted, as being consistent with the 
principles of sustainable development.   Question 15 relates to the scope of the development management policies 
contained within Appendix 7 of the consultation document.  It is noted that the intended policy relating to town 
centre uses seeks to locate them in accordance with an identified hierarchy of centres and “for developments for 
town centre uses outside of the town centre the sequential and impacts tests (as set out in the NPPF and NPPG) will 
be applied”. Our client recognizes the appropriateness of compliance with the ‘town centre first’ approach 
advocated within the NPPF but also requests that regard is had to para. 23 of the Framework which states (inter 
alia) that LPAs should “set policies for the consideration of proposals for main town centre uses which cannot be 
accommodated in or adjacent to town centres”.   This is applicable to specialist uses, such as garden centres, where 
the high bulk, low value of the goods sold, together with a need for access by private vehicle, renders a town centre 
location generally inappropriate and unviable.  As such, the retail policies of the emerging Local Plan should 
recognize the need for such retailers to be located in out of centre locations and the inappropriateness of applying 
the sequential test in their regard.  I would be grateful if the above comments could be taken into account in the 
drafting of the emerging Local Plan and should you require any further information, please do not hesitate to 
contact me. 
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Rep1258 
Mr David Chivers 
Planning Design 
Partnership 
Limited on behalf 
of Mr Nalin Patel 

THE SITE IS IN THE METROPOLITAN GREEN BELT BUT ADJOINS DEVELOPMENT TO THE SOUTH AND NORTH.  THE SITE 
IS GENERALLY FLAT AND CONTAINS NO BUILDINGS OR TREES APART FROM A NUMBER ALONG THE EDGES OF THE 
SITE. THERE ARE NO OBVIOUS CONTRAINTS THEREFORE TO TAKE INTO ACCOUNT WHEN DEVISING A LAYOUT.  IN 
MY JUDGEMENT THE SITE WOULD BE BEST SUITED TO A RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT. A MIX OF TWO AND THREE-
STOREY DEVELOPMENT OF 2, 3 AND 4 BEDROOM HOUSES WOULD SEEM APPROPRIATE FOR THIS SITE ON THE EDGE 
OF THE DEVELOPED AREA.  THERE ARE SEVERAL POINTS WHERE VEHICULAR ACCESS CAN BE GAINED FROM 
FRAMEWOOD ROAD. THE LAND WOULD PROVIDE A SUSTAINABLE HOUSING SITE FOR THE LOCAL AUTHORITY 

  

Rep1260 
Mr & Mrs M 
O'Connell 

We are writing to put our strongest objections to any proposed plan to develop the land behind Lakes Lanes and 
Lord Reith Place, Beaconsfield HP9.  This land serves as a sanctuary for abundant wildlife and contains many 
ecosystems that would be destroyed.  The area is also served by the local rugby club, which provides a fantastic 
service to the local community. The sports pitches are an absolute joy for all ages and used through out the seasons. 
On a third point the traffic getting in out of Beaconsfield can be at a virtual standstill and this particular point is one 
the most heavily used.   There are plans in place for an enormous development at Wilton Park which will cause more 
traffic to Pyebush Roundabout and pollution to the area.  We would like our objection to be logged and hope that 
this area is quickly struck off any future redevelopment lists.   Please could you confirm receipt of our email. 
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Rep1261 
Mrs Janey Wall 

I am very alarmed at the proposals for such large-scale development in and around Little Chalfont. The village has 
already seen a far greater number of new properties built in recent years than neighbouring communities. And I feel 
strongly that any construction should be kept to within the current village boundaries. The "Green Belt" should not 
be declassified as such. This is a rural area and its character will change irrevocably if such massive development 
goes ahead.  I am already shocked at the construction on the donkey field - a green field site - in Burton's Lane. Plus I 
see some of the new houses built there are on the market for £2,000,000. I understand the Localism Act 2011 places 
a legal Duty to Cooperate on local authorities to meet housing demands. Surely if we need new housing, it's not 2-
million pound mansions we require but affordable housing?   I do not feel Little Chalfont should be designated as a 
"Main Settlement for Growth", as local amenities, roads and education facilities are already under intense strain.  
Getting children into local secondary schools is already incredibly competitive. There are already 180 kids per year in 
my daughter's school and many others. Will the increased population mean schools have to expand even further? Is 
this sustainable?   I have a son with asthma and we moved to Chalfont St Giles partly because as a family, we value 
green spaces and clean air. This level of proposed development is deeply worrying from a pollution and dust 
perspective. So many new homes will result in many more cars on local roads, which will mean far more emissions 
and greater congestion, which in itself will increase local pollution.   Local roads are in a dire state. Cokes Lane, for 
example, has some horrendous potholes at the moment, which you have to avoid or risk damaging your car. 
Increased traffic on local roads will just exacerbate the problem.   Finally, my husband and I both commute into 
London by train. At peak times, we don't get a seat. If the local population increases in line with these development 
plans, it'll be difficult even to get on the train. 

 The Local Plan will need to 
identify sustainable 
development options to meet 
needs taking into account the 
scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements.   

Rep1262 
Mr David 
Burbidge 
Chairman 
Chalfont St Peter 
Community 
Centre 

I write as the Chairman of Chalfont St Peter Community Centre, which is the largest community organisation in 
Chalfont St Peter. We provide facilities for over a hundred groups with  activities as diverse as toddler groups, a 
mothers and babies group, bridge, fine arts drama, sports, dance, fitness, education and parties. The Centre has also 
recently become the base for Chalfonts U3A which has over 500 members and provides a wide range of 
activities.The average number of visitors to the  Centre each week is in excess of  one thousand.   The community 
centre is over 50 years old and the building is nearing the end of its serviceable life. We are in the initial stages of 
planning its replacement.  I will leave it to our individual members to comment on the entire document, forming the 
initial Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan, Issues and Options, and confine my comments to the specific site, Mill 
Meadow, where our community centre is located.  
Question 6    Mill Meadow - The area is a much used amenity facility which, in addition to the Community Centre, 
has two large areas of allotments, Chalfont St Peter Amateur Football Club, fields, recreation park, playing pitches 
(football and cricket), tennis courts, a scout headquarters and parish council offices.  There are no areas within the 
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centre of the village where any of these facilities could be relocated.   The Chalfont St Peter C of E Academy, 
adjacent to Mill Meadow, does not have a playing field within the school grounds. The school currently uses Mill 
Meadow for physical education lessons on a daily basis and for team games, athletics and cross country activities.  
The Department for Education statutory guidance on the National Curriculum for England and Wales on physical 
education programmes of study states that the national curriculum for physical education should ensure that all 
pupils develop competence to excel in a broad range of physical activities; are physically active for sustained periods 
of time; engage in competitive sports and activities; and lead healthy lives.  The school would therefore be unable to 
deliver an effective curriculum if Mill Meadow were to be designated for development.  The area is also a much 
used public facility with a Nature Reserve, Jubilee Garden and The Lady Gibb Millennium Wood and with the a right 
of way alongside the River Misbourne from the Village Centre, across Mill Meadow and through to Chalfont St Giles.  
These amenities are simply irreplaceable due to the length of time taken for them to develop and their very 
position.  Mill Meadow is on the flood plain. There is a serious risk of flooding as evidenced by the prolonged and 
extensive flooding at various times between 2010 and 2014.  We support the retention of the current Green Belt 
status for Mill Meadow because the area fulfils the necessary criteria. If Green Belt status is to be changed, we will 
apply for Local Green Space designation for Mill Meadow.  This is because Mill Meadow meets all of the following 
criteria, as stipulated in the National Planning Policy Framework, which states the designation should only be used:  
● where the green space is in reasonably close proximity to the community it serves;  ● where the green area is 
demonstrably special to a local community and holds a particular local significance, for example because of its 
beauty, historic significance, recreational value (including as a playing field), tranquillity or richness of its wildlife; 
and  ● where the green area concerned is local in character and is not an extensive tract of land. 

Rep1263 
Mr Giles Smith 

Q1   A definition of 'affordable' would be helpful. Also if 'General' includes the likes of infilling going on in Farnham 
Common at present there should be a restriction on very large properties selling for over £2M. Also if these are 
allowed there should be additional bands for Council Tax assessment. 
Q2/4   I strongly believe any future development should be sited away from existing built areas especially in South 
Bucks.  The pressure of population and existing building is placing an intolerable burden on the infrastructure and 
public services. All building in the Farnhams area should be halted as the A355 is at bursting point. Noise and 
emission pollution from this road is unacceptable and its affect on the village most destructive. Our sewers are 
overflowing. Demand for policing and schools, hospitals, landfill cannot be met. Apart from this, development in the 
area will eventually force the fusing of our villages with Slough 
Q4   The vision is flawed and some blue sky thinking should be applied.  The additional 13,000 homes could be 
accommodated in 3 or 4 satellite towns/villages away from the existing built areas. These could be established with 
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their own essential services e.g. Solar/ground source energy production. Sewage treatment/ recycling plant. Food 
production. Post offices, pubs and places of worship etc.  The reliance on motor vehicles could be minimised by 
creating local employment in offices, workshops etc. Commuting by foot or bicycle.  Most importantly such towns 
could be linked into the Chiltern or Metro Rail network so that road haulage could be reduced.   20 years should be 
long enough to achieve this but some Green Belt land is inevitably going to be sacrificed in areas north and west of 
Amersham. How about a relief Airport at Chalgrove (new runways provided by Martin Baker Ltd) also linked by rail 
from Watlington. This could obviate the need for enlarging Heathrow.  Scrapping the ludicrous £100b HS2 project 
could help fund all this! Q5   I don't think there should be any extension to main settlements at all for the reasons 
given above. Q6   I suppose certain villages could act as a seed for my satellite towns. Q7   Unmet needs could 
include strategic expansion of railways. Put freight on trains. Cut and cover the A355 from M4 to M40 then 
pedestrianise Farnham Common. Q8   Affordable housing could be provided essentially to workers as part of their 
wage structure. Should be reserved for those in essential services, construction, NHS and teaching. Interest free 
loans to help fund a deposit or % of equity. Q9 No Q10   Build beautiful care homes on parts of unused space on Golf 
Courses. Compulsory Purchase land. Q11  Thank God for Burnham Beeches, Cliveden, Stoke Park & St Giles 
Q12   If trees are heritage assets. Many more disease resistant trees should be planted and cared for. Shame about 
the old woodland razed for the horrific M40 service area! Q13 The preservation of Farnham Park playing fields is 
essential to prevent the sprawl of development from Slough. Any development there would inevitably add even 
more traffic to the A355. Renew and enforce the trust ownership Q14  No Q15 No Q16  A community Infrastructure 
levy is a good idea. It should be added to Council Tax proportionate to the floor area of the property being taxed.  
Push forward uptake of Electric Vehicles and charging infrastrucure to reduce exhaust pollution Q17   Challenges are 
costly - earmark part of savings from scrapping HS2 

Rep1264 
Mrs Diane Levine 

I am responding to the proposal to build  homes in the stone meadow area of Chalfont St Giles this is an area of 
outstanding beauty used by guides, scouts horse riders as well as being a designated footpath  It is not in keeping 
with the beauty of the area , as well as local  infrastructure which will be unable to cope with extra places needed in 
school and doctors surgeries   Green spaces are getting rarer and rarer and must be protected otherwise we will end 
up as just another London suburb 

  

Rep1265 Ms 
Katherine Pierce 

I disagree with building on green belt when there are pockets of suitable land within other/neighbouring villages 
such as Prestwood which could benefit from additional housing. 
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Rep1266 
Miss Nicola Bland 

We live in a country market town with a variety of both residential and industrial areas. In order to maintain this the 
greatest efforts should be made to preserve the environment within the context that additional housing and 
infrastructure is required. To minimise the effect of any such plans on the existing green belt the amenity value as 
evidenced by existing bridle and footpaths which are extensively used by both local inhabitants and visiting walkers 
to the area must be preserved and protected. This is in keeping with the designation of The Chilterns as Green Belt 
and within this area, substantial portions having the additional designation as Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty. 
There are designated public walkways across the field behind us so there is tangible evidence to support such 
statements.  When such green belt land is lost to developments,there is no going back. Though there is need in the 
area for additional housing and industrial areas. The council should first use any brown fill areas first not the green 
fields and parks which are enjoyed by all, no matter if young or old, rich or poor. 

  

Rep1267 
Mr Ian Gillespie  
Carter Jonas LLP 
on behalf of 
Inland Homes 

On behalf of our client, Inland Homes, our response to the consultation comprises three elements: • a document 
entitled ‘A Vision for East and South of Beaconsfield’.   • A ‘Issues and Options Response’ Report which sets out our 
comments on the specific questions posted in the Issues and Options consultation document. We have also 
commented on the emerging evidence base for the Local Plan, with specific reference to those matters relating 
directly or indirectly to the proposed development at East and South Beaconsfield.  • A ‘Site Nominations’ Report 
(attached), which re-confirms the availability of a number of land parcels submitted to South Bucks District Council’s 
‘Call for Sites’ in April 2015, and identifies additional land parcels for consideration in preparing the Chiltern and 
South Bucks Local Plan. • A Report (‘Issues and Options Response’) setting out our comments on the specific 
questions posed in the Issues and Options consultation document. We have also commented on the emerging 
evidence base for the Local Plan, with specific reference to those matters relating directly or indirectly to the 
proposed development at East and South Beaconsfield.  • This ‘Site Nominations’ Report, which re-confirms the 
availability of a number of land parcels submitted to South Bucks District Council’s ‘call for sites’ in April 2015, and 
identifies additional land parcels for consideration in preparing the Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan.  In April 
2015, in response to the South Buck District Local Plan ‘Call for Sites’, Carter Jonas submitted the following sites on 
behalf of Inland Homes:  o Land Parcel 1 – Wilton Park; o Land Parcel 1A – Wilton Park (north western parcel); o 
Land Parcel 2 – Land north of Pyebush Roundabout; o Land Parcel 3 – Land north of London Road; o Land Parcel 3A 
– Land north of Pyebush Roundabout; o Land Parcel 4 – Land north of the A40; o Land Parcel 5 – Land off Park Lane; 
and o Land to the west of Broad Lane, Beaconsfield.    The recently published Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan 
Initial Consultation document advises that these earlier site nominations will be considered in preparing the Joint 
Local Plan. Further, additional sites can still be nominated in writing during the consultation period.    For the 
avoidance of any doubt, and to ensure South Bucks and Chiltern District Councils have the latest available 
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information to inform preparation of the Joint Local Plan, this Report provides replacement Site Nomination forms 
for Land Parcels 1 to 5, and land to the west of Broad Lane, Beaconsfield.   Two additional land parcels are also 
submitted – Land to the west of the A355, Beaconsfield (Land Parcel 6) and Land to the west of Pyebush Lane, 
Beaconsfield (Land Parcel 7).   All of these land parcels contribute towards the vision for land at East and South 
Beaconsfield, as set out in the document submitted to the Councils in February 2016.   - 'A Vision for East and South 
of Beaconsfield'. We believe that a coordinated and comprehensive approach to development at East and South of 
Beaconsfield could deliver new homes for local people in a highly sustainable location; new employment 
opportunities on a sustainable business park; enhanced leisure and community facilities; a network of formal and 
informal green spaces, accessible to all; and various measures to address traffic congestion and encourage walking 
and cycling.   The Site Nominations included in this Report are:   o Land Parcel 1 – Wilton Park; o Land Parcel 1A – 
Wilton Park (north western parcel); o Land Parcel 2 – Land north of Pyebush Roundabout; o Land Parcel 3 – Land 
north of London Road; o Land Parcel 3A – Land north of Pyebush Roundabout; o Land Parcel 4 – Land north of the 
A40; o Land Parcel 5 – North of Minerva Way o Land Parcel 6 – Land off Lakes Lane/ Hedgerley Lane o Land Parcel 7 
– Land off Pyebush Lane o Land to the west of Broad Lane, Beaconsfield Wilton Park - As set out in the Vision 
document, Parcel 1 comprises the Wilton Park site, as defined in the adopted South Bucks Core Strategy and related 
Wilton Park Development Brief SPD. The adopted Wilton Park SPD sets out the framework for future redevelopment 
of the Wilton Park site. The SPD outlines the on-site development constraints and opportunities, and suggests that 
whilst remaining in the Green Belt, Wilton Park has the capacity to deliver up to 350 dwellings, with supporting 
facilities, services and infrastructure (including a new access road off the Pyebush Roundabout). Trees and 
Woodland in the southern and northern parts of the site are to be retained, providing a parkland setting for new 
development.  Inland Homes firmly believe there is scope to increase the amount of development on the Wilton 
Park site.  Within the broad planning framework established in the SPD, additional housing numbers could be 
delivered by reviewing the mix of dwelling types and sizes. For example, in place of some larger detached roperties, 
a greater number of family sized semi-detached or terraced properties could be delivered.  By removing the Wilton 
Park site from the Green Belt, there would be the opportunity to further increase the scale of new housing delivered 
on the site, whilst still respecting the development constraints identified in the SPD. The Green Belt Assessment 
(Part 1) confirms that the land does not strongly fulfil the purposes of the Green Belt, and the land is recommended 
for further consideration for release from the Green Belt.  Approximately 150 additional homes could be 
accommodated mainly within the areas currently proposed for residential development, through an increase in 
development density. Such additional development would remain screened from the existing built-up area of 
Beaconsfield, and would represent an 'easy win'. Large parts of the Wilton Park site would be retained as woodland, 
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parkland and informal open, with public access to this extensive area of green infrastructure.  Vehicular access into 
the Wilton Park site would be via the first phase of the A355 Relief Road, with Minerva Way acting as the principal 
pedestrian and cycle link between planned development and the existing built-up area of Beaconsfield. 

Rep1268 
Mrs Evangeline 
Evans 

For as long as residents are allowed or encouraged to sell their houses to developers who will build several dwellings 
where one had been before, so the town will be unable to sustain the superstructure needed for such an increase, 
and thus will become completely changed. 

  

Rep1269 
Mr Joseph 
Jaquest 

THIS AREA IS NOT SUITABLE FOR ADDITIONAL HOUSING OF THIS MAGNITUDE. OTHER SITES MUST BE MORE 
SUITABLE. 

 The councils consider that 
options in the Green Belt need 
to be considered in addition to 
the opportunities that are 
available on brownfield sites. 

Rep1270 
Mr Jonathon 
Langham 
J & K Property 
Consultants on 
behalf of  
Anonymous (Land 
Owner) 

I am writing in response to the Council’s above consultation that includes the removal of a number of sites from the 
Green Belt to accommodate forecast housing needs. I act on behalf of clients who are seeking to promote land to 
the east of Thorney Lane South, Iver for mixed uses including employment, car parking and residential uses. The 
extent of site ownership is set out on Plan 1 and the site is brought to the Council’s attention as a potential 
development site.  Comments are provided in relation to the specific questions proposed in the current 
consultation document.  It is apparent from the emerging Local Plan review that there will be a requirement to find 
additional sites to accommodate the anticipated housing need. This is likely to require the release of land from the 
Green Belt as there are no more centrally located opportunities within the settlement area or on previously 
development land within the existing Green Belt.  It is considered that the subject site represents a credible 
development opportunity and is promoted for inclusion within the forthcoming Local Plan review as a site for mixed 
uses.  It is considered that the site has the following strategic benefits:   · There is an identified need for additional 
station car parking facilities to serve an improved Iver railway station and the site is well located to the station to 
accommodate this facility;  · Iver railway station will shortly accommodate Crossrail services that will provide 
improved links to Heathrow and Central London, accordingly opportunities to  maximise the density of development 
in accessible locations should be optimised; · other allocations made in the draft plan will result in the loss of 
significant areas of establish employment land and the plan fails to make any suitable provision for the future needs 
for employment generating uses in the business use class;  · the site has the potential to accommodate a range of 
mixed uses including employment generating uses that would have no adverse impact upon the openness of the 
Green Belt given the existence of the M25 that provides a permanent physical boundary to the eastward expansion 
of Iver village; · a site area of 18.2 acres (7.4 ha) with the potential to deliver up to 18,000 sqm of employment 
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generating uses or up to 200 residential use depending on density as well as the provision of a new integrated 
station car park;  · the site has the potential to secure other environmental improvements by providing a 
noise shield to existing and proposed residential units as well as diverting HGVs from Thorney Lane South which 
currently pass in close proximity to establish residential areas;  · provide wider environmental improvements to Iver 
centre with improved servicing and access arrangements for the adjacent shops that will underpin their long-term 
viability and accessibility to the adjacent community;  · the site is held in a single ownership and is readily available 
for development without  delay, and;  · development would not require public expenditure in land assembly or 
infrastructure provision. Question 1 - It is considered that the plan has failed to recognise the strategic locational 
advantages of Iver in accommodating further development and in particular its proximity to Iver railway station 
which will provide improved services when Crossrail has been completed. Whilst the site is currently Greenfield and 
falls within the Green Belt it does not provide a strong Green Belt function as the M25 provides a permanent and 
physical constraint to the eastward expansion of Iver village.  It is considered that the site should be removed from 
the Green Belt to accommodate a mix of uses including car park, employment and possibly residential uses subject 
to a satisfactory residential environment being provided. Question 2 - It is considered that the South Bucks element 
of the plan significantly under allocates land for employment uses. In particular a number of existing employment 
sites are reallocated for housing development. Iver is well placed to accommodate future employment needs being 
in close proximity to the M25 Heathrow and Central London.  Land to the East of Thorney Lane South is well located 
to accommodate these potential needs as well as provide for a new station car park which cannot be 
accommodated on land elsewhere in the district. The comprehensive development of the site could provide a range 
of environmental improvements to the village centre including a new traffic management plan so that commuter 
parking is displaced from spaces provided to serve shop units. Development of the site could provide a noise screen 
to the benefit of nearby residential properties and internal site layout arrangements could also provide for the 
diversion of HGV traffic from parts of the existing Thornley Lane South Road that passes in close proximity to 
existing residential areas. Question 4 - It is considered that the opportunity to accommodate new development in 
and adjacent to Iver station has been missed. Part of the site to the East of Thornley Lane South has the potential to 
accommodate mixed uses as well as a new station car park that would provide various environmental improvements 
to the centre. The site is held in a single land ownership and is readily available for development. The provision of 
the various environmental improvements would be achieved without incurring additional public expenditure. 
Currently the site does not provide a strong Green Belt function given the proximity of the M25 that provides a 
permanent and physical limited to the eastward expansion of Iver. Question 5  - It is considered that a multifaceted 
approach should be adopted so that a development needs can be accommodated with the least level of disruption 
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to existing settlement patterns having regard to local circumstances. In particular many smaller settlements will be 
able to accommodate limited scales of development without adverse impact upon the community surrounding 
areas so that the local distinctiveness of specific areas can be maintained as far as possible. Iver village, under option 
E, should recognise the strategic importance of the settlement given proposals to improve services to Iver station. 
Given proposals for the reallocation of the existing employment sites for residential development there is an unmet 
need for additional employment sites to be allocated. The site to the East of Thornley Lane South is ideally placed to 
meet these needs without resulting in any significant environmental impact. In addition the site’s development 
could achieve various environmental improvements to the settlement as a whole with a dedicated commuter car 
park and improved noise screening and potentially the diversion of HGV traffic from the alignment of parts of the 
existing Thornley Lane South Road. Question 6 - It is considered that opportunities in Iver have not been fully 
explored under option E and that's land to the East of Thornley Road South could accommodate many of the villages 
future development requirements as well and secure significant environmental improvements without having an 
adverse impact upon the integrity of a revised Green Belt boundary. Question 7 - It is considered that insufficient 
allowance has been made for the allocation of sites for employment uses given proposals to reallocate many 
existing site for residential development as well as the under lying employment needs for the District. The plan 
should provide a positive policy framework to enable the development of land to the East of Thorney Lane South to 
accommodate these uses including a new station car park, employment and potentially residential uses. This would 
present a sustainable pattern of development given the availability of public transport facilities in close proximity to 
the site. Question 12 - The Council should adopt a policy that allows it to seek financial contributions towards 
affordable housing from both small sites as well as a larger size to ensure that affordable housing provision is 
appropriately located having regard to existing and planned infrastructure. In many cases new housing 
developments which contain a significant portion of affordable housing rarely have the necessary community 
infrastructure in place at an early enough stage to provide for the needs of affordable housing residents. The Council 
should use these financial contributions to secure the regeneration of complex sites often located in town centres 
where existing infrastructure facilities can be better utilised. Question 18 –  The preparation of neighbourhood plans 
that fail to reflect the provisions of other statutory planning documents have the potential to create complexity and 
delay in the development process. Where neighbourhood plans are prepared and adopted and the emerging local 
plan is likely to have significant implications for the policies of the neighbourhood plan the neighbourhood plan 
should be suspended or subject to an early review. Potential conflicts between the neighbourhood plan and the 
local plan can be minimised if the future development needs of the district are well known to its residents and 
neighbourhood plans only address issues that they are capable of resolving. The Council should prepare carefully 
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drafted guidance to assist parish councils in the preparation of future neighbourhood plans. Question 19 - The scope 
of the policies set out in Appendix 17 are broadly supported.   Question 20 - The approach adopted in the draft plan 
is supported. We request that the above is taken into consideration in the preparation of subsequent versions of 
plan and that we are informed of subsequent stages to the plan preparation process.  We would be pleased to make 
detailed submissions in terms of the viability of the proposed development of land at Iver for mixed use 
development at a later date to address any concerns that the Council might have. 

Rep1271 
Mr David 
Harrison 

I am objecting to development of the green belt land known as Parcel 69 between the M40 and Howards Wood 
Drive/ Howards Thicket, as already ruled as not recommended by ARUP.  This area of woodland provides a noise and 
pollution barrier and is home to a large number of birds, deer, badgers and foxes. It also acts to absorb water on 
land which slopes towards the M40 and prevents potential flooding.  The planning documents contain a photograph 
of this parcel of land which is misleading. The photograph shows an area of grassland but in reality the vast majority 
of the land parcel is heavily wooded. It serves to prevent the sprawl of housing into green belt land. 
There are also high voltage cables in the middle of the woodland and the health hazards of living underneath these 
cables is well documented and must surely make the are totally unsuitable for a housing development.  Access to 
the parcel of land would not be straightforward as it is almost completely surrounded by existing houses and the 
M40 motorway.  Access from the Windsor Road and/or Fulmer Road would necessitate the widening of these roads 
to cope with additional traffic which in turn would lead to more congestion at the A40 junctions which are already 
too busy.  Having had the area investigated by specialist consultants who have deemed this parcel of land as 
unsuitable I feel most strongly that the council should now rule out parcel 69 as a potential development area. 

  

Rep1272 
Mrs Lynn Furlong 

I am opposed to any future development of the land owned by Chiltern District Council known as Stone Meadow 
(upper and lower)    1. AN AREA OF OUTSTANDING NATURAL BEAUTY (AONB)    A. The area is designated an AONB 
and contains precious chalk stream river.  B. Rich wildlife, flora and fauna including deer, woodpeckers, bats etc.. 
C. Used as a key area for walkers, horse riding, scouts groups, dog walking, cyclists.  D. Contains woodland which 
should be or is already protected.  E. Contains the Chiltern Way (public right of way for walkers).   2. THE AREA SITS 
WITHIN THE FLOOD PLAIN  A. The village flooded most recently 2008 - 2012- 2014 the meadows are a natural flood 
plain.  B. Any building in this area would worsen future flooding for village centre.  C. Houses built on this area would 
be uninsurable.  D. Measures to reduce future flooding have not been implemented.   E. Governments are advising 
that Flood plains should be considered for development.  3. IMPACT ON THE VILLAGE INFRASTRUCTURE AND 
CHARACTER  A. The village resources are already stretched i.e. doctors, parking, schools etc.   B. Traffic on the A413 
is already at maximum capacity at rush hour.   C. The character of the village would be negatively impacted by such a 
large development.   D. The character of the village has already been negatively impacted by HS2 and the possible 
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waste transfer station.  E. Already likely to suffer congestion and impact on village resources from other plans to 
build near Epilepsy Centre on border with Chalfont St Peter. 

Rep1273 
Mr & Mrs RWM & 
J McKnight 

We have studied with interest the consultation document and reports mentioned, without being blindly antagonistic 
to national and local needs for development nevertheless we have some concern about areas for possible change 
mooted for discussion in the consultation.  Our particular experience is of Gerrards Cross town and the area from 
Packhorse Road between its junctions with South Park and Kingsway, down to Lower Road/A413/Chalfont Park.   
One option for providing more housing anywhere is to make more intensive use of land already within a town’s 
existing boundaries.  Gerrards Cross has been doing this for twenty years and more, many large properties with 
grounds have been replaced by multi-unit developments of houses and apartment blocks.  This process is still 
continuing.  The increase in dwellings has outstripped the facilities of the town and extending the town limits should 
not be in any proposal until measures have been taken to boost school facilities, medical facilities and provision for 
all-day parking which will enable the Highways authority to clear the choked side roads of dawn-to-dusk parked cars.  
In this regard Gerrards Cross has been a victim of the success of its excellent railway line to London which draws 
commuters from a wide area who find limited appropriate parking facilities.   A particular concern is the inclusion of 
the A413 corridor between the railway viaduct and the Kingsway roundabout in the Area of Search for Strategic 
Employment Options, this stretch being currently Green Belt  This road has a history of fatal accidents, indeed there 
is a notice warning drivers of this danger, and building along the edges between Kingsway and South Park on one 
side of this dual carriageway and in Chalfont Park on the other will only make things worse with extra vehicles, both 
private and commercial, leaving and joining at a high speed spot.  As it is, reaching the London-bound carriageway 
from South Park/Lower Road can be fraught.  The A413 serves a useful purpose in speeding incoming traffic to the 
roundabouts at Kingsway and Chalfont St Peter where it filters away in different directions, also in clearing away 
traffic from those different directions towards Denham and London.  The road is however in an area prone to 
flooding and huge puddles still appear by the roundabout to Gerrards Cross despite endless work on drainage.  
Chalfont St Peter’s main road too is often closed by flooding as the river Misbourne. regularly bursts its banks 
causing delays and further congestion.  The narrow strip of woodland between the A413 and Lower Road is 
unsuitable for business development as direct access onto the A413 would be perilous, and  Lower Road is 
unsuitable too.  A limited number of houses having access onto Lower Road might be viable, but the strip of 
woodland serves a useful purpose as insulation against the traffic noise of the A413.  On the other side, the ground 
is low-lying, and the office development already there has been short of tenants during its decade of existence.   
Another concern is the aesthetic one that so much of this area is classed as of “outstanding beauty”, with green belt, 
wild flowers,  trees protected by TPOs, a golf course and cricket ground and encroaching on this is a big step toward 
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urbanisation; a loss of the individuality of these small towns, a loss of amenities and a further struggle for wildlife 
like deer and water rats.  Lastly, there is the ongoing uncertainty about HS2; where exactly will it go; where will the 
ventilation shafts be put, etc. 

Rep1274 
Mr Michael Pegg 

As a resident of the Dukes Wood Estate, Gerrards Cross, I am opposing the further consideration of Green Belt 
Parcel 69 for future development. My reasons are:   1. The destruction of woodland which, apart from its intrinsic 
aesthetic and ecological value, acts as a noise and pollution barrier.  2. Any house built there would be subject to 
high levels of noise and pollution, especially on the southern level where it is bounded by the M40.  3. There would 
be considerable disruption of the small local roads during construction and  long-term increased traffic on the same 
roads.  4. With the removal of this woodland standing on sloping land, there is the real danger of flooding onto the 
motorway.  I do hope you will take these concerns into consideration and respect the "not recommended" 
conclusion of your consultants Arups. 

  

Rep1275 
Mr Matt Collins 

Question 1 - This is too technical for the average person to comment meaningfully upon. The only comment I have is 
whether the joint approach of South Bucks and Chiltern areas is beneficial to the communities within.   A locally 
proper and holistic assessment of the Iver, Iver Heath and Richings Park areas is not possible at this stage because of 
the unknown factors surrounding development of the various national infrastructure elements. Therefore, any 
decisions regarding housing/commercial/industrial developments in-and-around the three villages should be 
deferred until more is understood about these schemes. A 'Special Case' should be declared in the case of these 
three villages and clearly this special status has been already recognised as it was deemed necessary to produce a 
special document, "The Iver Topic" paper. The Council is urged to formalise this status by creating a 'local 
development no-go zone' thus preventing premature decisions and inadequate measures concerning the 
infrastructure which will eventually be needed. I feel very strongly about this. Question 2 -  No. Delivery is out of my 
sphere of influence and I know of no further sites. Question 3  - Good question, however, I don't have sufficient 
knowledge of such sites and have little time to research such sites.  Question 4 - Sustainability has been identified in 
central government's National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF). From a local perspective, I would support any 
points which safeguard the environment/quality of life for our communities and wish to highlight our current 
situation.  Health Air Quality:  The M25 and M40 motorways run through the east and north of Iver Heath and, with 
the M4 and Heathrow Airport nearby to the south, air quality is a critical issue for Local people. With recently 
released research by the Royal College of Physicians and Royal College of Paediatrics &Child Health, stating that 
about 40,000 deaths are caused annually by pollution, this is of serious concern locally. Areas of Green Belt in and 
around Iver Heath are the only spaces which offer any mitigation of air pollution from traffic. These areas should be 
protected and nurtured to give further defence against the national infrastructure developments including a 
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potential third runway at Heathrow presently in progress and or at earlier stages of planning.   Health & Economy 
Stress:  A further health issue which has largely been ignored is the stress that local people are suffering from a 
continuous stream of large scale national infrastructure development proposals. The uncertainty and concern about 
these projects is causing extreme levels of stress within the community. Ultimately stress and its attendant physical 
manifestations will have an impact not just on NHS facilities, but also the economy in the form of lost working time 
through ILL health. The community needs some form of reassurance that they will be able to continue to enjoy the 
facilities and lifestyle which originally attracted them here. This is another good reason our three villages should be 
designated as a 'Special Case' within the Local Plan.  Question 5 - It is impossible in the case of The Ivers, to answer 
this question. For me, use of Green Belt Land here, for development purposes, is unacceptable for the reasons 
stated in my response to Q4 above. Also, see my response to Q1 suggesting a deferral of any decision until the 
extent of national infrastructure schemes is properly known. There are grounds for making The Ivers and Richings 
Park a 'Special Case' to ensure that appropriate Local infrastructure is delivered rather than trying to patch this up at 
a later date. This is a great opportunity to get it right and will ultimately save money in the long term. Question 6 -  
The only options I would support would be those concerning brownfield sites redevelopment of non Green Belt 
Land which already contains permanent structures that are proven not to be historically significant and no longer 
fulfil any need. In 'From Wasted Space to Living Spaces-The availability of brownfield land for housing development 
in England' published by the Campaign for the Protection of Rural England, 2014, research shows that there is more 
than enough brownfield land, suitable for housing development, to meet projected needs. I also believe that Iver in 
particular should return to being a rural village and should not renew leases on industrial land once expired, these 
large areas can then be used for housing development. It’s time to think about quality of life over £££. 
Question 7 - This cannot be properly tested until national infrastructure developments have been fully specified. 
Again, this question is too technical to make a wider response for example, one would have to understand how 
“unmet need" is calculated in the first place.  Question 8 - Assuming the need is genuine, the Council should place 
greater pressure on developers to include higher levels of 'affordable housing' within their developments. For too 
Long now, they have been allowed to 'fly below the radar' with developments just under the limit which would 
require Low cost housing to be included in the scheme-in order to maximise their profits, not benefit the 
community. My suggestion would be to express the requirement as a percentage of properties being developed 
rather than an exact number, thus forcing them to include an appropriate Level of affordable housing. In addition, 
developers should not be permitted to 'cherry pick' the easiest sites to redevelop, they should be required to 
develop brownfield areas designated by the Local Authority. This way, they will be providing a useful service to the 
community rather than simply generating profits for their companies.  
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Question 9 - No. I have neither an understanding of their needs-nor the meaning of Option G. Question 10 -  Any 
facilities probably need to be council owned or part privatised to enable a high degree of quality control. Apart from 
needing affordability, elderly people need to feel secure in the community within which they live, while having 
essential services nearby.  Question 11 - Local heritage can foster a greater sense of belonging to a place and 
enhance the sense of community around it. It forms part of the narrative of a place and engenders 'pride in place'. 
These concepts are important in putting our lives into context and can also serve as inspiration. Nature and wildlife 
create wonder, while structures fire the imagination.  Question 12 - Again, I am not an expert in what constitutes a 
'Local heritage asset', so my response relates to buildings that I have come to appreciate through extensive local 
history studies undertaken over the past 10-15 years. To List them all here in detail would require more work than 
time allows, however, these structures are important historically to the district because of their style of 
construction, or because of who once lived there and/or their social history value.   This area has suffered badly in 
the past, with the loss of many great houses-notably Round Coppice which was a fine Palladian-style residence 
created by Lord Burlington and left as a Legacy to the community. Other examples include Bangors, the erstwhile 
home of Baron Anslow of Iver, which was also allowed to fall into disrepair and then sold for development; and 
Point-in-View (Grace Villa) which was demolished (along with an architecturally unusual gatehouse at Langley Park) 
to make way for the Five Points Roundabout and road widening.  Further serious evaluation of 'local heritage assets' 
is urged before our 'sense of place and community' is further eroded in The Ivers and Richings Park. 

Rep1276 
Mr Christopher 
Highmore 

Botley and Ley Hill contain areas of wonderful open countryside and natural woodland. The erosion of some of 
theses areas has already begun. [e.g. the former Scout grounds off Botley Road where extensive felling of old oaks 
has taken place increasing the risk of exposing former asbestos dumping].   The local infrastructure would struggle 
to cope with increased traffic and housing.  There is already an added danger to children attending the local junior 
school as the amount of traffic on the one through road [Botley Road] has steadily increased. 

  

Rep1277 
Mr Lindsay Burr 

I would like to object to the proposed changes to remove areas from the green belt. Specifically area 15 in Botley 
and the surrounding areas. This part of Buckinghamshire is a short distance from the M25, with the spread of urban 
development this area stands as a buffer against the expansion of suburban London.  It links the chiltern areas of 
outstanding natural beauty and with the relaxation of planning laws to allow permitted development it acts as a 
brake on over development of the countryside.  We are currently reasonably developed and the chance of greater 
development locally is something no one wants to see. More development risks overloading services and changing 
the character of the area beyond recognition.  The green belt is the lungs of London and the south east of England 
and to remove further areas from it is foolhardy and fails future generations. 
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Rep1278 
Mr Steve Bastin 

I must object in the strongest terms to the proposed plans for the further development in the Little Chalfont area. 
This land is designated as Green belt and its development would therefore be in contravention of local and national 
planning policy. Green belt land was specifically created to prevent urban sprawl and should not be treated as a 
repository of reserve building land. Except for the former golf course on Lodge Lane, all the identified areas of land 
are within the Chilterns Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty, an important national asset much appreciated by local 
residents and visitors to the area. Use of this land would be in contravention of local and national planning policy. 
Any housing and/or industrial development would be very detrimental to the real character and setting of little 
Chalfont Village.  In recent years Little Chalfont has taken a greater share of new housing compared to other 
settlements in the area.  Any new housing estate would severely overload the local infrastructure including roads, 
road junctions, parking, train services, schools, healthcare, water and waste management.  I believe public opinion is 
against such developments, and our views must be taken seriously with regards to such important decisions being 
made by those elected to serve their local community. 

  

Rep1279 
Mrs Louise 
Cruttenden 

Please see below my response to questions 11-12-13-17.  Firstly, I request that the Hatched area of land owned by 
Chiltern District Council, presented on p40 of ‘The Plan’ (commonly known as Upper Stone Meadow) be protected 
from all future development and any ‘change of use’.  Secondly I would like to extend the Hatched area as above 
and incorporate the area more commonly known as Lower Stone Meadow. Both Upper and Lower Stone Meadow 
are currently owned by Chiltern District Council see Ordinance Survey Map reference SU9993NW. Land Registry Title 
Number BM294098.  I request all land at Upper and Lower Stone meadow as defined in the above Title number 
have a binding and legal covenant imposed on it that binds Chiltern District Council to protect it for the good of the 
village and to never allow development of any kind, on any scale, including but not exclusively housing, commercial 
buildings or offices.  My supporting evidence is that this land is already recognised as An Area of National Interest. It 
contains a rare and precious chalk stream, wildlife, flora and fauna, and fulfils its existing classification as An Area Of 
Outstanding Natural Beauty in Green Belt. It is physically unsuitable for any development as it is on a flood plain, 
above the proposed HS2 Tunnel, in an area safeguarded by HS2 and therefore not deliverable before 2036. 
I/We are opposed to any future development of the land owned by Chiltern District Council known as Stone 
Meadow (upper and lower).   1. AN AREA OF OUTSTANDING NATURAL BEAUTY (AONB)   A. The area is designated an 
AONB and contains precious chalk stream river.  B. Rich wildlife, flora and fauna including deer, woodpeckers, bats 
etc..  C. Used as a key area for walkers, horse riding, scouts groups, dog walking, cyclists.   D. Contains woodland 
which should be or is already protected.  E. Contains the Chiltern Way (public right of way for walkers).  2. THE AREA 
SITS WITHIN THE FLOOD PLAIN   A. The village flooded most recently 2008 - 2012- 2014 the meadows are a natural 
flood plain.  B. Any building in this area would worsen future flooding for village centre.   C. Houses built on this area 

  



Classification: OFFICIAL 
 

848 
 
Classification: OFFICIAL 

Name Summary of Representation 
Council Response (see also 

Volume 1 for generic response) 

would be uninsurable.   D. Measures to reduce future flooding have not been implemented.   E. Governments are 
advising that Flood plains should be considered for development.   3. IMPACT ON THE VILLAGE INFRASTRUCTURE 
AND CHARACTER.   A. The village resources are already stretched i.e. doctors, parking, schools etc.  B. Traffic on the 
A413 is already at maximum capacity at rush hour.  C. The character of the village would be negatively impacted by 
such a large development.   D. The character of the village has already been negatively impacted by HS2 and the 
possible waste transfer station.  E. Already likely to suffer congestion and impact on village resources from other 
plans to build near Epilepsy Centre on border with Chalfont St Peter. 

Rep1280 
Mr Andrew Ilsley, 
Rep1281 
Mr Andrew 
Cruttenden and 
Rep1283 
Mrs Karen Ilsley 

Please see below my response to questions 11-12-13-17.  Firstly, I request that the Hatched area of land owned by 
Chiltern District Council, presented on p40 of ‘The Plan’ (commonly known as Upper Stone Meadow) be protected 
from all future development and any ‘change of use’.   Secondly I would like to extend the Hatched area as above 
and incorporate the area more commonly known as Lower Stone Meadow. Both Upper and Lower Stone Meadow 
are currently owned by Chiltern District Council see Ordinance Survey Map reference SU9993NW. Land Registry Title 
Number BM294098.   I request all land at Upper and Lower Stone meadow as defined in the above Title number 
have a binding and legal covenant imposed on it that binds Chiltern District Council to protect it for the good of the 
village and to never allow development of any kind, on any scale, including but not exclusively 
housing, commercial buildings or offices.  My supporting evidence is that this land is already recognised as An Area 
of National Interest. It contains a rare and precious chalk stream, wildlife, flora and fauna, and fulfils its existing 
classification as An Area Of Outstanding Natural Beauty in Green Belt. It is physically unsuitable for any development 
as it is on a flood plain, above the proposed HS2 Tunnel, in an area safeguarded by HS2 and therefore not 
deliverable before 2036.  I/We are opposed to any future development of the land owned by Chiltern District 
Council known as Stone Meadow (upper and lower).   1. AN AREA OF OUTSTANDING NATURAL BEAUTY (AONB)   A. 
The area is designated an AONB and contains precious chalk stream river.  B. Rich wildlife, flora and fauna including 
deer, woodpeckers, bats etc..  C. Used as a key area for walkers, horse riding, scouts groups, dog walking, cyclists. 
D. Contains woodland which should be or is already protected.  E. Contains the Chiltern Way (public right of way for 
walkers).    2. THE AREA SITS WITHIN THE FLOOD PLAIN    A. The village flooded most recently 2008 - 2012- 2014 the 
meadows are a natural flood plain.  B. Any building in this area would worsen future flooding for village centre 
C. Houses built on this area would be uninsurable  D. Measures to reduce future flooding have not been 
implemented  E. Governments are advising that Flood plains should be considered for development 
3. IMPACT ON THE VILLAGE INFRASTRUCTURE AND CHARACTER.  A. The village resources are already stretched i.e. 
doctors, parking, schools etc.  B. Traffic on the A413 is already at maximum capacity at rush hour.   C. The character 
of the village would be negatively impacted by such a large development.   D. The character of the village has 
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already been negatively impacted by HS2 and the possible waste transfer station.    E. Already likely to suffer 
congestion and impact on village resources from other plans to build near Epilepsy Centre on border with Chalfont 
St Peter.   I also wish to object to the possible designation of land for employment as shown on the Chalfont St Peter 
and Gerrards Cross map in Appendix 5, Areas of Search for Strategic Employment Options within the Green Belt 
listed in the Local Plan Initial Consultation document.  The proposal would cut across the lower part of the course at 
Gerrards Golf Club, including the Clubhouse, and so make the Club completely unviable.  It would further greatly 
reduce the sporting and recreational facilities in the local area and deny hundreds of members the enjoyment of 
playing golf in a beautiful part of the Misbourne valley.   Such development within the Green Belt would be 
considered harmful to the principles of such a designation while conversely, the existing use is an acceptable use 
within the Green Belt and wholly appropriate in maintaining the openness of the Green Belt.  The area is in The 
Colne Valley Park and is identified as being a particularly important green space for biodiversity and environmental 
priorities.  The area is within the Green Belt and provides the important function of separating the built-up areas of 
CSP and Tatling End, Gerrards Cross and Denham.  The A413 is a natural barrier for development.  To build to the 
east of it would erode the barrier and facilitate yet more development in the future on the open space to the east.  
The area is also in a flood plain unsuitable for sustainable development of any significance.  The area is valued by 
residents and visitors as a green corridor and to destroy it would inevitably lead to further industrialisation and 
amalgamation of separate and distinct developed areas. 

Rep1282 
Miss Sacha 
Coombe 

England’s 14 Green Belts cover over a tenth (13%) of the land, and provide a breath of fresh air for 30 million 
people. Altogether, 60% of the population lives in the urban areas within Green Belt boundaries.  Green Belts are a 
buffer between towns, and town and countryside. Within their boundaries, damaged and derelict land can be 
improved and nature conservation is encouraged. The ever-increasing pressure on land for more roads, housing and 
airport expansion means that it is vital to protect the Green Belts that we have. Over 800 hectares a year of this land 
is disappearing under new developments. 
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Rep1284 
Mr Nigel Spoor 

My wife and I have lived in Little Chalfont since 1990.  I have recently retired and we have no intention of spending 
retirement anywhere else, as the amenities of this area coupled with easy access to London are very important to 
us.  I am extremely concerned at the effect of the designation of a number of areas of Green Belt land around the 
village as sites for possible residential development and also "employment development".  I summarise my concerns 
as follows:     1.  Whilst I agree that more housing is needed in Buckinghamshire if our children and grandchildren are 
to be able to live here, I would argue strongly that the areas around this village are wholly unsuitable.  
Developments on these areas of land would eat into the Green Belt, an amenity which is so vital to the character of 
the village and which I would want to protect for the enjoyment of generations to come.  The fact that much of the 
Green Belt around the village has been designated as an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty speaks for itself and is 
an amenity enjoyed not just by local residents but by those coming from further afield to walk here and to enjoy the 
beauty of the countryside.  2.  The village's infrastructure cannot support a large influx of new homes.  The A404 
passing through the village is already very congested at times and access to some of the designated sites would be 
along extremely narrow lanes.  I cannot see any scope for road improvement that would solve this problem.  The 
existing pressure on local schools would be exacerbated.  We have just one doctor's surgery serving the village and 
other essential services are already stretched. In short, the present infrastructure will simply not support a 
significant influx of new residents and workers.  3.  Recently a new estate of 253 homes has been built on land 
adjoining Bell Lane and there has been a further development of 45 units off Burtons Lane. The village has already 
taken a disproportionately large share of new housing units compared with adjoining districts and it is quite 
inequitable to expect the village to expand still further.  4. The approach to the village from the east (Chorleywood 
and Chenies) passes through a stretch of attractive open land which will be lost for ever if it were released for 
employment development.   For all the above reasons it seems to me wholly wrong that Little Chalfont should be 
considered as a "Main Settlement for Growth" and that large areas of Green Belt and AONB land should be 
considered as suitable to be released for development.  The Green Belt was established in the 1950's to prevent the 
countryside around London from being swallowed up in urban sprawl.  We need this priceless asset to be preserved 
for the enjoyment of future generations. It is quite clear to me that if the present proposals were ever to be 
implemented then this is just the thin end of the wedge and the door would be opened to pressure from those 
seeking financial gain from development of more and more of the land around the village that is so precious to us. 

 The Local Plan will need to 
identify sustainable 
development options to meet 
needs taking into account the 
scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements.   

Rep1285 
 Valerie Haddon 

I would like to oppose to any development on these 4 fields adjacent to Westwood Park. There is a footpath running 
acrossthis land which is well used. The character of the area would be destroyed as two area leads on to the 
beautiful Latimer House and Chenies. As a member of the Chiltern Society and Ramblers I hope that permission will 
be refused. 
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Rep1286 
Mr Simon F 
Eames 

I write to raise my concerns and objections to the CDC draft development plan for the environs of Chesham Bois and 
the Chess Valley.  Specifically section 22b (Blackwell Stubbs) is of great concern. This is ancient woodland and a SSSI. 
The destruction of Ancient Woodland is one of the factors being considered in mitigation of the HS2 proposals. 
These woods and grassland beyond provide not only a valuable local amenity but equally importantly habitat to 
much rare and protected flora and fauna such as badgers, glis glis, deer, foxes, green and greater spotted 
woodpeckers, owls, many song birds and numerous other species.  The development of Site 22b would be 
inappropriate as it would adversely impact the skyline vista.  On a larger scale the overview of the potential 
development area raises many concerns:    A) this incorporates much green belt land, open fields, beautiful scenic 
vistas over the valley, and some designated areas of outstanding natural beauty.  B) access and the potential for 
traffic congestion along Raans Rd, Chestnut Lane , New Road, Bois Lane, Holloway Lane if development were to take 
place.  C) infrastructure issues such as schools, doctors surgeries etc. which are currently oversubscribed, and 
additional demands on water supply, where our aquifer is a finite resource, and sewage disposal.   D) the 
urbanisation of historically rural environs. The necessary road infrastructure and building developments would 
radically degrade the rural beauty of the area and would change its character detrimentally and irreversibly.  I urge 
you to protect the rural beauty, scenic rolling landscape and ancient woodlands that make the area the desirable 
and enjoyable place to live, to walk and to enjoy not only for residents but for the many visitors attracted to this 
beautiful part of the county. 

  

Rep1287 
Mr Mats 
Stigzelius 

Please see below my response to questions 11-12-13-17.   Firstly, I request that the Hatched area of land owned by 
Chiltern District Council, presented on p40 of ‘The Plan’ (commonly known as Upper Stone Meadow) be protected 
from all future development and any ‘change of use’.  Secondly I would like to extend the Hatched area as above 
and incorporate  the area more commonly known as Lower Stone Meadow. Both Upper and  Lower Stone Meadow 
are currently owned by Chiltern District Council see  Ordinance Survey Map reference SU9993NW. Land Registry 
Title Number BM294098.   I request all land at Upper and Lower Stone meadow as defined in the above Title 
number have a binding and legal covenant imposed on it that binds Chiltern District Council to protect it for the 
good of the village and to never allow development of any kind, on any scale, including but not exclusively 
housing, commercial buildings or offices.  My supporting evidence is that this land is already recognised as An Area 
of National Interest. It contains a rare and precious chalk stream, wildlife, flora and fauna, and fulfils its existing 
classification as An Area Of Outstanding Natural Beauty in Green Belt. It is physically unsuitable for any development 
as it is on a flood plain, above the proposed HS2 Tunnel, in an area safeguarded by HS2 and therefore not 
deliverable before 2036.  I am opposed to any future development of the land  owned by Chiltern District Council 
known as Stone Meadow (upper and lower).    1. AN AREA OF OUTSTANDING NATURAL BEAUTY (AONB)   A. The area 
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is designated an AONB and contains precious chalk stream river.  B. Rich wildlife, flora and fauna including deer, 
woodpeckers, bats etc..  C. Used as a key area for walkers, horse riding, scouts groups, dog walking, cyclists. 
D. Contains woodland which should be or is already protected.  E. Contains the Chiltern Way (public right of way for 
walkers).     2. THE AREA SITS WITHIN THE FLOOD PLAIN    A. The village flooded most recently 2008 - 2012- 2014 the 
meadows are a natural flood plain.  B. Any building in this area would worsen future flooding for village centre 
C. Houses built on this area would be uninsurable   D. Measures to reduce future flooding have not been 
implemented    3. IMPACT ON THE VILLAGE INFRASTRUCTURE AND CHARACTER  A. The village resources are already 
stretched i.e. doctors, parking, schools etc   B. Traffic on the A413 is already at maximum capacity at rush hour 
C. The character of the village would be negatively impacted by such a large development    D. The character of the 
village has already been negatively impacted by HS2 and the possible waste transfer station   E. Already likely to 
suffer congestion and impact on village resources from other plans to build near Epilepsy Centre on border with 
Chalfont St Peter. 

Rep1288 
Mr Lee Bailey and 
Rep1297 
Mrs Carolyn 
Bailey 

I wish it known that I object to any part of the plan that extends any additional housing onto the current green belt 
area that runs from the Southern edge of Leas Drive, Iver Recreation Ground, Dutton Way, Chequers Orchard and 
Barnes Way, as I feel this area is supporting its role as designated Green Belt land, acts as a boundary for the current 
housing perimeter and light industry, and that local infrastructure would be unable to successfully support 
additional housing without having a major detrimental impact on the area of Iver village.  I also wish it known that I 
object to any part of the plan that extends any additional housing and light industry onto the area adjacent to Old 
Slade Lane, as I also feel the local infrastructure would be unable to successfully support additional development 
without having a major detrimental impact on the local area of Richings Park. 

  

Rep1289 
Mr Brian Lee 

The local area is already over-stretched in terms of a lack of school places.  The proposed increase of 1000 new 
houses will probably require another 1000 school places at least - where are they?   Our local hospitals and doctors' 
surgeries are  already overburdened and over- crowded because of population growth.  Parking is becoming more 
difficult near to the shops and in the surrounding area.  We are already likely to suffer a degrading of our Green Belt 
with the proposed HS2 -  a total waste of money.  (See Bill Bryson's book "The Road to Little Dribbling" - this should 
be required reading for all town planners.   The concept of the Green Belt has been one of this country's major 
achievements and we are probably the only country that has managed to preserve it.  It is now under serious threat.  
This area is an AONB- this now appears to be meaningless to the land hungry developers who will no doubt make 
eye-watering amounts of money from their bucolic vandalism.  I am of the opinion that Little Chalfont should be 
removed from the list of principle  sites for such unprecedented development. 
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Rep1290 
Mr Narinder Bering,  Rep1292 
Mr Jasdeep Bering, Rep1293 
Mrs Amarjit Bering,  Rep1294 
Mrs Kirandeep Bering and 
Rep1296 Mrs Gurnam Bering 

I am opposing the consideration of Green belt parcel 69.   I live on Howards wood drive and I strongly 
feel developing in this area will effect our quality of life.  I moved to this area as the woodlands was a 
key factor to my decision. Destroying the woodlands will mean tearing out the ancient wildlife 
sanctuary for a wide range of animals.   Increase in pollution and noise level as the woods act as a 
barrier between m40 and our Howards wood drive.   I urge you to please reconsider your decision to 
develop our woodlands. 

  

Rep1291 
Mrs Kristell 
Baldock 

I would like to make my upset known on the proposal to develop the village to build new housing. Although I can 
understand an argument to find more housing, especially in the South East of England, I'm sure there are better and 
more efficient solutions to this problem, without destroyng this area. The Chilterns are known for being a place of 
outstanding and natural beauty. This is why I set my sights on living here. We must protect this! It truly is beautiful. 
Building on flood plains cannot be a solution, with too much flooding already happening in this country and this only 
becoming more of a problem in the future years. We are a small country, and this is a small and beautiful village, lets 
please keep it as is, we can not concrete over every green space. That is not an answer!  Here's hoping for 
favourable and true result. 

  

Rep1295 
Mrs Deborah 
Sanders 

My comments are mainly about health care provision in South Bucks.This area has a lack of primary care provision. 
Most GP facilities are old and converted buildings. The old Community Hospitals have been closed down and there is 
no modern alternative. No mention is made of healthcare provision in the evidence base. Shortage of land has 
always been an issue. Green belt land could be sensitively used to provide primary care faciities within a green space 
area.   Development in Beaconsfield - Currently is is very difficult to provide any  new community or service facilities 
within the town due to Green belt restrictions.  Such facilities include  primary healthcare, arts space and theatre.  
Changing the status of the green belt land between the A40 and M40 west of the town would free up space for 
these much needed facilities and take away the pressure to provide these in a heritage area. 

  

Rep1298 
Mrs Sandra 
Fitzgerald 

George Green is one of the only villages which fits into all five categories of the green belt.  We currently have gravel 
extraction in an adjacent field,we suffer from severe flooding in this area and we also have a heritage background. 
We are adjacent to two parks i.e. Langley Park and Black Park which if there was any development it would severely 
affect the wildlife and encroach on our countryside. As we are also right on the border with Slough any  evelopment 
would result in us merging into and with Slough Town and therefore we would become an unrestricted sprawl of a 
large built up area.  The government attaches great importance to green belt. The fundamental aim of green belt 
policy is to prevent urban sprawl by keeping land permanently open; the essential characteristics of green belt are 
their openness and their permanence.  If development happened in our area we would lose all of this. 
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Rep1299 
 Brigitte Bott 

I was very surprised and sad to hear that the District Council is considering releasing several areas around Little 
Chalfont from Green Belt. This is an area of outstanding natural beauty and should not be destroyed. There are 
enough brown fields which could be used for businesses and housing. It is so important nowadays to have areas to 
breathe. I hope this plans will not go ahead. 

 The councils consider that 
options in the Green Belt need 
to be considered in addition to 
the opportunities that are 
available on brownfield sites. 

Rep1300 
Mr Richard 
Hiscock 

The Green Belt was designated as such for a reason . Future generations will not forgive us for overriding the Green 
Belt provisions and over-developing the areas around Little Chalfont . The village has already experienced a rapid 
increase in population over the last few years , putting pressure on the infrastructure of transport, schools etc. .  To 
lose some remaining open areas around the AONB would destroy the quality of life for residents and the natural 
world around the Chess Valley ,detrimentally changing the character of Little Chalfont forever .  This ill-considered 
proposed development cannot be allowed to proceed. If there is really a need for increased housing/industry then 
brownfield sites in South Bucks or other areas outside of the Green belt must be the way forward . 

  

Rep1301 
Mr Paul Newton 

I have been a member, along with my son, of Beaconsfield RFC since 2010 and I believe the playing fields and 
outdoor facility at the club and the surrounding open spaces are a vital part of life in Beaconsfield Old Town.  By 
threatening these spaces, there is a risk that the character and amenity value will be lost forever simply to make way 
for houses which will add more traffic to a clogged Old Town, further increase the parking headache which caused 
my wife's business to have to close and remove any green open space left in what has become an increasingly busy 
commuter town, which is already over populated and overly busy with traffic.   You should listen to the views of 
your local residents, the people who have to live with the impacts of your decisions, not Whitehall who don't live 
here, travel here and need some areas for adults and children alike to have outdoor space to enjoy as a basic level 
for a quality of life. 
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Rep1302 
Miss Ghillian Bell 

Question 4:   I ask that the new Local Plan aims to preserve the character of the Old Town, helping to stop new 
development projects and uphold the semi-rural nature of the town. Question 7:   Level of housing need should not 
be applied to Beaconsfield - there have already been intensifications on some of the roads here. I also feel there is 
no genuine desire among the residents of the town for more housing - at all.We are especially keen to protect the 
character of the town and feel that housing development would be detrimental to this. Question 8:   As per council 
evidence - there is little need for Affordable Housing in the area and considering the increasing house prices in 
Beaconsfield - as well as the relative costs of services in the area - it doesn't make sense to choose Beaconsfield as a 
place to develop Affordable Housing, when rather it would be more conducive to build where the cost of land is 
lower? Question 10:   I don't think we need more accommodation for elderly people - we already have numerous 
places in Beaconsfield which cater to this. Furthermore, I for one, live in a house where there are 3 generations and I 
think this is becoming increasingly common which is something that needs to be taken into account. As a young 23 
year old I can say with confidence that it is unlikely (circumstances permitting) that I would ask my  
parents/grandparents to move out. I think this is a general consensus among people my age. Question 11:  I am 
extremely fond of the heritage and character of Beaconsfield Old Town and am keen to ensure that this is protected 
from further development which could be detrimental to the area. I would also ask that the Council ensure the 
protection of rural areas in and around Beaconsfield Old Town - I understand that given the proximity to London this 
will always be an issue but so many people who live here do so because of the access to fields, woodlands and areas 
that are not populated as densely. Furthermore, increased development would only contribute to more traffic which 
could become a problem for any residents living in the Old Town - the A40 is a busy road as it is and we would 
appreciate any help in containing this and not letting it get out of hand. This relates not only to the dangers of 
having increased number of cars but also noise pollution, particularly at night. Question 14:  I would love to see 
some sort of measure that would protect Beaconsfield from further development, particularly with regards to the 
character of the Old Town, the privacy of current residents and the importance of having semi-rural areas around 
us. I feel like over the past few years we have faced particular pressure over new developments. 

  

Rep1303 
Mrs E J Spencer 

As a local resident I am really concerned by the proposal to build on what is an area of outstanding natural beauty. 
Aside from the impact on the environment and loss of habitat to wildlife I am really concerned as to how the 
addition of yet more housing will impact the local infrastructure. The schools are already completely oversubscribed 
and are struggling to recruit teaching staff. The health care system is on its knees and the roads are already in poor 
repair and overly congested. Quite what the impact would be on local traffic I dread to think, Bois Lane is used as a 
rat run and traffic habitually speeds through the village, endangering the many school children who walk to school. 
This proposal would exacerbate what are already challenging problems for the local community, they would lead to 
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the disappearance of a invaluable woodland which once it has gone cannot be replaced. I feel really strongly that 
this is a community resource that should be preserved for generations to come, for people and families to enjoy and 
not sold on a whim to land grabbing property developers. 

Rep1304 
Ms Lorena 
Dominguez 

The rugby pitch is an important part pf the local community and a great space for children. I completely oppose to 
the proposal of its development. 

  

Rep1305 
Mr Giles Oakley 

I strongly believe that it is in the interest of the town that the land either side of Windsor End used by the Club stays 
within the green belt and continues to provide a sporting facility for local adults and children. 

  

Rep1306 
Mrs Pamela 
Chang and 
Rep1307 
Mr Jonathan 
Chang 

I reject the conclusions of the Chiltern District Council, that the village of Little Chalfont be classified as a “main 
settlement for growth” and that adjoining areas of Green Belt land should therefore be considered for release for 
housing and employment development.  The main reasons for my objection to any housing/employment 
development on these identified areas of land include, but are not limited to, the following:   • This land is 
designated as Green Belt and its development would therefore be in contravention of local and national planning 
policy. Green Belt land was specifically created to prevent urban sprawl and should not be treated as a repository of 
reserve building land.  • Except for the former golf course on Lodge Lane, all the identified areas of land are within 
the Chilterns Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB), an important national asset much appreciated by local 
residents and visitors to the area. Use of this land would be in contravention of local and national planning policy. 
• Any housing and/or industrial development would be very detrimental to the rural character and setting of Little 
Chalfont village.  • In recent years Little Chalfont has taken a greater share (i.e. 12.4%) of new housing compared to 
other settlements in the area (e.g. Amersham 5.3%, Chesham 4.0%, Chalfont St Peter 7.7%).   • Any new housing 
estates would severely overload the local infrastructure including roads, road junctions, parking, train services, 
schools, healthcare, water and waste management.  In particular, I would like to draw your attention to the fields 
between Stony Lane and Westwood Park, which have been selected as a planned test area for residential 
development. Further to the objections listed above, this is an area of open rural land crossed by a well used public 
footpath and borders on mature ancient woodland to the north. A housing development would constitute an 
unacceptable form of urban sprawl that would severely impact the adjoining ancient woodland and the open space 
of Westwood Park and, furthermore, degrade the village character of Little Chalfont. It should also be noted that 
this area of land was one of the sites excluded in the Housing and Economic Land Availability Assessment (HELAA) at 
Stage 1.  Of equal concern are the fields to the east of Stony Lane, Church Grove and Lodge Lane, which have been 
selected as planned test areas for employment development. In addition to the objections highlighted above, this is 

 The Local Plan will need to 
identify sustainable 
development options to meet 
needs taking into account the 
scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements.   
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an area of open rural countryside that forms an important buffer zone between Little Chalfont and the settlements 
to the east. Any development here would be an unacceptable form of urban sprawl that would completely alter the 
rural setting of Little Chalfont. 

Rep1308 
Mrs Kathryn Parry 

My two sons are members of Beaconsfield Rugby Club and have already explained enjoyed many happy Sunday 
mornings training and playing tournaments at the club . We hope they will continue to do so for many years ahead , 
allowing them to develop both as players and also  as teenagers and young men. Sport is such an essential part of 
their young lives: allowing them to develop physical strength , burn off energy , stay fit, learn the importance of 
team skills and have a lot of fun . It has also allowed them to make friends with other children other than their 
school friends which is invaluable . If Beaconsfield lose this space how are other children going to experience the joy 
of plans rugby ? Where can they go on a wet November morning to have fun in the mud ? Where can they meet 
friends from other schools and have fun with a ball?   I strongly believe for the future of the young children of 
Beaconsfield we must preserve these green spaces . 

  

Rep1309 
Mrs Jenny S.G. 
Tan 

I reject the conclusions of the Chiltern District Council, that the village of Little Chalfont be classified as a “main 
settlement for growth” and that adjoining areas of Green Belt land should therefore be considered for release for 
housing and employment development.  The main reasons for my objection to any housing/employment 
development on these identified areas of land include, but are not limited to, the following: • This land is designated 
as Green Belt and its development would therefore be in contravention of local and national planning policy. Green 
Belt land was specifically created to prevent urban sprawl and should not be treated as a repository of reserve 
building land.  • Except for the former golf course on Lodge Lane, all the identified areas of land are within the 
Chilterns Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB), an important national asset much appreciated by local 
residents and visitors to the area. Use of this land would be in contravention of local and national planning policy. 
• Any housing and/or industrial development would be very detrimental to the rural character and setting of Little 
Chalfont village.  • In recent years Little Chalfont has taken a greater share (i.e. 12.4%) of new housing compared to 
other settlements in the area (e.g. Amersham 5.3%, Chesham 4.0%, Chalfont St Peter 7.7%).  • Any new housing 
estates would severely overload the local infrastructure including roads, road junctions, parking, train services, 
schools, healthcare, water and waste management.  In particular, I would like to draw your attention to the fields 
between Stony Lane and Westwood Park, which have been selected as a planned test area for residential 
development. Further to the objections listed above, this is an area of open rural land crossed by a well used public 
footpath and borders on mature ancient woodland to the north. A housing development would constitute an 
unacceptable form of urban sprawl that would severely impact the adjoining ancient woodland and the open space 
of Westwood Park and, furthermore, degrade the village character of Little Chalfont. It should also be noted that 

 The Local Plan will need to 
identify sustainable 
development options to meet 
needs taking into account the 
scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements.   
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this area of land was one of the sites excluded in the Housing and Economic Land Availability Assessment (HELAA) at 
Stage 1. Of equal concern are the fields to the east of Stony Lane, Church Grove and Lodge Lane, which have been 
selected as planned test areas for employment development. In addition to the objections highlighted above, this is 
an area of open rural countryside that forms an important buffer zone between Little Chalfont and the settlements 
to the east. Any development here would be an unacceptable form of urban sprawl that would completely alter the 
rural setting of Little Chalfont. 

Rep1310 
Mr David Jarman 

I would like to respond to the consultation regarding the council's 30 year housing plan.  As a resident for 6 years I 
jhave noticed that increased population in the area has placed considerable pressure on the town's infrastructure. In 
particular, roads, railways and schools are stuggling to cope with a a demand that they cannot repond to.   As new 
housing developments eat into our much needed green belt, we have seen work start on a new housing estate at 
Wilton Park and we have yet to see it's impact on the community. additional housig would surely be detrimental.  
Aside from the pressure on transport. plublic services and additional polution and loss of green belt is of great 
concern, The impact on loss playing fields, especailly for the rugby club, would be catestrophic. The clubs is at the 
heart of the communituy and benefits of this can been seen on the faces of teh hundreds of members on a Sunday 
morning.  Coping withan  increased population is a propblem we need to address, but this cannot be done at teh 
expense of whole communities. 

  

Rep1311 
Mr David Slater 

We are opposed to any future development of the land owned by Chiltern District Council known as Stone Meadow 
(upper and Lower) for the following reasons:    An area of outstanding natural beauty (AONB) and Green Belt -  1.           
The area is designated an AONB and contains precious chalk stream river.     2.  Rich wildlife, flora and fauna 
including deer, woodpeckers, bats etc..     3.  Used as a key area for walkers, horse riding, scouts groups, dog 
walking, cyclists.   4.   Contains woodland which should be or is already protected.    5.  Contains the Chiltern Way 
(public right of way for walkers).    The area sits within the flood plain -   1.  The village flooded most recently 2008 - 
2012- 2014 the meadows are a natural flood plain.   2.   Any building in this area would worsen future flooding for 
village centre.   3.   Houses built on this area would be uninsurable.   4.   Measures to reduce future flooding have 
not been implemented.   5.  Governments are advising that Flood plains should be considered for development. 
Impact on the village infrastructure and character  -  1.   The village resources are already stretched i.e. doctors, 
parking, schools etc.   2.   Traffic on the A413 is already at maximum capacity at rush hour.   3.    The character of the 
village would be negatively impacted by such a large development.   4.   The character of the village has already 
been negatively impacted by HS2 and the waste transfer station.  5.    Likely to suffer congestion and impact on 
village from other plans to build near Epilepsy Centre on border with St Peter. 
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Rep1312 
Mr Mark Steuer 

I take extreme exception to the proposed development plans which will have a major impact on the sylvain 
character and beauty of the existing landscape not to mention the complete impact to the local community.  This 
will have an overriding negative impact on all aspects from travel, schooling, health, pollution, environmental 
damage and an overriding lowering of standards. 

  

Rep1313 
Mr Brian Suttie 

I am opposed to any future development of the land owned by Chiltern District Council known as Stone Meadow 
(upper and Lower) for the following reasons:    An area of outstanding natural beauty (AONB) and Green Belt -  1.           
The area is designated an AONB and contains precious chalk stream river.     2.  Rich wildlife, flora and fauna 
including deer, woodpeckers, bats etc..     3.  Used as a key area for walkers, horse riding, scouts groups, dog 
walking, cyclists.   4.   Contains woodland which should be or is already protected.    5.  Contains the Chiltern Way 
(public right of way for walkers).    The area sits within the flood plain -   1.  The village flooded most recently 2008 - 
2012- 2014 the meadows are a natural flood plain.   2.   Any building in this area would worsen future flooding for 
village centre.   3.   Houses built on this area would be uninsurable.   4.   Measures to reduce future flooding have 
not been implemented.   5.  Governments are advising that Flood plains should be considered for development. 
Impact on the village infrastructure and character  -  1.   The village resources are already stretched i.e. doctors, 
parking, schools etc.   2.   Traffic on the A413 is already at maximum capacity at rush hour.   3.    The character of the 
village would be negatively impacted by such a large development.   4.   The character of the village has already 
been negatively impacted by HS2 and the waste transfer station.  5.    Likely to suffer congestion and impact on 
village from other plans to build near Epilepsy Centre on border with St Peter. 

  

Rep1314 
Mrs Mel Gizzy 
 
Beaconsfield 
Rugby Club 

My son lives for Sunday mornings.  The space that Beaconsfield Rugby club uses provides a vital aspect of so many 
people's lives.  The club brings social, human interaction and a healthy release of energy for hundreds of boys (and 
their fathers) every week.  This community is vitally important in a time when more and more we sit in front of 
screens.  We a suffering more from depression, obesity and a total lack of ability to communicate on a human to 
human basis.  Rugby brings so many of us together in a positive and healthy way and this is something that we are 
loosing to quickly in this day and age.  I understand the need for more housing, i am having to rent a small house 
with my family of 6 as we can't afford to buy our own house due to house prices which are a reflection of supply and 
demand imbalances.  However, taking away sporting venues such as this is a major mistake for Beaconsfield and its 
surrounding communities.  Please think again before re zoning this area of land. 

  

Rep1315 
Mrs Ceri Low 

I am concerned over the 30 year housing development plan proposal from South Bucks District Council which may, 
in years to come, have some implications for our limited Green Belt space.  This must be protected, so I wish to 
object.   I strongly believe that it is in the interest of Beaconsfield residents, plus other local adults and children that 
the land either side of Windsor End currently used by the Rugby Club stays within the green belt and continues to 
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provide a sporting facility for local adults and children.  Zoning the rugby fields for future residential development 
would have a hugely detrimental impact on the community - as well as loss of green belt land and public amenity 
space, traffic problems would be exacerbated as well as creating the need for more local infrastructure.  I would 
dearly hope for my family and other familes to enjoy the benefit of this space for many years to come, it would be a 
huge mistake to remove a key focal point for the community. 

Rep1316 
Mr Adolphus Pais 

I request that my views be taken into account when considering any future Housing Development plan. The 
following are my main objections;   1. The greenbelt should be preserved at any cost. Once it is lost to an ugly 
conurbation, it is lost forever.   2. We should maintain a green corridor around London so as to contain the 
urbanisation from creeping into neighbouring counties and ruin the pleasant places of our County.   3. Any housing 
development should only be allowed on brown field sites.  4. Unfortunately housing developments require the 
associated infrastructure to be provided, such as roads, shopping facilities, schools, transport, health services, waste 
collection etc.  5. Housing development inevitably puts enormous pressures on the environment through the 
demand for heating, water, domestic and public spaces lighting, use of cars and vehicles causing pollution etc. 
6. We owe it to the future generations not to ruin the countryside and plaster every available space with cement, 
bricks and mortar.  7. This County has already paid a heavy price by accommodating some of the major roads and 
motorways out of London. Soon it will be required to bear the burden of the HS2. 
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Rep1317 
Mr Tung Tan 

I reject the conclusions of the Chiltern District Council, that the village of Little Chalfont be classified as a “main 
settlement for growth” and that adjoining areas of Green Belt land should therefore be considered for release for 
housing and employment development.  The main reasons for my objection to any housing/employment 
development on these identified areas of land include, but are not limited to, the following:  • This land is 
designated as Green Belt and its development would therefore be in contravention of local and national planning 
policy. Green Belt land was specifically created to prevent urban sprawl and should not be treated as a repository of 
reserve building land.   • Except for the former golf course on Lodge Lane, all the identified areas of land are within 
the Chilterns Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB), an important national asset much appreciated by local 
residents and visitors to the area. Use of this land would be in contravention of local and national planning policy. 
• Any housing and/or industrial development would be very detrimental to the rural character and setting of Little 
Chalfont village.   • In recent years Little Chalfont has taken a greater share (i.e. 12.4%) of new housing compared to 
other settlements in the area (e.g. Amersham 5.3%, Chesham 4.0%, Chalfont St Peter 7.7%).  • Any new housing 
estates would severely overload the local infrastructure including roads, road junctions, parking, train services, 
schools, healthcare, water and waste management.  In particular, I would like to draw your attention to the fields 
between Stony Lane and Westwood Park, which have been selected as a planned test area for residential 
development. Further to the objections listed above, this is an area of open rural land crossed by a well used public 
footpath and borders on mature ancient woodland to the north. A housing development would constitute an 
unacceptable form of urban sprawl that would severely impact the adjoining ancient woodland and the open space 
of Westwood Park and, furthermore, degrade the village character of Little Chalfont. It should also be noted that 
this area of land was one of the sites excluded in the Housing and Economic Land Availability Assessment (HELAA) at 
Stage 1.  Of equal concern are the fields to the east of Stony Lane, Church Grove and Lodge Lane, which have been 
selected as planned test areas for employment development. In addition to the objections highlighted above, this is 
an area of open rural countryside that forms an important buffer zone between Little Chalfont and the settlements 
to the east. Any development here would be an unacceptable form of urban sprawl that would completely alter the 
rural setting of Little Chalfont. 

 The Local Plan will need to 
identify sustainable 
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scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements.   
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Rep1318 
Mrs Suzanne 
Roger-Lund 

I was dismayed to learn that the Council is going to 'test' areas of Little Chalfont as options for release from the 
Green Belt. In particular I am concerned about the area between Bell Lane, Stony Lane and the Latimer Road. This is 
an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty and should never be released. The Green Belt was created 'to prevent urban 
sprawl by keeping land permanently open; the essential characteristics of Green Belts are their openness and their 
permanence'. I understand the pressing need for additional housing, but this should not justify releasing Green Belt 
land.   I strongly object to the proposed development of land in Little Chalfont. The village has shouldered more than 
its fair share of new development between 2006 and 2014, with the Bell Lane estate and new homes behind 
Chenies Parade. Settlements such as Prestwood, Great Missenden and Seer Green should also take a fair share and 
new development should be equitably spread throughout the district. Why is Little Chalfont being targeted in this 
way?  I am very concerned about the impact of the proposed development on traffic pollution. This is already a big 
problem with the main road going through the village. Development would increase traffic and make it far worse. 
There will be even more pressure on school places and medical facilities. Parking in the village is already a big 
problem. This problem would increase with any further housing development.  In conclusion my response is to 
object to the proposals. 

 The Local Plan will need to 
identify sustainable 
development options to meet 
needs taking into account the 
scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements.   

Rep1319 
Mrs Margaret 
Suttie 

 
Please see below my response to questions 11-12-13-17.  Firstly, I request that the Hatched area of land owned by 
Chiltern District Council, presented on p40 of ‘The Plan’ (commonly known as Upper Stone Meadow) be protected 
from all future development and any ‘change of use’.  Secondly I would like to extend the Hatched area as above 
and incorporate  the area more commonly known as Lower Stone Meadow. Both Upper and  Lower Stone Meadow 
are currently owned by Chiltern District Council see Ordinance Survey Map reference SU9993NW. Land Registry Title 
Number BM294098.  I request all land at Upper and Lower Stone meadow as defined in the above Title number 
have a binding and legal covenant imposed on it that binds Chiltern District Council to protect it for the good of the 
village and to never allow development of any kind, on any scale, including but not exclusively housing, commercial 
buildings or offices.  My supporting evidence is that this land is already recognised as An Area of National Interest. It 
contains a rare and precious chalk stream , wildlife, flora and fauna, and fulfils its existing classification as An Area Of 
Outstanding Natural Beauty in Green Belt. It is physically unsuitable for any development as it is on a flood plain, 
above the proposed HS2 Tunnel, in an area safeguarded by HS2 and therefore not deliverable before 2036.  I/We 
are opposed to any future development of the land owned by Chiltern District Council known as Stone  Meadow 
 (upper and lower).   1. AN AREA OF OUTSTANDING NATURAL BEAUTY (AONB) -  A.  The area is designated an AONB 
and contains precious chalk stream river.  B.  Rich wildlife, flora and fauna including deer, woodpeckers, bats 
 etc..   C.  Used as a key area for walkers, horse riding, scouts groups, dog walking, cyclists.  D.  Contains woodland 
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which should be or is already protected.   E.  Contains the Chiltern Way (public right of way for walkers).   2. 
THE AREA SITS WITHIN THE FLOOD PLAIN -  A.  The village flooded most recently 2008 - 2012- 2014 the meadows 
are a natural flood plain.   B.  Any building in this area would worsen future flooding for village centre.  C.  Houses 
built on this area would be uninsurable.   D.  Measures to reduce future flooding have not been implemented.    
E.  Governments are advising that Flood plains should be considered for development.  3.  IMPACT ON THE VILLAGE 
INFRASTRUCTURE AND CHARACTER -  A.  The village resources are already stretched i.e. doctors, parking, schools 
etc.  B.  Traffic on the A413 is already at maximum capacity at rush hour.  C. The character of the village would be 
negatively impacted by such a large development.   D. The character of the village has already been negatively 
impacted by HS2 and the possible waste transfer station.   E.   Already likely to suffer congestion and impact on 
village resources from other plans to build near Epilepsy  Centre on border with Chalfont St Peter. 

Rep1320 
Mr Paul Lande 

I write in reference to the proposed extension to the developed areas in Amersham boarding Quill Hall Lane, Stubbs 
Wood, Raans Road and St Leonards Road.   I oppose this plan for the following reasons   - This land is part of the 
codified Green Belt,   - It is an area Outstanding Natural Beauty,  - Valuable heritage wood land.   - This is a valued 
resource to the Amersham Community with numerous paths trails and marked walk ways that encourage outdoor 
activity and improve the health to local Residents.  -  This open space enables local children to connect not only on 
to nature but also to the rural and farming life.  - The current housing ends at the brow of the hill and does not 
impinge on  the beauty of the Chess Valley. The propose plan with negative impact on the chess valley   - There is a 
extensive natural resource, with ponds, woodlands, hedgerows and grasslands enabling wide diversity of wildlife. 
 - The local schools are significantly over subscribed, with the recent in take covering small area of total catchment. 
I strongly the oppose this plan. 
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Rep1321 
Mrs Jean Warner 

Please see below my response to questions 11-12-13-17. Firstly, I request that the Hatched area of land owned by 
Chiltern District Council, presented on p40 of ‘The Plan’ (commonly known as Upper Stone Meadow) be protected 
from all future development and any ‘change of use’. Secondly I would like to extend the Hatched area as above and 
incorporate the area more commonly known as Lower Stone Meadow. Both Upper and Lower Stone Meadow are 
currently owned by Chiltern District Council see Ordinance Survey Map reference SU9993NW. Land Registry Title 
Number BM294098. I request all land at Upper and Lower Stone meadow as defined in the above Title number have 
a binding and legal covenant imposed on it that binds Chiltern District Council to protect it for the good of the village 
and to never allow development of any kind, on any scale, including but not exclusively housing, commercial 
buildings or offices. My supporting evidence is that this land is already recognised as An Area of National Interest. It 
contains a rare and precious chalk stream, wildlife, flora and fauna, and fulfils its existing classification as An Area Of 
Outstanding Natural Beauty in Green Belt. It is physically unsuitable for any development as it is on a flood plain, 
above the proposed HS2 Tunnel, in an area safeguarded by HS2 and therefore not deliverable before 2036. 
TRUE.   I am opposed to any future development of the land owned by Chiltern District Council known as Stone 
Meadow (upper and lower)  1. AN AREA OF OUTSTANDING NATURAL BEAUTY (AONB) A. The area is designated an 
AONB and contains precious chalk stream river.  B. Rich wildlife, flora and fauna including deer, woodpeckers, bats 
etc.. C. Used as a key area for walkers, horse riding, scouts groups, dog walking, cyclists. D. Contains woodland which 
should be or is already protected. E. Contains the Chiltern Way (public right of way for walkers).   2. THE AREA SITS 
WITHIN THE FLOOD PLAIN A. The village flooded most recently 2008 - 2012- 2014 the meadows are a natural flood 
plain. B. Any building in this area would worsen future flooding for village centre C. Houses built on this area would 
be uninsurable D. Measures to reduce future flooding have not been implemented E. Governments are advising that 
Flood plains should be considered for development   3. IMPACT ON THE VILLAGE INFRASTRUCTURE AND CHARACTER 
A. The village resources are already stretched i.e. doctors, parking, schools etc B. Traffic on the A413 is already at 
maximum capacity at rush hour C. The character of the village would be negatively impacted by such a large 
development D. The character of the village has already been negatively impacted by HS2 and the possible waste 
transfer station E. Already likely to suffer congestion and impact on village resources from other plans to build near 
Epilepsy Centre on border with Chalfont St Peter. 

  

Rep1322 
Mr John Bailie 
and Rep1323 
Mrs Christine 
Bailie  

2A  I agree with the decision to exclude the sites which were rejected in the Stage 1 Assessment  (Ref: CDC & SBDC 
Draft Housing and Economic Land Availability Assessment, January 2016,Appendix 1). 
3A   I have identified four sites/locations for consideration:  • Bulstrode Park mansion & grounds (Ref: Savills Estate 
Agents);  • The  land to the south east of the M40/A355 junction, adjacent to the motorway service station; 
• Building of high density affordable housing above the current car park in the centre of Farnham Common, and in 
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all other towns and villages with open car parks; and  • The former car showroom on the A355 in the centre of 
Farnham Common, which is currently being used as a car wash facility.  4A   I endorse the need to protect the Green 
Belt and the Chilterns’ Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (ANOB), particularly as the National Planning Policy 
Framework (NPPF) provides full protection for these land-use designations. A   Given that the NPPF affords full 
protection to Green Belt and AONB, and that the Draft Plan makes it clear that changes to Green Belt boundaries 
should be considered only in exceptional circumstances, all possible options to explore meeting housing and other 
needs without the need to amend Green Belt boundaries should be explored.  In my opinion, the need to deliver 
development and to protect the Green Belt and AONB can be mutually compatible.  My approach would be to 
engage the Duty to Co-Operate and pursue discussions with neighbouring authorities, such as Aylesbury Vale, to 
deliver housing and other needs on land outside of the Green Belt and AONB. The Draft Plan also makes reference 
to discussions already taking place with neighbouring authorities, and indeed it is noted that CDC & SBDC have 
already submitted representations to the Aylesbury Vale plan to this effect. Aylesbury Vale could usefully assist in 
delivering housing and other needs in the period to 2036 given that a number of the larger, sustainable settlements 
in Aylesbury Vale are positioned close to the administrative boundary with Chiltern District.  Specifically, Aylesbury, 
the largest town within Aylesbury Vale, is unfettered by Green Belt or AONB constraints and is capable of 
accommodating significant quantities of additional growth within one or more sustainable urban extensions.  In 
addition, Haddenham and Aston Clinton are both are larger settlements, unfettered by Green Belt or AONB 
constraints and, capable of accommodating growth in a sustainable manner. The same logic applies to High 
Wycombe and Wycombe District Council. 6A  To ensure that the Draft Plan remains in line with the National 
Planning Policy Framework, the Green Belt buffers: • to the south of Farnham Common and north of Farnham Royal; 
and • to the south of Farnham Royal must be preserved, to check the unrestricted sprawl of Slough and to prevent 
the Farnhams from being merged into Slough. I have identified four sites/locations for consideration: • Bulstrode 
Park mansion & grounds (Ref: Savills Estate Agents);  • The  land to the south east of the M40/A355 junction, 
adjacent to the motorway service station; • Building of high density affordable housing above the current car park in 
the centre of Farnham Common, and in all other towns and villages with open car parks; and  • The former car 
showroom on the A355 in the centre of Farnham Common, which is currently being used as a car wash facility. 
7A   I understand that both CDC and SBDC consider it a ‘probable outcome’ that due to the Green Belt and AONB 
constraints, they will not be able to plan for all the development need identified within the local area. The Councils 
can, however, explore further options for meeting their needs outside of the plan area through the ‘Duty to 
Cooperate’.  For example, a request has already been made to Aylesbury Vale, to explore the scope for 7,500 
dwellings and supporting employment needs from CDC and SBDC to be planned for within Aylesbury Vale. 
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Rep1324 
Mr Stephen 
Wackerle 

I would request that no development take place around Beaconsfield Old Town. We are already experiencing 
significant development with New Wilton Park. I cannot see this location as beneficial to the Old Town that is 
already overburdened and congested. There is little Green Belt that remains. We should preserve the little we have 
left.  My children use the limited Green Belt we have to play and enjoy nature. Without it, there is little left for them 
to do in the area, other than stay indoors or in our tiny garden, which is not big enough for them to play sports  or 
take part in any meaningful activity that would benefit them.  Beaconsfield Rugby Club is another key feature of the 
area as is the Beaconsfield Cricket Club. Both clubs are an institution and a credit to the area. They teach children 
values and provide the foundational motivation needed to help young minds succeed. They foster teamwork and a 
community spirit amongst the parents that forms an important part of our lives here. These clubs were one of the 
reasons why we moved to the Old Town in the first place.  Encroaching on available land around Beaconsfield Old 
Town will limit Beaconsfield Rugby Club in particular to provide adequate facilities to the children that benefit from 
participating in the community in such a positive way.  I would suggest finding a location slightly out of town and 
developing there to spread the demand on local services more widely. Instead of 'adding on' bits here and there in 
an ad hoc way, find a large enough location and build a sizeable community there that can thrive and prosper - not 
just be another bolt on. Bicester is good example of what can be achieved with some strategic, forward thinking. 
Traffic currently is significant. I suspect with New Wilton Park it will become intolerable. Already, we have motor 
vehicles cutting through the Beaconsfield Old Town surrounding residential streets at speed to avoid congestion 
through the Old Town. I regularly witness cars during the week speeding around with no regard for car or 
pedestrian. On weekends it is calmer, but I do fear for my children being killed by these hazardous drivers racing 
around the Beaconsfield Old Town residential streets, just to save a few minutes of their commute. It is shocking to 
see and I expect will get worse as the area becomes more congested with vehicles as more development ruins the 
little bit of peace we desperately hold on to.  Then it is the matter of local services - schools, the church, doctor's 
surgeries, etc. We are at capacity, stretching at the seams. How much more can the area take before something has 
to give? This is before New Wilton Park!  In terms of affordable housing, there is plenty that surrounds Beaconsfield 
Old Town. It is fair to say that integration of affordable housing is beneficial only if there is sufficient balance 
between those being catered for in this regard and those that are not. Additional affordable housing would sway us 
towards a tipping point whereby the benefits associated with this balance of affordable and other housing would be 
lost. All would suffer. There is sufficient accommodation for the elderly around Beaconsfield Old Town. A balanced 
community is one that thrives. Whilst there may be scope for more such accommodation, care should be taken to 
not overwhelm local services and the community to strike a balance that would benefit the elderly, for them to 
receive an embrace from a community that is adequately balanced in age and means.  Every effort must be taken to 

 The Local Plan will need to 
identify sustainable 
development options to meet 
needs taking into account the 
scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements.   
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preserve what little open space Beaconsfield Od Town has left and the heritage of the buildings and surroundings 
that make this town so special.  Building between the Beaconsfield Old Town and the M40 - and beyond by the 
cricket club - would be akin to destroying childhoods that we all were accustomed to: running in fields, playing sport 
- rugby, cricket, throwing a ball or a frisbee - having nature on our doorstep, being wild and free to learn by doing.  
Look further afield. Not here around Beaconsfield Old Town. 

Rep1325 
Mr Alan Thomson 

I would like to raise my objection to the plans for development of the land where Beaconsfield Rugby Club play and 
train. The club has a large membership of adults and junior members and provide a valuable service in offering 
rugby to all ages from 6 years upwards. There are not many rugby clubs in the local area. I am one of the mini rugby 
coaches and every Sunday we regularly have several hundred kids turn up for training and matches.  Outdoor sport 
is vital for children's healthy development and Beaconsfield rugby club plays a very important role in the 
community, not just for Beaconsfield residents but for those in the surrounding towns as well. 

  

Rep1326 
Mr Leo Shaw 

I'd like to register my objection to building on several pieces of green-belt land around Beaconsfield - specifically the 
land around Windsor End used by the Rugby Club, the land adjacent to the A40 used by the Cricket Club, and the 
fields to the east of the A355.  The Cricket and Rugby playing fields provide an invaluable sporting facility for local 
adults and children and contribute greatly to the community and character of the town.  The fields to the east of the 
A355 provide open space for walkers and access to the countryside in close proximity to the town which would be 
ruined by the construction of houses, even if the current footpaths were preserved. 
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Rep1327 
Mr David 
Burbidge 

The Epilepsy Centre Site -  I feel Chalfont St Peter already has major housing developments -  at the Holy Cross 
Convent site, at Newland Park and Audley Chalfont Dene and is already contributing more than its fair share to meet 
increased housing requirements for the Chiltern District area. The schools in the area are near capacity and any 
increase in child numbers would cause problems.  In particular with regard to the Epilepsy Centre site there is 
already substantial development on the southern part of the site with a development providing retirement homes 
and a Nursing Home. More development of this part of the site is likely to follow but the suggestion that the 
northern part of the site stretching from the football pitches to Newland Park is not appropriate. The football 
pitches provide essential facilities for the village and are already designated green open space in the Neighbourhood 
Plan. I am sure any proposed development of these for housing would provoke a critical response from Sport 
England.  The remainder of the northern part of the site fulfils all the criteria of the green belt it provides a buffer 
zone between Chalfont St Giles, Chalfont St Peter and Horn Hill. It provides employment in  agriculture and forestry. 
It provides leisure activities in the shape of Model Farm, Rowan’s Nursery and Brawlings Farm Riding Centre as well 
as providing open country with views across to the Colne Valley Park. It is also unsuitable for development as it is a 
long way from the Centres of Chalfont St Peter and Chalfont St Giles.  There is no bus service and the nearest 
stations can only be reached by car. Children living in the development would have to be taken to school by car as 
the roads are narrow have no pavements and are unlit.    If this site were fully developed it would could double the 
number of dwellings in Chalfont St Peter and create a situation where the housing in Little Chalfont, Chalfont St 
Giles, Chalfont St Peter and Gerrards Cross were linked.  This area of land should not be developed in any 
circumstances. It should remain in the Green Belt and part of The Colne Valley Park. 
Mill Meadow Site - I feel the proposal to develop this sight for housing is almost too ridiculous for comment . The 
site includes a Children's Play Area, a small Skateboard area, the Community Centre., the local Football Club, the 
Parish Council Offices, the Scout Headquarters, the Tennis Club, Allotments and a field which is used by the local 
school for sports activities and at weekends by children's football teams. It is also used by many residents for 
recreational purposes. It is the irreplaceable lungs of  the Village.  If this were not enough it is in the flood plain of 
the river Misbourne. Any development would have to contain flood prevention measures most of which would not 
be agreed to by the Environment Agency. If development were permitted any flood prevention measure would 
increase the flow of water to the main part of the village containing shops public houses and residences which are 
already prone to being flooded. This area should remain in the Green Belt as a designated Green Area 

  

Rep1328 
Mrs Barbara 
Slone 

I'm sorry but have looked for the 17 questions?can't find them...but I am writing this as I have been a resident of 
George Green all my life and my children have grown up in the village.  It saddens me to think that the area is to be 
considered for building, I accept that housing is desperately needed, but feel that George Green is a no go, we 
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would no longer be a village being merged in to slough and surrounding areas, we would lose our close community,  
identity and rural beauty. George Green is a small friendly place to live, where everyone knows everyone.   Building 
would have a huge impact on wildlife; deer, Fox, ducks, red kite and wood peckers are just some to mention, Where 
would they go?  Flooding in the surrounding fields has always been a problem, where would that excess water go if 
it is turned into a concrete jungle?  Traffic would be horrendous, George Green just about copes with all the extra 
vehicles using it as a cut through from Langley. I strongly oppose this build, 'green belt' is 'green belt' for a reason! 

Rep1329 
Mr Tim Davies 

I strongly oppose the proposed built area extension to the south of Beaconsfield. This proposal would have a direct 
impact on the sports facilities available to local children and the broader community. At a time when child and adult 
obesity is at alarming increasing incidence, we should be encouraging physical activity and securing space and 
resources to address such issues. The proposal would direct impact the space occupied by Beaconsfield Rugby 
Football Club - a major club with a huge membership across age groups from 5 years to over 50s!  Such a step would 
be a major backward step in providing facilities for families to encourage physical exercise, interaction and 
community organisations fostering a positive approach to sport.  Please think twice before considering consigning 
our space for exercise and community building to be populated with families who would have no access to such 
resources and space! 

  

Rep1330 
Mrs Linda Hunns-
Clarke 

I want to oppose proposals to build in Middle Green and surrounding areas and merging us into the main 
town......this would have a detrimental impact on us as a rural village, upping the amount of through traffic to our 
already busy little roads and we would lose our wonderful diversity of wildlife. Slough is busy enough and although 
there is a great need for housing, villages, close communities and green belt must be preserved. 

  

Rep1331 
Mrs Morag Kelly 

I am opposed to any future development of the land owned by Chiltern District Council known as Stone Meadow 
(upper and lower).  1. AN AREA OF OUTSTANDING NATURAL BEAUTY (AONB) -  A. The area is designated an AONB 
and contains precious chalk stream river. B. Rich wildlife, flora and fauna including deer, woodpeckers, bats etc.. 
C. Used as a key area for walkers, horse riding, scouts groups, dog walking, cyclists.  D. Contains woodland which 
should be or is already protected.  E. Contains the Chiltern Way (public right of way for walkers).  2. THE AREA SITS 
WITHIN THE FLOOD PLAIN - A. The village flooded most recently 2008 - 2012- 2014 the meadows are a natural flood 
plain. B. Any building in this area would worsen future flooding for village centre.   C. Houses built on this area would 
be uninsurable.   D. Measures to reduce future flooding have not been implemented.   E. Governments are advising 
that Flood plains should be considered for development.   3. IMPACT ON THE VILLAGE INFRASTRUCTURE AND 
CHARACTER - A. The village resources are already stretched i.e. doctors, parking, schools etc.   B. Traffic on the A413 
is already at maximum capacity at rush hour.   C. The character of the village would be negatively impacted by such a 
large development.   D. The character of the village has already been negatively impacted by HS2 and the possible 
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waste transfer station.  E. Already likely to suffer congestion and impact on village resources from other plans to 
build near Epilepsy Centre on border with Chalfont St Peter. 

Rep1332 
Ms Janet 
Wittaker 

I wish to respond to the proposed 2014-2036 Chiltern & South Bucks Local Plan and register and voice my strong 
objections and grave concern regarding the enormous  & shocking scale of the proposed Developments.   In order to 
implement this plan, the land south of Chequers Orchard, Dutton Way, Iver Recreation Ground, Leas Drive & Barnes 
Way,  also the areas adjacent to Old Slade Lane & south of Richings Park, together with land to the west and south 
of Iver Heath would be swallowed up if these plans are allowed to proceed.   This land is designated green belt land 
and is historically and currently agricultural  farmland supporting local communities and also providing some light 
industrial areas.   The destruction of any arable land in this rapidly shrinking island nation borders on criminal 
irresponsibility, as to further reduce this irreplaceable land risks being unable to feed all  our citizens for future 
generations.  Furthermore the local infrastructure would be unable to successfully support such huge numbers of 
additional housing and  light industrial units without major detrimental impact on the local communities, which 
struggles to cope with the current  local population growth at present.  I believe the proposed no. of additional local 
residences - 7000 in no. for these combined  areas (which could potentially house an increase of local populace by 
21,000 +) to be GROSSLY over-estimated in terms of local need.   The combined local  population of the Ivers  is 
currently running at about 13,600 and is showing only a steady yearly increase since 2011 Census.    Figures for Iver 
Heath population show an increase of only  931 residents from 1991-2011 census.    In view of these facts, 
reasonably sized, area-sensitive  & controlled housing developments in carefully selected  areas, which do not 
infringe into green belt land will obviously be needed and welcomed to house the next generation increase in 
future,  but as the official figures show, it  is not required or sustainable at  the proposed scale,  contained within the 
Chiltern & South Bucks Local Plans 2014-2036.  In light of the above reasons for my objections, I trust my comments 
will be duly noted and thank you for your attention. 

  

Rep1333 
 Peter Dodds 

The green belt surrounding the Beaconsfield Rugby Club must remain green belt as the area is used for the 
recreation of over 250 boys and girls resident in the surrounding areas every week.  There are no other suitable 
spaces and it would be a tragedy for the entire town of Beaconsfield if it was lost. 
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Rep1334 
Mr Charles 
Mitchell 

Q1 I do not feel qualified or knowledgeable to comment Q2 No comment Q3 Not able to comment Q4 I would add 
the following criteria to the strategy.   1. The addition of new housing needs to be balanced against existing 
infrastructure so that infrastructure is provided in addition to housing. This could be achieved by building new 
settlements with their own infrastructure rather than expanding housing in an area with already stretched 
infrastructure.   2. Special consideration to be given to avoiding development which may adversely affect sites of 
special interest  in particular Burnham Beeches by direct or indirect means eg intensification or over use. 
Q5. Option A would seem the best means of preserving the character and amenities of South Bucks, followed by 
Option C then option H and Option J  Q6 As a resident of Farnham Common I have strong views on the inclusion as a 
potential development site under the map of Farnham and Stoke Poges on page 43 of the land north of Farnham 
Royal on the east side of the A355. This area of Green belt is a prime example of what the Green Belt was designed 
to do, ie to protect the integrity of villages and prevent ribbon developmnet .This area forms a critical part of the 
green buffer between  Farnham Common. in the north and Farnham  Royal and Slough to the south.   Farnham Park 
is an important sport and recreational facility which is much used. It plays an important part in providing sporting 
facilities and hence promoting the health not only of near locals but also the wider District community. There are 
few equivalent facilities in the neighbourhood. (smaller pitches at Langley and Burnham).  This area also includes an 
area north of Farnham Park and south of Elm Close which was rejected for development in the HELAA under 
reference SB0037 as being "Green Belt not previously developed" and forms a substantial part of the green buffer 
referred to. Although some of the land on the west side of the A355  north of the Old Green Man pub is built on, 
most is set back including that on the Old Beaconsfield Road which  is well screened by trees and verges so that 
there is a green break viewed from the A355. This has to be seen to be appreciated as it is not apparent looking at 
the plan on page 43.This is an important factor in making Farnham Common  a separate village. Also, some of this 
area is within 500 metres of Burnham Beeches and it  has been agreed that development within 500 M of Burnham 
Beeches should not be permitted to preserve the Beeches..  The Beeches has around 650,000 visitors pa  and is  one 
of the most visited of SSI sites in the UK.  TRAFFIC - A355 - Any substantial new development bordering the A355 
would increase traffic levels on an already over-used road resulting in poorer air quality and longer journey times 
especially at rush hour when frequently  great parts particularly central Farnham Common are subject to stationary 
queueing cars and lorries. Other Development Sites:  One  area which could reasonably be developed is the area to 
the south east of M40  J2  near the MSA . This would have the advantage of good access to the A355 and motorway 
network and work be large enough to be commercially viable as a separate settlement.  It would have the advantage 
of not encroaching on  virgin countryside  due to proximity to the M40 and MSA. I would also support the Farnham 
Royal Parish Council's suggestion of developing the car park in Farnham Common provided that reasonable parking 
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facilities were maintained. If Green Belt has to be sacrificed in our area then the development site just south of 
Stoke Poges may be a better site for development than any of the land north of Farnham Royal as there would still 
be preserved a green buffer between Slough and  Stoke Poges. but the previous suggestion of land near the MSA is a 
better option. Q7 I would query the level of unmet needs in the light of the fact that the Council has stated on its 
website that it can meet housing needs until 2026 without using Green Belt land. Also, the proposed plans are 
additional to normal "speculative" development which runs at about the rate of 12 dwellings per year in Farnham 
Common. Q8 I agree we need affordable homes to enable lower paid people to live in this area. Q9 I  share most 
residents' concerns about encouraging travellers into this area and would be happy for such facilities to be kept to 
the minimum prescribed by law. There seems little doubt that travellers are associated with higher levels of  crime 
and litter. Q10 Old people need adequate accommodation and this is a growing need. Sheltered accommodation s 
to be encouraged. Q11 I favour the protection of our heritage. There are some good buildings on the A355 north of 
the old Green Man pub called Hemmingford which enjoy a good setting which would be marred by development as I 
have mentioned to Q6 above. Q12 cant think of any Q13 The Summerleaze gravel site north of Farnham Lane is 
fairly near being worked out and this when backfilled could provide a useful green area for recreation in due course. 
The area would not be suitable for development due to settlement problems with infilled land. Q14 Perhaps the 
obvious suggestion here is that Local Measures should be implemented to preserve the site at Burnham Beeches in 
view of its innate importance. Q15 The suggestions seem a bit vague but I am not qualified to comment Q16 When 
considering further intensive development in the Farnhams, consideration must be given to the issue of air quality 
being adversely affected by additional traffic especially as there are two infant schools one on and the other close to 
that road. Also most of Farnham Common is within the safeguarding 500 metre zone from Burnham Beeches. Q17 
Other sites in the County for development that should be considered are sites at Iver and Iver heath in close  
proximity to the M25 that would have the advantages of good access, rail links for commuters and some countryside 
which is less idyllic than other parts of South Bucks.   

Rep1335 Miss 
Deborah Flynn 

Please do not change our beautiful village.  Once it's changed its changed forever.......   
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Rep1336 
Mr Christopher 
Moss and 
Rep1343 
Mrs Mary Warner 

Please see below my response to questions 11-12-13-17.   Firstly, I request that the Hatched area of land owned by 
Chiltern District Council, presented on p40 of ‘The Plan’ (commonly known as Upper Stone Meadow) be protected 
from all future development and any ‘change of use’.  Secondly I would like to extend the Hatched area as above 
and incorporate the area more commonly known as Lower Stone Meadow. Both Upper and Lower Stone Meadow 
are currently owned by Chiltern District Council see Ordinance Survey Map reference SU9993NW. Land Registry Title 
Number BM294098.   I request all land at Upper and Lower Stone meadow as defined in the above Title number 
have a binding and legal covenant imposed on it that binds Chiltern District Council to protect it for the good of the 
village and to never allow development of any kind, on any scale, including but not exclusively 
housing, commercial buildings or offices.  My supporting evidence is that this land is already recognised as An Area 
of National Interest. It contains a rare and precious chalk stream, wildlife, flora and fauna, and fulfils its existing 
classification as An Area Of Outstanding Natural Beauty in Green Belt. It is physically unsuitable for any development 
as it is on a flood plain, above the proposed HS2 Tunnel, in an area safeguarded by HS2 and therefore not 
deliverable before 2036.  I/We are opposed to any future development of the land owned by Chiltern District 
Council known as Stone Meadow (upper and lower).    1. AN AREA OF OUTSTANDING NATURAL BEAUTY (AONB) - 
A. The area is designated an AONB and contains precious chalk stream river. B. Rich wildlife, flora and fauna 
including deer, woodpeckers, bats etc..  C. Used as a key area for walkers, horse riding, scouts groups, dog walking, 
cyclists.  D. Contains woodland which should be or is already protected. E. Contains the Chiltern Way (public right of 
way for walkers).   2. THE AREA SITS WITHIN THE FLOOD PLAIN -  A. The village flooded most recently 2008 - 2012- 
2014 the meadows are a natural flood plain.  B. Any building in this area would worsen future flooding for village 
centre.  C. Houses built on this area would be uninsurable.   D. Measures to reduce future flooding have not been 
implemented.   E. Governments are advising that Flood plains should be considered for development.    3. IMPACT 
ON THE VILLAGE INFRASTRUCTURE AND CHARACTER -  A. The village resources are already stretched i.e. doctors, 
parking, schools etc.  B. Traffic on the A413 is already at maximum capacity at rush hour.  C. The character of the 
village would be negatively impacted by such a large development.  D. The character of the village has already been 
negatively impacted by HS2 and the possible waste transfer station.  E. Already likely to suffer congestion and 
impact on village resources from other plans to build near Epilepsy Centre on border with Chalfont St Peter. 

  

Rep1340 Mrs 
Dorothy Piggott 

I am concerned that to the rear of my property is 'Green Belt' land which may be used for further housing 
development.  If this the case, then I object to the use of this land for that purpose.. 
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Rep1341 
Mr John Hunter 

While I support the need for housing in the South East, I think it is essential that this is done without compromising 
recreational facilities locally.    BRFC as a pretty much wholly voluntary organisation makes an extremely positive 
contribution to the local community.   Additionally, it encourages physical activity, sportsmanship, and team work 
and given the broader problems with obesity and lack of physical activity in our society, we should be cherishing its 
role in our community and any development plans that might compromise it should be strongly resisted. 

  

Rep1342 
Mr Nicholas 
Martin 

I disagree with building homes at either side of Windsor End where the Beaconsfield Rugby Club is based. I strongly 
believe it should remain open land for the rugby and its community to continue using it as it current being used.  
No to these plans. 

  

Rep1344 
Mr Ian Harbison 

Please see below my response to questions 11-12-13-17.  Firstly, I request that the Hatched area of land owned by 
Chiltern District Council, presented on p40 of ‘The Plan’ (commonly known as Upper Stone Meadow) be protected 
from all future development and any ‘change of use’.   Secondly I would like to extend the Hatched area as above 
and incorporate the area more commonly known as Lower Stone Meadow. Both Upper and Lower Stone Meadow 
are currently owned by Chiltern District Council see Ordinance Survey Map reference SU9993NW. Land Registry Title 
Number BM294098.  I request all land at Upper and Lower Stone meadow as defined in the above Title number 
have a binding and legal covenant imposed on it that binds Chiltern District Council to protect it for the good of the 
village and to never allow development of any kind, on any scale, including but not exclusively housing, commercial 
buildings or offices.  My supporting evidence is that this land is already recognised as An Area of National Interest. It 
contains a rare and precious chalk stream, wildlife, flora and fauna, and fulfils its existing classification as An Area Of 
Outstanding Natural Beauty in Green Belt. It is physically unsuitable for any development as it is on a flood plain, 
above the proposed HS2 Tunnel, in an area safeguarded by HS2 and therefore not deliverable before 2036. 

  

Rep1345 
Mr Gareth Greig 

I understand that the green belt status of the area around Ley Hill, Botley and Orchard Leigh is to be removed. I 
believe this will help destroy the environment around these villages. We already have HS2 arriving in the chilterns 
and now you want to remove further the protection the area has against development. It seems the local councils 
just want to concrete the whole area. What a disgraceful move from a council elected to protect the area. 
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Rep1346 
Mrs Josephine 
Harrington 

Local Plan Consultation : Little Chalfont.   I wish to associate myself with the points made by Littl Chalfont 
Community Association, based on the threat of proposed plans  to our Green Belt and Area of Outstanding Natural 
Beauty.  • Only a sliver of green land remains between Little Chalfont and Amersham.  This fact  is especially clear 
from the train.  Although none of the proposed expansion areas threaten this field's width of land, they nevertheless 
represent an engulfing of Little Chalfont which would destroy its village character and make it merely part of a 
"Greater Amersham".  • All the areas under planning consideration are within the Green Belt.  This designation is in 
danger of losing all meaning, to the detriment of environmental health.  • Little Chalfont has already more than 
contributed to national housing pressures by building in the areas of the Donkey Field and Bell Lane.  We have done 
enough.  • We unavoidably have the A404 running through the village.  Geographical constraints make a formal by-
pass through to the M25 completely impossible.  So any future building development has inescapable traffic 
consequences for all residents,   We should accept that the limit of traffic weight has been reached,  and the 
expansion of housing which goes with it.. 

 The Local Plan will need to 
identify sustainable 
development options to meet 
needs taking into account the 
scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements.   

Rep1347 
Mr Alan Page 

Once again I am shocked to hear about this planning policy, which has received very little notification.   May I point 
out that we the council tax payer are not kept informed about policy affecting our village but the council have no 
problem contacting us for our council tax.   We pay exorbitant tax for our property and receive very little in return. 
We have no pavements, our roads are not fit to walk on especially in the dark, we have no street lights or traffic 
calming systems (except for the affordable housing areas), the police are rare and our refuse collection has been 
reduced.  The only thing we have left is the protection of our environment and you are attacking that.  What do we 
pay Council Tax for?   I was shocked to hear about the CDC / South Bucks planning discussions and the risk to the 
Green belt and ANOB areas of the Chilterns for further building development.   Initially, I was annoyed that there 
appeared to be no notification to the residents and no apparent consultation.   What awareness of these meetings 
was made public?  What methods or media did you use to inform the public?  The ANOB areas of the Chilterns are 
already under serious attack from house building and with the building of HS2 this destruction will be severe.  If this 
area is to be called ANOB, then its beauty needs to be preserved.  The planning ideas discussed in secret bt this 
committee will ensure that ANOB is no longer an accurate description and our children will pay the price. What a 
poor legacy you will have left behind. 
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Rep1348 
Mr Frank Hackett 

Chalfont St Peter (CSP) has had its share of new development.  CDC has already granted planning permission for 
over 600 dwellings within CSP, these include the Holy Cross site, Newland Park and the Audley Homes development 
at the Epilepsy site.  In years of the previous Core Strategy (intended to run until 2026) CSP has already taken 
significantly more than its fair allocation and provides the largest single percentage of the development proposed 
for the Chiltern district as a whole.  There is a known drainage issue in CSP, particularly with open raw sewerage 
backing up in the centre of the village.  Additional developments of the scale proposed are simply not possible with 
the current.  Many other parts of the District are significantly more sustainable and appropriate for development. 
The following applies to the Mill Meadow area   1.  a. The area is a much used amenity facility which includes the 
Community Centre, a football club, recreation park, sports pitches, tennis courts, a scout headquarters, allotments 
and parish council offices.  There are no areas within the centre of the village where any of these facilities could be 
relocated.  b. The Chalfont St Peter Academy, adjacent to Mill Meadow, has no sports field of its own and uses the 
Meadow for daily sports lessons (team games, athletics, cross country etc).  The school would be unable to deliver 
an effective curriculum if Mill Meadow is designated for development.  c. The area is also a much used public facility 
with Nature Reserve, gardens, woods and walks along the Misbourne to Chalfont St Giles and beyond.  These 
facilities could not be replaced due to both the time taken to develop them and their position.  d. Mill Meadow is on 
the flood plain and regularly floods during the winter.  If there was further development the risk of flooding in both 
the immediate area and down-stream would be substantially increased. 

 The Local Plan will need to 
identify sustainable 
development options to meet 
needs taking into account the 
scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements.   

Rep1349 
Dr Alex Weiss 

Question 1 – Less than 30% of affordable homes seems extraordinarily low bearing in mind the high average price of 
houses in Chiltern District. Question 2 – I am astonished that you can consider the site at Blizzards Yard as suitable 
for building. I have seen the area flood regularly over the last fifty years. Also, the car park is an essential feature for 
dealing with the number of cars accessing shops, pubs, restaurants and meeting halls. Vertical building above the 
car park would provide inappropriate buildings in the village. Appendix 2 Chalfont St Giles Built Area Extension 
Option is also partially on a flood plain and would destroy Stratton Chase Drive known as the Conker Drive, a well-
used path from the village. Question 5 – What spatial strategy option or options do you think the Councils should 
consider and what should be the priority order? Are there any other spatial strategy options that the Joint Plan 
should consider and why? Options A, C & D are, in my opinion, the best ones. Question 6 – The mention of HS2 does 
not include the significant traffic increase in the area, particularly heavy lorries. It would not be a good idea to be 
trying to build significant numbers of new houses in the same area, which would further add to traffic congestion. 
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Rep1350 
Mrs Jean Lawson 

I wish to object to the possible designation of land for employment as shown on the Chalfont St Peter and Gerrards 
Cross map in Appendix 5, Areas of Search for Strategic Employment Options within the Green Belt listed in the Local 
Plan Initial Consultation document. The proposal would cut across the lower part of the course at Gerrards Cross 
Golf Club, including the Clubhouse, and so make the Club completely unviable. It would further greatly reduce the 
sporting and recreational facilities in the local area and deny hundreds of members the enjoyment of playing golf in 
a BEAUTIFUL part of the Misbourne valley.  Such development within the Green Belt would be considered harmful 
to the principles of such deignation while conversely, the existing use is an acceptable use within the Green Belt and 
wholly appropriate in maintaining the openess of the Green Belt.  The area is in the Colne Valley Park and is 
identified as being a particularly inmportant green space for biodiversity and enviromental priorities. The area is 
within the Green Belt and provides the important funtion of separatimg the built-up areas of CSP and Tatling End, 
Gerrards Cross and Denham. The A413 is a natural barrier for development. To build to the east would erode the 
barrier and facilitate yet more development in the future on the open space to the east.   THE AREA IS A FLOOD 
PLAIN SO TOTALLY UNSUITABLE FOR SUTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT OF ANY KIND.  The area is HIGHLY valued by 
residents and visitors as a green corridor and to DESTROY it would inevitably lead to industrialisation and 
amalgamation of separate and distinct developed areas. 

  

Rep1351 
Mr Iain Farthing 

As a lifelong resident of South Bucks, and the last 10 years in Beaconsfield, I am very concerned with the levels of 
new housing being proposed in the immediate area.  My concerns are as follows:  - Traffic levels - already high 
around Beaconsfield. Just look at the traffic coming in from Amersham in the morning rush hour.   - Green belt 
usage - why, when there are brownfield sites not being used elsewhere. We are fiercely protective of our sporting 
facilities in the town, and we are worried that the rugby club, cricket clubs and football club will be targeted next for 
building projects.  - Schools - All Primary schools in Beaconsfield are already running at capacity, so where are the 
additional children going to be schooled. There are already struggles for places in the Grammar School system, and 
this will only get tougher especially as the schools are now Acadamies, and Bucks children are in a fight with children 
from out of catchment.  - Hospitals & Doctor Surgeries - Technically our local A&E is Stoke Mandeville, but with just 
the one road to get there, none of us will use that hospital, instead heading for Wexham Park. More properties will 
increase the already very stretched local NHS facilities. What plans to re-open A&E in High Wycombe, given it's 
location so close to both M40 and M4? What plans for an additional Doctors' surgery?  - Public transport - The trains 
into London are already full every morning, and with standing room only currently, what are the proposals for 
increasing rolling stock to accomodate the additional commuters.  - Public parking - the public car parks are already 
at capacity, and there is constant overflow onto the local roads. Increasing capacity, and reducing the costs, 
especially at the train station, would encourage more trade in the town, increasing retail jobs and general wellbeing 
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in the town.  As a local born and bred Father of 3 young children, the proposal to redesignate playing fields is 
bordering on immoral, given the current crisis aroudn obesity in children, and diabetes in adults. The council should 
be looking to increase the facilities (ie swimming pool, gym, public tennis courts, etc...) not repurposing for yet more 
housing that is not required.   In summary, redesignating greenfield sites for additional housing should not be 
allowed until all areas with existing property, and brownfield sites have been exhausted. Q3. No. You are already 
looking to repurpose sites that should remain as they are.  Q5. L, but with focus on A. Q6. Please do not repurpose 
existing playing fields ie Beaconsfield RFC, SYCOB FC, Beaconsfield CC. 

Rep1352 
Mr David 
Silverstone 

I wish to object to your various proposals to utilise Green Belt land for development.   I believe that the Council has 
a duty to protect the Green Belt and your own current strategy document indicated that previous consultations with 
residents demonstrated their widespreasd opposition to degrading the esisting Green belt and a prference ofr 
alternative areas of development.   I also wish to object to your proposals as they would run contrary  to concepts of 
an Area of Outsanding Natural Beauty and to use your own words:-   "About 70% of Chiltern District is within the 
Chilterns Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB). This is an area of distinctive landscape with special qualities 
which is of national importance."   (question 6) Your specific proposal as shown on P.30 of your strategy document 
relating to potential residential development to the west of Chesham would create urban sprawl to the detriment of 
the quiet enjoyment of open space that the area currently provides. A development of this possible size would put 
considerable pressure on the resources of Chesham. Parking in the town is already challenging at certain times of 
day and I do not see any propsoals to create new parking facilities. Traffic on White Hill and Broad Street is often 
subject to excessive delays. Local medical centres and schools are full to bursting. i do not see specific proposals to 
address these potential difficulties.  ) I also wish to object to the proposal on page 13, option F of your document in 
relation to Botley. Any significant development in General Area 15 would destroy the semi rural nature of the area 
and would be dertrimental to the cohesive nature of community identity and activity in the Ley Hill and Botley 
villages.   I believe it would run contary to your duty to protect the Green Belt as previosulsy stated and detrat from 
an AONB. There is much wildlife in this area which would stand to lose its habitats in contravention of various 
national guidelines on environemental and species protection.    I am unconvinced by the arbitrary scoring of this 
area. who has determined that two of the scores should be 3 rather than, say, 4? I also take objection to a score of 0 
for Purpose 4. There is historical context as a camp site during the Civil War (1640-1643). Furthermore I challenge 
the notion that equal weighting be given for all 4 Puproses as, by definition, much Green Belt land is in open 
countryside away from historic towns and it is very much these open spaces that need ot be protected from 
development. I also wish to protest that the assessment of  Botley may have been underatken with a different 
location in mind. The picture which is described as "a house in Botley Road" is definiteyl not in Botley Road; it looks 
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more like Eskdale Avenue or Manor Way which are both in Chesham. Clearly if those responsible for outting forward 
of proposals do not know ehere they are then their recommendations need to be discarded. Having, over the past 
two days walked around General Area 15, (proposal on page 13 option F),  I feel obliged to write to emphasise the 
beauty of this location. This is hardly surprising as it forms part of the designated Area of Outstanding Natural 
Beauty which I understand Chiltern District Council is mandated to protect and enhance. Over the period I 
encountered dozens of walkers of all ages, some local some from much further afield and all expressed their 
pleasure at being able to enjoy this particular environment. In short this area was performing its function of Green 
Belt land in that it was providing a natural lung to sustain the health, both physical and mental of all those who took 
advantage of it. These couple of days have brought home to me again the benefits of the Green Belt status of this 
area. It could be argues that it would be a case of environmental vandalism to consider changing the status of this 
area and I urge you to remove it from the list of potential sites on a general point I would like to register my 
dissatisfaction with the overall complexity of the documents presented. for a local resident not versed in planning 
matters or local government legalese the host of documents are an almost impossible barrier. there should, for 
example, have been a search box where if I insert "botley" all relevant documents would be listed with links. I also 
have to hand today the Buckinghamshire Green Belt Assessment of General  Areas, this appears to have been issued 
only yesterday and bears a publication date of March 7. if this is an important document which it looks as though it 
is, the late publication undermines the integrity of your consultation.  This document appears under  RSA-6 to show 
a different map from the one previously published in your main report. Which one is correct? all your published 
maps are difficult to read and link accurately to large scale Ordnance Survey maps again undermining the validity of 
your consultation. 
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Rep1353 
Mr Richard Parker 

I am writing to protest against the proposed development of the Green Belt around Little Chalfont.  I am totally 
blind and the build-up of traffic and antisocial parking make walking in the village centre a nightmare for me. I can 
no longer walk independently across the village from my maisonette in Chalfont Avenue to my parents’ house in 
Loudhams Wood Lane. The thought of even more people moving into the village, too small to cope with the number 
here already, is worrying.   As well as dreading the overpopulation of a small place like Little Chalfont, it would 
sadden me to lose the opportunity of walks in the green spaces around where I live. The birdsong in the nearby 
ancient woodland and the scent of bluebells in spring would be lost to me forever. I can’t drive so I would have to 
rely on family and friends to drive some distance to be able to enjoy the green spaces which, presently, I can access 
on my doorstep. Green Belt and our AONB are a national asset and it is not acceptable to destroy them when they 
serve the purpose for which they were established.  Has a feasibility study been carried out to assess the practical 
day to day requirements needed to make extra development possible in Little Chalfont? Is funding available for all 
the necessary improvements? We already face a problem from the expected massive development at Newland Park. 
Where would the extra people park, go to school/the doctor/the dentist? There are no spaces in Little Chalfont 
Primary School for children from Lodge Lane, less than a mile from the school. These children have to be 
transported to Chalfont St Giles several miles away thus leading to even more vehicles on already congested roads. 
Sometimes patients have to wait six weeks for a doctor’s appointment at the local surgery. I dread to think of the 
waiting time if more residents flood into the village on the proposed wave of housing development.  Would existing 
utilities, already at full stretch, be able to cope? I am sceptical about this because there has been no upgrading of 
infrastructure to accommodate the large developments which have recently been built in Little Chalfont. Personally, 
I do not want the main A404 which cuts through the village, to be widened into a dual carriageway to cope with the 
extra traffic that would inevitably follow any further major developments in, or close to, Little Chalfont. This would 
add to the urban feel of the village and destroy its character. However, a wide road would need to be built to cater 
for the increased traffic generated by the large number of people from any large housing developments outside the 
extent of housing in the current village.  I fully support the points made in the document opposing any development 
of Green Belt land and produced by the LCCA, of which I am a member, and Little Chalfont Parish Council. 
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Rep1354 
Mr Robert Gill 

I am lodging an objection to the proposals in the Local Plan to change the land use of Green Belt areas in Chiltern 
District and to develop the majority of the sporting facilities in Chalfont St Peter (CSP).   About 70% of Chiltern 
District is within the Chilterns Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB), an area of distinctive landscape with 
special qualities which is of national importance. There are many elements which give the Chilterns landscape its 
distinctive and varied character. These include broadleaved woodland of beech and other species, chalk grassland, 
hidden valley systems, chalk streams, ancient and sunken lanes, buildings in brick, flint and dark timber, historic 
parks, gardens and other items of cultural heritage and wildlife. A high degree of protection is given to the AONB by 
planning policy at all levels national, regional, county and local. The purpose is to conserve and enhance natural 
beauty which includes wildlife as well as landscape features. This is reflected in Local Plan policy LSQ1 which the 
proposals fail to observe.  The Council is a member of the Chilterns Conservation Board which has an active role in 
co-ordinating and initiating policies and actions across the AONB. This partnership comprises all the local authorities 
lying within the AONB together with the Countryside Agency, other relevant Government agencies and amenity 
organisations. All are committed to conserving the special character of the Chiltern Hills. They need to reflect this 
commitment in their consideration of these proposals and reject them.  I also object to the possible designation of 
land for employment as shown on the Chalfont St Peter and Gerrards Cross map in Appendix 5 (Areas of Search for 
Strategic Employment Options within the Green Belt) listed in the Local Plan Initial Consultation document.  
The figures used to project future housing needs are flawed and include many instances of double counting. 
1) Paragraph 17 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) states “planning should take account of the 
different roles and character of different areas, promoting the vitality of our main urban areas, protecting the Green 
Belts around them, recognising the intrinsic character and beauty of the countryside and supporting thriving rural 
communities within it.” It goes on to say that there are five stated purposes of including land within the green belt. 
The Green belt being considered for reclassification currently fulfils all of the above purposes and should remain as 
Green Belt.   2) The Epilepsy Centre North (ECN, covering the football pitches, Model Farm, Shire Horse Centre, 
Brawlings Farm and Rowan Nurseries) is within the Colne Valley Park and therefore deserves special protection as 
part of that park. It is also inherently unsustainable for housing as it is a long walk to the nearest bus stop and 
services are limited and infrequent. Any development would be car dependent and the site is bounded on three 
sides by narrow and dangerous country lanes which already handle unacceptably heavy traffic volumes. It will also 
lead to urban sprawl and will effectively link CSP to Chalfont St. Giles with little remaining separation from Little 
Chalfont and Maple Cross.  The sheer scale of this area is clearly excessive and would more than double the number 
of dwellings in CSP with an impact on services which could not be met. Chiltern District Council Planning Policy GC3 
states that in considering proposals for development throughout the District, the Council will seek to achieve good 
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standards of amenity for the future occupiers of that development and to protect the amenities enjoyed by the 
occupants of existing adjoining and neighbouring properties. Where amenities are impaired to a significant degree, 
planning permission will be refused. Clearly development on this land fails to meet these criteria and it should 
remain as Green belt.   3) The southern part of the EC site (ECS) should be retained for medical, care home and 
sheltered housing use only.  4) Paragraph 74 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPFF) states that existing 
open space, sports and recreational buildings and land should not be built on unless these are surplus to 
requirements, to be replaced or the development is for alternative sports and recreational facilities. Planning 
authorities must positively plan for provision of shared space, community facilities and local services and amenities. 
The NPPF aims to protect and enhance open space, public rights of way and community and recreational facilities. 
It would be hard to contrive a plan which does more damage to existing sporting facilities than what is being 
proposed. CSP would be left with almost no recreational facilities. Numerous pitches would be lost at the Epilepsy 
Centre, Newlands Park and Mill Meadow. CSP football club, tennis club, cricket club and Gerrards Cross Golf Club 
would close. The cricket club and golf club would both lose their clubhouses and car parks. The cricket club would 
lose most of its pitch and the golf club a large part of the course, rendering it unsustainable and forcing its closure 
with the loss of over twenty jobs. CDC is required to consult Sports England about any developments which affect 
leisure facilities. No report from Sports England is included on the CDC web-site.  5) Chiltern District Council’s Policy 
GC12 states that “any development which will detrimentally affect the character of the District's rivers, river banks 
or land in the vicinity of a river, particularly where the development impinges visually on the riverside landscape, 
will not be permitted. The term "river" includes any adjoining marshland, or other related water feature. 
This Policy applies to the River Chess and River Misbourne. Where development is acceptable in accordance with 
this Policy, planning permission will be granted provided that other Policies in this Local Plan would also be complied 
with.”   The employment zone being proposed to the north of the A413 clearly does not meet these criteria and 
should remain classified as Green Belt. It lies in a category 3 Flood Zone around the River Misbourne and has flooded 
frequently in recent years. The area is in The Colne Valley Park and is a particularly important green space for 
biodiversity and the environment. It separates CSP from Tatling End, Gerrards Cross and Denham. The plan states 
that there are two train stations located within 1km of the site, Denham and Denham Golf Club, distances being 
measured as the crow flies. Even using this method, the closer of the two (Denham Golf Club station) is some two 
miles and, by road, 6.7 miles. In any case, the Plan states that there is no requirement for additional employment 
land through to 2036, that there is 20,000m2 vacant and 100,000m2 of outstanding planning permissions. This area 
should remain as Green Belt.   6)  The Plan projects future population growth in CDC from historical trends to give an 
increase in population from 92,652 in the 2011 Census to 101,200 in 2036, an increase of 9.2% over 25 years. These 
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figures are derived from a report published by the Department of Communities and Local Government (CLG) which 
is itself based on figures published by the Office of National Statistics (ONS) (see Tables C and E). These same 
Departments forecast that the number of persons per household will decrease from 2.5 in 2011 to 2.35 in 2036 (see 
Table E). The population of Chiltern is forecast to increase by 8,548 in the period 2011 – 2036, Applying the person 
per household (PPH) figure of 2.35 gives a requirement of 3,637 new homes and not the 4,552 used in the Plan 
which assumes a person/ household figure of 1.88. Given historic trends it is inconceivable that it will drop that far 
in 25 years.   7) The projections then apply various adjustment factors (see Table A). A large part of this is double 
counting as, by definition, an extrapolated historic trend includes such factors as birth and death rates, migration 
into the area etc. Further adjustment should only be made in extreme circumstances and as a result of identifiable 
and quantifiable factors. Chiltern District has had an uplift of 752 households applied (16.5%) based on a 10-year 
migration trend yet, in their report “Migration and other drivers of population change”, which is again based on 
figures from the ONS, the Research Team of Buckinghamshire County Council states that “migration has fluctuated 
in the last 10 years and is difficult to predict. The last 5 years have seen Buckinghamshire gain on average 1,700 
persons per year as more people are moving into the county than are leaving. Migration is comprised of within-UK 
migration and overseas migration. Around 20% of Buckinghamshire’s annual net migration comes from overseas 
migration with the majority, 80%, from people moving into the county from elsewhere in the UK. In the future 
annual net migration is projected to increase from 2013/14 until 2016/17 to almost 3,700 people by 2016/17. By 
2018/19 the annual net migration figure is projected to have fallen to 1,700 people”.    From 1991 to 2011 there was 
no net change in Chiltern due to migration, there having been a loss of 190pa from 91-01 and an increase of 190pa 
from 2001 – 2011. Apart from a higher migration rate in the four years from 2013/2014 to 2016/ 2017, three of 
which are already included in the base projections, the future rate of net migration is forecast to remain at historic 
levels. Indeed, this same report states that Chiltern and South Bucks are projected to have more people leaving to 
go overseas than coming into these districts and that their projected net differences between births and deaths are 
similar and will contribute only a small increase of 100 over the Plan period (see Table B).  It also states that the 
increase in migration in the last three years is due to the availability of new housing. In other words, people are 
moving into the area simply because new housing is available and not to meet any local need.  8)  The uplift of 752 
households applied to Chiltern when there is a reduction of 902 in neighbouring South Bucks is not justified and 
illogical. Indeed, for Buckinghamshire as a whole, the uplift is only 305 (0.74%) whilst that for Chiltern is 752 (16.5%). 
Variations of this magnitude are just not believable. There is no justification in applying this uplift and it should be 
reduced to 0.74% in line with the County average.  9) The HEDNA also considers market signals based on lowest 
quartile house prices and applies as a result an uplift of 20% due to “price pressure”. The assumptions on which this 
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is based are fatally flawed because they are based on a statistical comparison without taking into consideration the 
type of properties concerned. Chiltern has few flats or small houses and many very large properties with 
correspondingly high prices.   10) There is no justification in applying a 20% uplift and it should be reduced to 10%.      
11) The ORS / Atkins HEDNA Report of January 2016 states that “Based on the conclusions about future jobs, 
the overall increase in employment is likely to yield 33,400 extra jobs in the Buckinghamshire HMA over the 20-year 
period 2013-33” but this projection is a straight line projection. In that period there is bound to be at least one 
cyclical recession but no allowance has been made for this with year on year growth being used instead.     10,800 
local workers (25% of the workforce) commute outside the District. No doubt many of these commuters would be 
only too happy to work locally given the high cost of commuting, particularly to London, and the adverse impact 
commuting has on their quality of life. Some of the forecast new jobs would be filled by local people who are 
currently commuting and the increase in housing to balance housing and new jobs reduced.  There is little doubt 
that there will be an increase in employment levels in the Plan period but, again, increases of the magnitude 
forecast are not believable and should be reduced to the historic average.       12) CSP, with a population of 
13,000, is already the largest village in the country. Approved developments will increase the population by 1,440 
(11.1%). CSP is already bearing more than its proportionate share of development, not just for housing but for 
traveller sites also where far too many are being suggested. These must be dispersed more evenly across the 
district.   13) Sustainable distances to facilities and amenities (Barton et al, 2010) are set as: Target distance  
Maximum distance Local park/greenspace  400m - 600m, Leisure centre  1.5km- 2km, Doctor’s surgery   800m- 
1km, Hospital  5km- 8km.  That part of the village north of the A413 fails to achieve all but the first of these targets. 
To satisfy the proximity to a hospital for the whole of CSP, Chalfonts and Gerrards Cross Hospital is used. The range 
of services offered there falls well short of any reasonable definition of a hospital with Amersham being the nearest 
at some 9.7km miles away. The whole of CSP fails to meet the hospital target distance.   14) The Infrastructure 
Delivery Plan (IDP) flags up numerous critical areas in CSP. There is no further sewerage capacity and drinking water 
is at its limit. The measures to counteract this amount to rationing and restrictions on the use of domestic 
appliances. There are no school places available in CSP and Bucks will be short of 4,000 primary and 1,000 secondary 
school places by 2018. Hopefully the ruling on the mix of buildings on the Holy Cross site will include a new school 
with additional capacity, allowing the existing Middle School site in the centre of the village to be developed as 
affordable housing.  15)  No report from health providers has yet been included in the IDP but villagers already face 
long waits for a doctor’s appointment. The pressure which will result from the 600 houses already approved, mostly 
still to be built, will push all of these services over the edge. No further approvals should be granted until an 
infrastructure is in place to cope with the projected demand to at least 2050. Tinkering with minor improvements 
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would make little difference. What is needed are massive new facilities which cannot be delivered overnight. Even if 
the process was started now it would take at least ten years to put in place.     16) The only road in the area 
which is considered in the IDP is the A413 which the South Bucks District Transport Strategy (2010) states is highly 
congested. Other roads around the village, most very narrow, are not considered but there is already significant 
queuing at peak periods. These narrow lanes are used as rat runs to avoid this congestion, a purpose for which they 
were not designed and are not capable of handling. All roads in the area are in a disgraceful state of repair and can 
best be described as a succession of potholes joined up by worn tarmac. I travel extensively in the UK and our roads 
are the worst I have encountered in the UK. Public Transport is total inadequate with the 2001 census showing only 
171 people (1.4%) travelling to work by bus. Affordable housing should only be built in the village centre of Chalfont 
St Peter(CSP) as it is the only area with viable public transport. The range of existing services and their frequency 
would make it impossible for someone without a car to commute to any of the surrounding villages by public 
transport from the other areas being proposed.       17) The building of HS2 will impact significantly on the village in 
the building phase with, as yet, unknown long term consequences. It will significantly damage the Green Belt and air 
quality whilst giving no benefit to local householders. In the short term, whilst it is being built, the huge influx of 
workers will impact on health care and increase the volume of traffic.   18)Building, whether for housing or 
employment use, should be on brownfield or infill sites only.  19) Approval has already been given for the 
construction of some 620 new houses in CSP and these do not appear to have been subtracted from CSP’s future 
numbers. Table F gives projections for Chiltern and CSP based on more reasonable assumptions. This shows that CSP 
should create 635 new houses in the Plan period. With 620 already approved and, with additional infill approvals in 
coming years, will easily meet its obligations. There is therefore no need for Green Belt land around the village to be 
reclassified or for development of the sports facilities in the village. 
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Rep1355 
Mrs Julia 
Robertson 

I strongly oppose the plan to release the green belt land in the all areas and all phases in Little Chalfont.  I wholly 
reject the conclusions of CDC that Little Chalfont should be deemed an area for growth in terms of housing and 
future business / employment development.   My main reasons for objection are;  This land is green belt land ! Why 
is it even being considered? Green belt land was specifically created to prevent towns sprawling out and covering 
every green field and inch of space for building on. It should not even be considered for this fact alone! If this Green 
belt is considered then it has huge implications for any other green belt land, nowhere will be safe from building 
housing or businesses. Extremely concerning.   Additionally, except the golf course in Lodge Lane, all areas of land 
are within Chilterns AONB, a hugely important asset, much appreciated by local residents and visitors. We have paid 
a premium on our houses to live in such a beautiful green place. Use of this land contravenes planning policy!  Again, 
why has this proposal even been put forward as it's an AONB?!   Little Chalfont is already a busy rural village, traffic 
is already busy especially with the A404 bringing non local traffic through the centre of our village. Parking is already 
a problem, speeding is already an issue. Stony Lane and Lodge Lane are country lanes already very, very dangerous 
with too much traffic, dangerous blind bends. Horses, cyclists, pedestrians , huge Lorries going to the yard and the 
school run is already a hazardous journey. More housing means much more traffic, Lodge Lane and Stony Lane 
would need a totally new road traffic system, traffic lights, roundabouts, speed humps, It will increase accidents 
without doubt.  Little Chalfont has already had its fair share of new housing developments,  Bell Lane, the donkey 
field and now the area near the shops!   What about the schools? little Chalfont Primary school is already 3 times 
over subscribed and that is by families who already live in the catchment.The Doctors struggle to give you an 
appointment the same week.  Other infrastructures that are essential for life; commuting on the trains, water and 
waste management, the roads how will all this cope?  Little Chalfont is an asset to the Chilterns, it's got busier in the 
9 years we have lived here, please, we need to protect our Green Belt or I fear it will all vanish.  Again, I strongly 
oppose this Local Plan. 

 The Local Plan will need to 
identify sustainable 
development options to meet 
needs taking into account the 
scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements.   
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Rep1356 
Mr Robert 
Preston 
Headteacher 
The Misbourne 

Response to Question 16 and 17:   We are concerned that the plan should address the need for additonal secondary 
school places as a result of the new homes to be built in the area. In addition, we would like to be able to work with 
the council to increase and improve the provision of sports facilities in the Chiltern area which will benefit the health 
and well being of all residents.   The Misbourne is a popular and oversubscribed state secondary school which serves 
the villages of Great Missenden, Prestwood, Little Kingshill, Hyde Heath, South Heath, Ballenger, The Lee and Lee 
Common and is enrolling students from a larger geographical area for example, Chesham and Amersham. We 
currently have almost 1000 students and we have a waiting list of students who would like to join our school. 
Further demand for places at our school would be created by the proposed new housing development in Prestwood, 
Great Missenden and Little Kingshill as well as other towns and villages near to our school.  We anticipate that an 
additional five classrooms will be required to meet the current level of increasing demand. In addition, the school's 
sports facilities are dated, small and expensive to maintain. Our sports hall does not meet current Sport England 
Regulations as it is too small.   We would like to build a new state-of-the art sports hall, gym and changing facilities 
as well as a MUGA to facilitate more and better PE lessons for all our students. If we had this new facility our 
existing sports hall area could be used to accommodate the five additional classrooms. We have investigated the 
provision of sports facilities and participation in sport in our catchment area and found it to be below national 
averages. In particular, we have been made aware of a significant lack of facilities for grass roots football and basket 
ball clubs and note that there is only one other MUGA in the Chiltern District Area. We would like to make The 
Misbourne a community hub for sports to improve and increase sport participation, fitness and wellbeing 
throughout the local community, encouraging participation by all ages, genders etc. We would do this by offering 
use of any new sports facilities (as well as other areas of the school) to members of the local community to use 
outside of school hours. We have consulted with the community and found great support for our proposals. See 
attached Feasibility Study. We are keen to work with Chiltern District Council in order to plan & fund our proposals. 

  

Rep1357 
Mr John Worby 

Q1, 7, 9, 10, 12 and 14-17. No comment Q2. I believe there needs to be a clear plan to ensure the character of the 
Farnham Common and Farnham Royal (the 'Farnhams') is preserved separately from neighbouring Slough. In order 
to achieve this it is important that Green Belt land adjacent to these two areas is preserved. Q3. Commented on 
below Q4. It is important to preserve the local characteristics and to the extent possible the Joint Local Plan 
approach should take this into account rather than override such characteristics. Q5. The proposals focus too heavily 
on making more efficient use of land within existing built up areas without considering the infrastructure 
implications of already heavily populated areas.  For example, under option A it makes no sense to develop 
recreation areas already within a community and which will need to be replicated elsewhere as this will increase the 
transportation and other needs across the area. At the same time it will fail to allow the special character of the area 
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to be maintained as discussed in the response to Q2 above. I would particularly refer to the Farnham and Stoke 
Poges map in Appendix 4 where it is being considered that the land known as Farnham Park be re-allocated from 
Green Belt despite it being an important and thriving recreational area and one which provides continuity to the 
Green Belt environment which supports the characteristics of the Farnhams.  As regards option H, infilling and 
intensification of existing developed Green Belt sites makes sense ONLY where the land involved does not fulfill the 
primary function of the Green Belt, namely preventing encroachment. Option I would make sense provided the 
extensions do not significantly alter the characteristics of the villages including ensuring there are adequate 
surrounding Green Belt to preserve such characteristics. Q6. As noted above, I believe the characteristics of the 
Farnhams should be preserved. In this respect the Green Belt to the south of Farnham Common and north of 
Farnham Royal should be preserved. In particular, Farnham Park should be preserved as Green Belt. Not only is this 
important to provide the necessary Green Belt buffer but, as noted above, the land is well used for recreational 
purposes and alternatives for such recreation would still need to be provided. Note this comment relates to the 
recreational land and not to the area to the north of the Farnham Park some of which could be released for 
development. Q8. Affordable housing should be the responsibility of the Council and suitable funding raised eg 
through Community Infrastructure Levy rather than increasing the level of planned market housing beyond that 
required otherwise Green Belt land might be unnecessarily forfeited Q11. Farnham Royal and Farnham Common are 
two separate settlements with unique heritages and include the Conservation Area centred on Farnham Royal and 
the adjacent Burnham Beeches and some ancient woodlands in the surrounding copses.  It is important to ensure 
these two villages retain their separate cultural and historical identities by maintaining as much of the Green Belt 
buffer zone as possible. The amount of open space needs to be balanced in the Parish to the north west by Burnham 
Beeches and the south by Farnham Park, the later being land that was specifically given to South Bucks to provide 
open space for local residents’ recreational purposes. Q13.  For the reasons outlined herein, Farnham Park should 
be preserved as local green space to provide land for recreational purposes. This is consistent with the Eton District 
Rural Council Act 1971. 
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Rep1359 
 Gillian Riley 

In response to the plans to release Green Belt land in and around the Little Chalfont area I would like to make the 
following comments:   1. The area has been subjected to a high concentration of building work over the last year 
which has resulted a high level of congestion on the roads (particularly along the A404 which is a major route).  
2. During the building work temporary traffic lights are used on major routes whilst new services being put in to the 
building developments and this also adds to the problems on the roads.  3. The air quality in the area is affected by 
the congestion and this puts its residents at risk.  4. A lot of the area comes under the AONB and this should be 
protected for future generations.  5. The character of Little Chalfont and its surrounding area will change completely 
if it is over developed.  I am an Amersham resident who travels on the roads from Amersham through Little Chalfont 
every day and the road congestion over the last few years is very plain to see every day of the week through Little 
Chalfont.  The Green Belt in the area should be protected vigorously otherwise the green space that is left around 
our villages and towns will be lost forever!   I would be grateful if my comments could be noted. 

  

Rep1360 
Mrs Iza White 

I believe the village definitely needs a relief road.  The sheer volume of traffic that comes through the village already 
is ridiculous, dangerous and causes much congestion.  The HGV lorries mount pavements and hurtle through with 
little consideration for pedestrians and other vehicles.  At times I have had to mount the pavement in order to let 
them past.    My family and I  find it very difficult to get out of our driveway.  We live on the High Street and some 
mornings have to wait before it is safe enough to pull out.  Our house shakes as the HGV's hurtle past (this is 
obviously not good for the foundaions of our house!).   I believe the village needs more affordable houses for our 
children that want to leave home but stay in the area.  We neeed more provision for healthcare as our local GP 
surgery is inundated with patients and it is extremely hard to get appointments.  I have had to pay for my children to 
see a private GP in order that they get seen.  I haven't wanted to take them to A & E as it has not been serious 
enough for this but they have needed to be seen and I find it very frustrating to be told that we will have to wait a 
week to be seen!  We difinitely need more schools in particular a secondary school.  It is unfair that kids have to 
shipped out to Chalfont and beyond for their schooling. Some families have children placed in different schools 
which is ludicrous.  I believe our recreation grounds should be preserved, this is important for all village members.  I 
feel that provisions should be made for Leisure in the community and facilities for teenagers, children and the 
elderly could be improved.   I think that it is important to preserve the historic parts of Iver and Iver Heath.  Why 
should we lose these? It is part of  the characer and charm of our villages. 
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Rep1361 
Mr Owen Edis 
Acting Chairman 
Chorleywood 
Residents 
Association 

Chorleywood Residents’ Association , representing the residents of Chorleywood Parish, wishes to object to the 
conclusions of the Chiltern District Council, that the village of Little Chalfont be classified as a “main settlement for 
growth” and that adjoining areas of Green Belt land encroaching upon Chorleywood should , therefore, be 
considered for release for housing and employment development.   Our primary objection to any 
housing/employment development on these identified areas of land relates to land designated as Green Belt and/or 
Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty.  It is our contention that any development thereon would be in contravention 
of local and national planning policy. Green Belt land was specifically created to prevent urban sprawl and should 
not be treated as a repository of reserve building land, particularly when it will inevitably affect people living close to 
but outside the Chiltern boundary.   Much of the designated land is unspoiled open countryside which forms a 
buffer between Little Chalfont and Chorleywood ,  is enjoyed by people living in the surrounding area and creates 
the unique village character of the two communities.  We also believe that, apart from the inevitable impact on the 
infrastructure of Little Chalfont, the local area would be affected well beyond the village boundaries. Pleasant 
country lanes would be widened and the A404 would suffer a massive increase in traffic causing even greater 
bottlenecks between St Clement Dane School and the M25. This must be detrimental to the carbon footprint  that 
we should be attempting to reduce.  Implementation of the proposals in the plan would be an act of ecological 
vandalism and we urge the authors to take heed of the public condemnation and reconsider. 

  

Rep1362 
 Marianne Reilly 

I am writing to express my concerns about the proposed developments in the Chiltern District area, and in particular 
plans for Blackwell Stubbs.  I am concerned that the increased housing in the area will put extra strain on the local 
infrastructure, i.e. Water supply,schools, doctors, hospitals, etc., and create extra traffic for our already congested 
roads.  With regard to Blackwell Stubbs, it will mean loss of a local amenity much valued by residents, and loss of 
habitat for much wildlife including protected species such as badgers and bats.  I think there will also be problems 
with the topography of the land and difficulties with access. 
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Rep1363 
Mrs Linda Witton 

Although my address is shown as Chalfont St Giles I live in the parish of Little Chalfont and have been a resident here 
for 45 years . One of the main reasons for moving here in 1971 was the quiet rural nature of the area and my 
enjoyment of the countryside, whether it be walking in the Chilterns or watching wildlife, plus the convenient 
accessability to transport links and access to London, schools, shops, healthcare and recreational facilities. Many 
changes have taken place in the community over the years particularly with increased traffic but nothing has 
occurred so damaging to our Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty (A.O.N.B.) as the proposed H.S.2. and now the 
Chiltern District Council Local Plan for expansion where great swathes of our green belt are under threat from vast 
areas highlighted by Chiltern District Council for residential and industrial development.  The proposed areas for 
viability testing in Little Chalfont as shown on your map threaten hectares of Green Belt land on a scale never seen 
before, removing fields and woodlands and increasing the density of Little Chalfont by what appears to be 
approximately 80%, a far higher figure than for any of the other neighbouring Chiltern villages. The recent 
developments at Latimer Sawmills and the Donkey Field pall into insignificance by comparison. Myself and my family 
would not enjoy living in Chalfont Town.  Little Chalfont is a special case because it is disected by one heavily used 
main road, the A404. As far back as 1971, a bypass was planned to remove congestion from the centre of the village 
but this idea was abandoned and properties were built in the areas where the bypass would have been. Since the 
arrival in the 70's of the M.25 this now seems very shortsighted as the A404 carries not only local traffic but also 
large lorries and construction vehicles leaving the motorway.  Any additional traffic from the proposed huge 
increase in industrial, employment and residential development will be unrealistic and unsustainable for the Little 
Chalfont Setttlement.  In addition, the present infrastructure will not tolerate such large additional developments- 
schools, doctors, dentists, parking facilities and access to the Chalfont & Latimer Station will all be totally 
inadequate.  We need our green spaces and Chiltern District Council has a duty of care to minimise development on 
Green Belt, on our ancient woodlands and in our A.O.N.B's.  These precious areas must be respected and protected. 
I appreciate the need for additional housing with a growing population but there are many areas more suitable 
further out on the Chiltern Line where expansion would not have such an appalling impact on the environment. The 
Ayesbury Vale branch line was built solely for this purpose.  Little Chalfont cannot be a "Main Settlement for 
Growth" and should not become a suburb of London nor another MIlton Keynes as it will destroy our local heritage 
and our special place in the Chilterns.  I would ask you to please reconsider all aspects of your proposals for 
development and expansion of our village and protect our green spaces for the next generation to enjoy. Look 
further afield and you will find far more suitable places. 
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Rep1364 
Mrs Jacqueline 
Bullock 

I wish to comment on the overall impact the proposed development would have on our area.  We recently moved to 
chalfont after 32 years in a built up area to enjoy the benefits of the wonderful countryside and areas of outstanding 
natural beauty.The traffic on Burtons Lane is already very heavy due to it being a cut through to chorleywood in 
order for people to avoid the congestion on the A404. This road has only got pavement on one side and goes into a 
single track lane. It is already precarious to manouvere out of our drive onto Burtons Lane and increased traffic 
would make it dangerous if not totally irresponsible.  At the moment there is wonderful wildlife in the surrounding 
fields which add to our environment which would be destroyed if the proposed developments went ahead, not to 
mention the benefit this must have on our eco system.  It is already difficult to park anywhere near the shops or for 
the station ..we need more parking not more houses.  It appears that Little Chalfont has already contributed more 
than its fair share of new housing with the Bell Lane and Harvard Grange developments (the latters affect on traffic 
down Burtons Lane is still to be experienced which will only increase the congestion problems we are faced with).  
Many of our neighbours complain already of the difficulty in getting a GP appointment and the strain on the 
infrastructure would be immense.  Any developments such are proposed  would appear to be totally unsuitable for 
small villages, narrow roads, infrastructure already under pressure and massive effect on our beautiful countryside. 
What a travesty if this were allowed to go ahead. 

  

Rep1365 
Mrs Wendy 
Nowell 

Although I  oppose release of Green Belt land for development purposes I accept the need for more housing in 
Buckinghamshire. The provision being that what ever is chosen is carefully selected as not to 'infringe any of the 
Government National Policy Circular 42/55  set in1955 'I refer to the five purposes of the Green Belt but in particular 
'to assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment'.   Whilst I would support some new housing , the 
majority of it should be of a size to fit within the budgets of  families and single people who are not on a high 
enough income needed to buy the mansions that are being built on infill sites within both districts. I should point 
out that there are frequent complaints from local residents that their sons and daughters can't afford to stay in this 
area.  I would also like to say that any Green Belt land released would give the owner a huge financial gain.  Two of 
those owners are Chiltern District  Council and the Epilepsy Society.The former should be acting on behalf of its 
elected Councillors and its constituents who pay council tax. The latter whilst an important charity has been part of 
the local community for over 100 years and supported by them.It has also continually provided a resource for local 
employment. Drainage issues of the last few years have caused huge problems in central Chalfont St Peter and even 
now after heavy rainfall, causes huge problems with sewage backing up and in some cases lifting the drain covers.If 
more housing was created the whole drainage system would need to be thoroughly revised and probably replaced 
with massive disruption and cost implications. The flood plains along the River Misbourne between both Chalfont st 
Peter and St Giles have been severely affected in recent times,climate change suggests these will be ongoing 
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problems. The area sugested for commercial development  on the A413  next to Chalfont Park doesn't take into 
account that there are already empty office buidings both there and also to the left of the A413 next to the 
shopping precinct in Chalfont St Peter. If it was proposed to build distribution depots or  similar on this land they 
would be totally out of character with the surrounding countryside. parcels of land -my comments.   38a Epilepsy 
Centre -covers  a large area, part of it is occupied by the Epilepsy Society for important medical and research 
purposes  and accomodation for staff and patients . Some of the surrounding land has already been developed 
specifically for the elderly on the existing 'footprints'. My suggestion would be for more provision for this age group 
in the form of affordable accomodation for those less financially able .This could be both in the form of supported 
independent dwellings and a more basic care home, pubic transport would need to be provided.  Some of the 
remaining original buildings from the former Chalfont Colony are of great historic interest  maybe ,as some are no 
longer needed by the society they could be converted for the above group or further medical facilities to benefit CSP 
residents.  The proposal to build a large number of new houses on the rest of the land here is unsustainable since ;   
1, the approach roads in each direction are eseentailly narrow lanes without footpaths.  2. There is no local public 
transport to any of this area.  3. Motorists who wanted to access junction 17 of the M25 would have to negociate a 
very unsuitable road that crosses under the M25 into Hertfordshire , The residents in Maple Cross should also be 
consulted.  4 Huge  potential problems with  connections to sewerage.  5. There are numerous 'rights of way' 
throughout the land which provide an important form of recreation on the footpaths for both walkers and dog 
owners alike within a very attractive scenery.   6. There are several sites that provide employment boarding Chalfont 
Lane that should be retained. These include Rowans Nursery, and Model Farm which houses many local businesses.   
7. The area to the north of this land is part of the Colne Valley Regional Park.1. The Colne Valley Park is the first 
large taste of countryside to the west of London. The Park, which was founded in 1965, stretches from 
Rickmansworth in the north to Staines and the Thames in the south, Uxbridge and Heathrow in the east to Slough 
and Chalfont in the west.The Colne Valley Park Community Interest Company (CIC) is responsible for implementing 
the 6 objectives of the Park, which are :   1.  To maintain and enhance the landscape, historic environment and 
waterscape of the park in terms of their scenic and conservation value and their overall amenity.     2.  To safeguard 
the countryside of the Park from inappropriate development. Where development is permissible it will encourage 
the highest possible standards of design.  3. To conserve and enhance biodiversity within the Park through the 
protection and management of its species, habitats and geological features.     4. To provide opportunities for 
countryside recreation and ensure that facilities are accessible to all. 5.  To achieve a vibrant and sustainable rural 
economy, including farming and forestry, underpinning the value of the countryside.  6. To encourage community 
participation including volunteering and environmental education. To promote the health and social well-being 
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benefits that access to high quality green space brings. 

Rep1366 
Mr David 
Hiddleston 

I am a resident of Chorleywood and wish to register an objection to the proposed development plans for Little 
Chalfont.   My primary objection is to the inclusion of land designated as Green Belt and/or an Area of Outstanding 
Natural Beauty because Green Belt land was specifically created to prevent urban sprawl and should not be treated 
as potential  building land, particularly when it will inevitably affect people living close to but outside the Chiltern 
District boundary.  Much of the designated land is unspoiled open countryside which forms a buffer between Little 
Chalfont and Chorleywood and is enjoyed by people living in the surrounding area who walk, cycle or drive through 
beautiful open landscapes. These open areas create and sustain the unique village character of the two 
communities.  I also submit that there would be a detrimental impact on the infrastructure of Little Chalfont and 
that the local area would inevitably be affected well beyond the village boundaries. Lanes would have to be widened 
to cope with increased traffic and the A404 would attract much increased vehicle volumes and suffer from huge 
jams between St Clement Danes School and the M25.  This whole proposal is ill conceived and should be withdrawn 
in favour of one that is ecologically and environmentally sound and does not damage irreplaceable countryside. 

  

Rep1367 
Mr Martyn 
Gravestock 

This response covers the evidence base, sustainability and specific responses to some of the consultation questions 
and is related to the Chalfont St Peter area, particularly the Epilepsy Centre and the Mill Meadow site. 
Evidence Base - Comments on Green Belt Methodology Parcel 38a – Epilepsy Centre.  Principal purpose 1(b) should 
be scored higher.  This land parcel is indeed an important barrier to outward sprawl and there is clear scope for the 
existing built up areas within this parcel to be divided to form a defensible barrier.  Parcel 38a forms an important 
barrier to prevent development from extending out beyond Chesham Lane and the Chalfont Common settlement 
towards Maple Cross, Rickmansworth and other areas.  The stated score of 3+ is arbitrarily low.  I agree with the 
assessment under purpose 2.  It does indeed perform an “essential” purpose. Under purpose 3, this land protects 
the openness of the countryside and has much less than 5% of the land parcel covered by building.  It is 
predominantly characterised by open fields and woodland.  The topography is gently undulating and there are 
significant and important views towards the open countryside.  The land also has many footpaths and in particular 
the majority of the northern part of the site is within the Colne Valley Park.  Accordingly, not least because of its 
presence in the Colne Valley Park the score should be to 4+ or 5.  If Parcel 44(b) scores a 5, then for consistency 
purposes this should also score a 5.   The scoring for purpose 4 is not accurate.  Please refer to the Buckingham 
County Council Historic Towns Assessment carried out between 2008 and 2012 (“BCCHTA”) for Chalfont St Peter and 
in particular p55 which summarises the heritage value as high, the historical value as high and the communal value 
as high, with the aesthetic value as medium.  It notes that “given the historic importance of the Chalfont Colony, the 
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needs taking into account the 
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buildings have the potential to be a conservation area in its own right”.  There are four existing listed buildings of 
historical importance on the Epilepsy site and the land provides immediate and wider context for the historic 
settlements of Chalfont St Peter and Chalfont St Giles as a whole.  The Epilepsy Society Site is of itself of significant 
historical importance being established on that site in 1894.  Sustainability Appraisal - There are a number of errors 
in the sustainability appraisal particularly in respect of the transport links. In particular, the pre-mitigation 
assessment matrix summary (table 5.1 in the document on page 146) contains errors and is not consistent with the 
preceding analyses.  For example the data shown for the CSP sites 1,2 and 3 is different from the analysis shown 
previously.  Further, in paragraph 3.10.4 the analysis is incorrect. It is clear that congestion will become an issue for 
the area should there be any large scale development at the ES site due to the narrow and\or residential nature of 
the roads.  The variety of sustainable transport modes provided at local and regional scale is irrelevant for this site 
given its distance from rail stations and the inadequate nature of the local roads and buses. Over half of the site is 
more than 400 metres from any bus stop and all of the site will feed the congestion on the A413 which is already 
significant at certain times throughout the day.  The transport assessment for the area should be a minus not a plus. 
The ES site is bounded on three sides by narrow country lanes with limited passing places and with no street lighting 
or pavements for pedestrians. It would be very difficult if not impossible to upgrade these roads. Mention is made of 
a number of bus stops being nearby. The buses are infrequent and irregular with a very limited range of service. 
Indeed, so inappropriate is the bus service that the planning permission granted on Newlands Park requires the 
developer to provide a bus service for its residents which will in all likelihood eventually dwindle leaving the 
residents car-dependent. The NSE site is clearly car-dependent and fails sustainability testing. In the Planning 
Inspectorate Planning Enquiry in June 2005 the site was found to be unsustainable and nothing has changed 
positively since then.   An additional ES site sustainability issue is that it is currently employment land. The draft 
HELAA rejects other employment sites in Chalfont St Peter to protect the loss of employment land yet no mention of 
this is made regarding the ES site. It is nonsensical to remove one functioning employment site from the Green Belt 
and give it up for housing only to then try to take more Green Belt land to provide alternative employment sites. 
Employment sites in use as such at the moment should be retained as employment sites although unused 
employment sites, particularly unoccupied offices unused for over 10 years, could be considered for alternative use 
rather than remain employment sites.   I agree with the assessment that a development of the ES site would cause 
loss of public footpaths and cause irreparable damage to the Colne Valley Park and the Chilterns AONB which is 
located to the immediate north of the site. Any development will encroach on mixed farmlands, areas of ancient 
woodlands and the hedgerow network in particular. The site is currently well screened by hedgerows with trees 
providing restricted visibility from the adjacent roads and residential properties. Development of the site is likely to 
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result in loss of habitats of principal importance and species associated with these (SA objective 3) and significant 
environmental damage will result from development on this site. The agricultural land on the site is grade 3A which 
means any development would lead to the loss of the best and most valuable agricultural land. I also agree that the 
site is located within the Buckinghamshire Minerals safeguarding area and that development of this site will sterilise 
this important natural resource (SA objective 6). I agree with the assessment in paragraph 3.10.8 that the site has 
limited access to health and recreational opportunities. It is noted further that sustainable distances to facilities and 
amenities are set as; local park or green space, minimum 400 metres maximum 600 metres, leisure centre 1.5km 
minimum and 2km maximum, doctors surgery, 800 metres minimum, maximum 1km, and hospital minimum 5km, 
maximum 8km.  The Epilepsy Society site fails to achieve all but the first of these targets by some distance.  To 
satisfy the proximity to a hospital for the whole of Chalfont St Peter, Chalfont and Gerrards Cross hospital is invoked 
- this has a very limited range of services.  The nearest hospital to Chalfont St Peter is in Amersham at some 9.7km 
away, and that has no A&E facility. Question 1 – Comment on HEDNA.   It should be noted that approval has already 
been given for the construction of 600 new houses in Chalfont St Peter and these do not appear to have been 
subtracted from Chalfont St Peter’s future numbers.  A total increase of 4,552 households is stated in the Local Plan 
for Chiltern giving, with 14% of the population, 637 for Chalfont St Peter. Accordingly, existing approvals have 
already met Chalfont St Peter’s share of new housing. Indeed it would appear that the figure of 4,552 is based on an 
occupancy of 1.88 rather than 2.35 (using the Department of Communities and Local Government and the Office of 
National Statistics figures) so this latter figure would only give 3,606 homes and 509 for Chalfont St Peter. Given that 
there are bound to be some infill approvals in the planned period, Chalfont St Peter has already met its share of new 
houses from existing approvals and there is no need for green belt land around the village to be reclassified and 
used for development.  Question 2 – Comment on HELAA.   Comments on individual sites as follows:   CD37, CD39.  
These appear to have been rejected as not previously developed land but in being close to the centre of the village 
and nearer to the rail station at Gerrards Cross this land could be potentially sustainable.  Further work is required, 
as it is on all these sites, but these would appear to have a higher potential for development than numerous other 
sites put forward.  Sites CD45 and CD110 are in a similar category.   Site CD90, Grant and Stone is rejected as a 
current employment site.  However, if this reason is maintained then all employment sites should be retained as 
such particularly land at the Epilepsy Society site, Rowans Nursery and the Model Farm.   Sites CD114 and CD138 
require detailed further consideration.   Site CD35 Rowan Garden Centre, is an important employment centre and 
should be excluded as it also meets the principal purposes of the green belt – see further comments below as part 
of the Epilepsy Society site.  Not only does this site provide employment as a garden centre, it also provides 
employment in an equestrian supplies shop.  The assessment of this site at Appendix 3 is correct, as in addition to it 



Classification: OFFICIAL 
 

897 
 
Classification: OFFICIAL 

Name Summary of Representation 
Council Response (see also 

Volume 1 for generic response) 

being an employment site, it has clear access issues (as does the majority of the Epilepsy site with which this is 
bounded).   Sites CD129 and 130 are currently areas on the Epilepsy Society site.  Both sites have existing C2 use 
which must remain.  There could be some limited redevelopment of these parcels of land provided the land remains 
in the green belt (for all the reasons set out below) and it is employment land but any development should be for C2 
use only and not exceed the existing footprint.  It must remain in the green belt.  Any redevelopment of these 
parcels of land must complement the existing buildings and use of the site including the four listed buildings, the 
green belt land and the two new care/retirement homes.   Site CD132 could be considered for green belt release.  
Site CD169 has been rejected as a well performing designated employment site so we maintain that this consistency 
of approach should be maintained in relation to land at the Epilepsy Society site and elsewhere.  Site CD291 and 
CD292 inappropriate for development as there is no access, it is land that fulfils the function of the green belt, it is 
on the edge of the village and therefore has clear sustainability issues and appears to be not deliverable in any 
event.  Question 3 – Additional Sites.   A general principle to resist the development of open space, sports and 
leisure areas, old woodland or indeed other important land and green open space within the village such as car 
parking or other areas deliberately left open which add to the amenity of the village.  There are several unused and 
unoccupied employment sites in Chalfont St Peter – eg Church Lane or offices near the A413. There is[potential for 
these sites to be used as small scale housing sites. Question 4 – Vision.  It is apparent that the Plan vision and 
objectives lack detail therefore it is difficult to comment precisely.   A clear vision statement(s) is required, this 
needs to include:  1) The need to protect the green belt, the Chilterns AONB and the Colne Valley Park.  2) Improved 
design and enhancement of local character (important consideration which has not been sufficiently addressed so 
far). 3) Sustainability and environmental considerations 4) Employment and Shopping objectives.     5) Incorporation 
and consideration of the development plans (600 houses) that have already been approved. Question 5 – Spatial 
Strategy Options.   Suggested priority order:  Option J   Option A  Option D  Option E  Option H  Option I  Option B.   
Option C: But must bear in mind that CDC has already granted planning permission for over 600 dwellings within 
Chalfont St. Peter including the Holy Cross site, Newland Park and the Audley Homes development at the Epilepsy 
site. In the first three years of the Core Strategy (intended to run until 2026) Chalfont St. Peter has already taken 
significantly more than its fair allocation and provides the largest single percentage of development proposed for 
Chiltern district as a whole. In addition, built extensions generally should not do anything other than round off the 
existing village and not cause extensions to point out or extended further into the green belt. Development must be 
concentrated towards the centre rather the fringes of towns and villages in line with green belt principles that 
brownfield sites should be developed first along with sites closest to train, tube and bus services. Option G: Could be 
considered to some very limited extent. Any green belt releases must be confined to areas already built up with 
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particular attention being paid to as small an increase as possible in the existing built footprints (i.e. less than 10%) 
and maintaining important views in the green belt and not including areas currently not developed e.g. open field, 
arable land, public open space and woodland within the Epilepsy centre for example also land in the Colne Valley 
Park. Any land released from the Epilepsy Centre from the green belt should be confined to the existing buildings 
only with very limited extension and even then there should be no change of use from the existing C2 use, although 
the site as a whole scores very highly on the green belt review, and is unsustainable.  Accordingly all parts of the 
Epilepsy Society Site should remain in the green belt. Question 6 - Comments on specific sites .   The Epilepsy Society 
site is the home of the national Epilepsy Society and is a world renowned centre for research and development into 
managing and curing epilepsy.  The United Kingdom currently has 600,000 epileptics with 32,000 new diagnoses 
every year.  As such, this is currently a Major Developed Site (MDS) within the green belt. The site currently provides 
two new care home/retirement developments as well as important recreational facilities with nine football pitches 
plus a pavilion with toilets, showers and changing facilities which are used by more than 24 teams.  It is a significant 
employment site within Chalfont St Peter currently with planning designation C2. The site is an important 
community facility providing employment, recreation, retirement accommodation and medical care.  There may be 
a need for some limited key worker housing to support such use.  The Epilepsy Site fulfils as a whole all five of the 
stated purposes of the green belt. It provides a vital buffer between the settlements of Chalfont St Giles, Chalfont St 
Peter and Horn Hill.  It contains important open views from Chesham Lane towards the Colne Valley Park.  It 
provides important high quality agricultural forestry and related important uses and opportunities for outdoor sport 
and recreation including the Model Farm, Rowans Nursery and Brawlings Farm Riding Centre.   The undeveloped 
part of the Epilepsy site is within the Colne Valley Park.  This deserves special protection in any event.  Part of this 
site is also within the HS2 safeguarded area so is not deliverable. The Epilepsy Society site is bounded on three sides 
by narrow country lanes which make it unsuitable for development.  It is inherently unsustainable; it is not served by 
any appropriate bus service and is too far to walk to either Little Chalfont or Gerrards Cross which are the nearest 
rail stations.  Any development is car dependent.  The majority of the roads, with the exception of parts of Chesham 
Lane, have no pavement and are unsuitable for walking.  I understand that Bucks Highways Authority agrees there 
are clear access issues to parts of the site, eg along Gorelands Lane.  Several local businesses use the extended 
Epilepsy site in addition to its obvious agricultural use.  At the Model Farm, there are several businesses including 
A&E Vehicles Services, Castle Glass, Chiltern Equine Clinic and PJ Fagan Construction Limited.  These include two 
well established family businesses and the main hospital site for the Chiltern Equine Clinic.  On the Epilepsy site 
other businesses are present including Gordon Summerville, Fineland Forestry, CDM Autos as well as farm use and 
recreational use (Chalfont Saints Football).  The Epilepsy Society site, in scoring very highly in the green belt review 
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and fulfilling all five of the major purposes of the green belt should not be released from the green belt.  The existing 
planning use C2 should be retained for the developed parts of the site.  The remaining parts of the site which are 
also in the Colne Valley Park should remain in the Colne Valley Park. As set out above, the Epilepsy Society Site is 
noted in the BCCHTA to have high historical evidential and community value and is an important historical and 
heritage asset.  According to the BCCHTA the site has the potential to be a conservation area in its own right.  As an 
important Heritage Asset, the site should be protected.  There appears to be an inbuilt assumption in some of the 
comments in the HELAA that because some of the areas on the ES site have recently been redeveloped then the rest 
of the area is likely to be able to be developed.  This potential encroachment onto Green Belt land needs to be 
challenged for all the reasons stated in this response. There is also very strong public sentiment against further 
encroachment onto the Green Belt in this area.  Mill Meadow - The area is a much used amenity and includes the 
Community Centre, two large allotments, Chalfont St Peter Amateur Football Club, fields, recreation park, playing 
pitches (football and cricket), tennis courts, a scout headquarters and parish council offices.  There are no areas 
within the centre of the village where any of these facilities could be relocated. The Chalfont St Peter C of E 
Academy, adjacent to Mill Meadow, does not have a playing field within the school grounds. The school currently 
uses Mill Meadow for physical education lessons on a daily basis and for team games, athletics and cross country 
activities.  The Department for Education statutory guidance on the National Curriculum for England and Wales on 
physical education programmes of study states that the national curriculum for physical education should ensure 
that all pupils develop competence to excel in a broad range of physical activities; are physically active for sustained 
periods of time; engage in competitive sports and activities; and lead healthy lives.  The school would therefore be 
unable to deliver an effective curriculum if Mill Meadow is designated for development.   The area is also a much 
used public facility with a Nature Reserve, Jubilee Garden and The Lady Gibb Millennium Wood and with the a right 
of way alongside the River Misbourne from the Village Centre across Mill Meadow and through to Chalfont St Giles.  
These amenities are simply irreplaceable. Mill Meadow is on the flood plain. There is a serious risk of flooding as 
evidenced by the prolonged and extensive flooding at various times between 2010 and 2014. The area identified for 
industrial development to the east of the A413.   The area is in The Colne Valley Park and is identified as being a 
particularly important green space for biodiversity and environmental sustainability. The area is within the Green 
Belt and provides the important function of separating the built-up areas of CSP and Tatling End, Gerrards Cross and 
Denham.  The A413 is a natural barrier for development. To build to the east of it would erode the barrier and 
facilitate yet more development in the future on the open space to the east.  The area is completely within a flood 
plain.  The area is valued by residents and visitors as a green corridor and to destroy it would inevitably lead to 
further industrialisation and amalgamation of separate and distinct developed areas. Raylands Farm - Many of the 
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points made elsewhere in this submission will apply as regards the green belt.  This site has clear access issues from 
Bull Lane, access may be suitable from the A40.  However, further detailed consultation will be necessary to 
determine if any part of this site may be suitable for development.  Winkers Area/Scout Camp Field - It is likely that 
some redevelopment of Winkers Farm will be permitted as part of the current planning process.  Any development 
of the adjoining land will need to be considered in the light of any such permission in due course.  House building in 
this area infills rather than extends the built outline of the village and so may be a good option. Sports Facilities - 
National Planning policy dictates that existing open space, sports and recreation buildings and land should not be 
built on unless they are surplus to requirements, to be replaced, or the development is for alternative sports and 
recreation facilities.  CDC is under an obligation to plan for the provision of shared space community facilities and 
local services and amenities.  National Planning Policy aims to protect and enhance open space, public rights of way 
and community and recreational facilities.  The current Local Plan does not protect the facilities in Chalfont St Peter.  
All football pitches could be lost at the Epilepsy Society site, Newlands Park and Mill Meadow.  Chalfont St Peter 
football club, tennis club, cricket club and Gerrards Cross golf club could potentially close.  The cricket club and golf 
club could lose both their clubhouses and car parks.  The cricket club could lose most of its pitch and the golf club a 
large part of the course rendering it unsuitable and forcing its closure with loss of over 20 jobs.  Numerous footpaths 
and well used public rights of way across the Epilepsy Society site could be lost.  Important countryside could be 
destroyed. It would not be possible to replace these facilities once lost without the loss of even more green belt land 
and more loss of amenity for local residents. Question 7 – Unmet Needs.  The responses to questions 5 and 6 apply 
equally in respect of this question.  The Duty to Co-Operate is paramount.  It is likely there will be, according to this 
assessment, a high level of unmet needs in Chiltern/South Bucks which can only be met from co-operation with 
neighbouring authorities.  As part of the Duty to Co-Operate the Epilepsy Site could be designated for care homes to 
meet the needs of the elderly in the District and particularly meeting the increasing requirement for dementia care.  
There is space for additional care home provision on that site which would be in keeping with its existing purpose.   
Question 8 – Affordable Housing .  All affordable housing developments must be sustainable.  Affordable housing 
should be located in areas closest to rail and tube stations, adequate bus services and areas of maximum 
employment.  The majority of the sites in Chalfont St Peter are inherently unsustainable and as such unsuitable for 
affordable housing.  Some limited key worker housing could be provided in certain areas but this will not go far 
towards meeting the perceived general need.  Developments for affordable housing should be concentrated in 
those settlements with the facilities and infrastructure to support them eg Little Chalfont, Amersham, Chesham and 
even to some extent the centre of Gerrards Cross which has a rail station.  Question 9 – Travellers.  Chalfont St Peter 
has already a greater per capita proportion of sites for Gypsies, Travellers and Travelling Show People than any 
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other defined area within the district.  Question 10 – Elderly accommodation needs - The Epilepsy Society site in 
Chalfont St. Peter could be earmarked for the provision of specialist medical and elderly accommodation needs. 
Already, it is home to the Epilepsy Society and has impressive new developments by Porthaven Homes and Audley 
Homes and it is our belief that whilst the site must remain within the green belt the existing built footprint should 
remain for care homes and specialist medical and elderly accommodation needs. There may be limited scope for 
some increase to the built footprint by infilling only provided that such infilling maintains the openness of the green 
belt but provides additional accommodation needs for the elderly population or those in need of care. Question 11 
– Heritage Strategy.  The documentation prepared by CDC's consultants does not recognise the importance of the 
Epilepsy Society site as one of our important heritage assets. It would appear that those responsible for the Local 
Plan are not aware of, or have deliberately ignored, the BCCHTA which clearly defines the importance of Chalfont St 
Peter as an historic settlement, and in particular the Epilepsy Society Site which scores as “high” in three out of four 
assessed categories, and “medium” in the other.  It has the potential to be a conservation area in its own right. 
There are four listed buildings on the site and any development would irreparably harm their setting. The Epilepsy 
site has been part of the community for one hundred and twenty one years and is an important part of the 
community and amenity in Chalfont St. Peter. The loss of heritage sites can often mean a clear loss of amenity and 
that would certainly be the case should this site be removed from the green belt with its potential loss of planning 
and building control. CDC should adopt a strategy to protect and enhance our heritage assets not destroy them.  
Further the NPPF recognises the importance of protecting heritage assets.  Question 12 –Unprotected Local 
Heritage Asset.  It is clear that the entire Epilepsy Society site is a local heritage asset (see above).  Question 13 – 
Green space.  Should any part of the unbuilt Epilepsy Society site be removed from the green belt it should be 
designated as local green space.  This is particularly the case with the football fields, the footpaths, the area 
adjoining the Porthaven development between it and the Audley development alongside Chesham Lane as well as 
the unbuilt parts of the entire site (including the unbuilt parts of the Audley development being the lake and or 
green space).  Question 17 – There is a concern that CDC and its officers have a clear conflict of interest as a number 
of the sites proposed for removal from the green belt are owned by CDC.  Any land removal from the green belt 
would clearly result in a windfall profit for CDC from the ensuing development.  Please publicise clearly and 
transparently how this issue is being dealt with.  There is legislation covering how planning permission should be 
determined in such cases of conflict, so please confirm this legislation will be complied with, and how it will be 
complied with. 

Rep1368 
Mrs Sandra 

The Little Kingshill Village Society (LKVS) currently has over 450 member household within the two parishes of Great 
and Little Missenden; some of our members will take a different view from the majority on what, if anything, should 
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MacDonald 
Correspondence 
Secretary 
Little Kingshill 
Village Society 

go into the Emerging Local Plan. They will no doubt submit their own individual responses. This submission should 
therefore be read as representative of the majority. It does not set out to answer directly any of the questions in the 
Consultation Document, though some will inevitably be covered inter alia. 1. LOCAL PLAN CONTEXT   1.1 LKVS 
considers that a Chiltern District Council (CDC) and South Bucks (SB) Local Plan cannot be developed in isolation, but 
must take into account the effects of the proposed HS2 project upon the two districts and their neighbouring local 
authorities (LAs). HS2 is still at the Select Committee (SC) stage; the Commons SC has finished hearing petitions 
against the Hybrid Bill, but the Lords have yet to follow suit; the Bill won't get Royal Assent and become law until 
this process is completed and amendments recommended by the SCs have been  accepted by Government and 
written into the Bill with any other amendments tabled by MPs. It is crucial that any proposals in the Emerging Local 
Plan are contingent on the final outcome of the Hybrid Bill, because until then, and more directly, until construction 
of the railway begins, if indeed it goes ahead, it will be imposible to second-guess the effects of the project on 
housing and infrastructure needs in the Chiltern and South Bucks districts, and the sourrounding LAs with which 
they have a duty to co-operate. Were the CDC long tunnel option finally to be adopted, the disruption to the AONB 
would be minimised (but not eliminated) and forward planning for housing development and other infrastructure 
could be more confidently initiated. Likewise, were the whole HS2 project to be abandoned, local planning for the 
future would be considerably more straightforward. If the project proceeds and the long tunnel option is rejected, 
as seems likely at this juncture, there will be massive upheaval all the way along the proposed Phase 1 route 
through the Chilterns AONB, with a knock-on effect upon CD/SB’s duty to co-operate with neighbouring authorities, 
which will also be seriously affected.      1.2 Developers are unlikely to take the long view and risk sinking money into 
housing projects near to HS2 construction sites, with properties unlikely to sell or br depressed in value during the 
7+ years of the construction phase; buyers will look elsewhere, to avoid the traffic congestion, noise, air pollution 
and property blight that the rest of us who already live in the AONB will have to endure. South Heath is already in 
decline because of the pre-construction blight caused by HS2; the blight and disruption caused by the construction 
phase will be considerably more widespread, and will be a significant disincentive to buyers or tenants who might 
otherwise have considered moving into or within the area; during operation, properties built close enough to the 
line to be affected by daytime and evening train noise and night-time maintenance noise and light pollution will also 
be an unattractive proposition for potential buyers or tenants.  1.3 The HS2 project will have a significant bearing on 
the objectives of the Local Plan, a fact which needs to be recognised by CD/SB planners, e.g. the possibility of a 
reduction, not an increase in housing need, and the unlikelihood of developers’ wanting to build anywhere close to 
the line if the AONB long tunnel is ultimately rejected. LK would be expected to take a significant burden of housing 
development if it is removed from Green Belt, even though there is negligible back land available, but  developers 

Government advice and other 
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would be unlikely to regard LK as an attractive proposition, with several large scale construction sites on the 
doorstep for 7+ years, and the consequent traffic congestion and dearth of buyers.    1.4 CDC’s vehicle emission 
reduction aspirations will also be thwarted by the huge number of extra HS2 HGV and LGV vehicles on roads and the 
air pollution caused by traffic congestion. 1.5 The Local Plan therefore needs to address several questions. What 
effect will HS2 have on the identification of sites for housing development and the assessment of housing need? 
How will the massive extra power and broadband needs on construction sites be met? What measures and powers 
will be needed to monitor and minimise air pollution? Who will pay for the extra work required by Environmental 
Health and other departments? How will all these factors influence the present duty to co-operate with 
neighbouring LAs?   1.6 Joined-up co-operation is needed between Planning Policy and other CD/SB departments to 
deal with the impact of HS2, which should also be addressed the through duty to co-operate with affected 
neighbouring LAs. Campaigners have recommended, for instance, that a fully operational A&E department should 
re-open at Wycombe Hospital, and that air ambulances should be provided along the Phase One route, funded by 
HS2 Ltd., to transport casualties to the nearest A&E. CDC and SB should also take into account their duty to co-
operate with BCC, e.g. with regard to keeping the A413 and B485 open for emergency vehicles and for ambulances 
to and from Stoke Mandeville Hospital. The questions of neighbourhood policing and liaison with the on-site 
security services and the Neighbourhood Watch network over the expected increase in crime associated with major 
infrastructure projects need also to be considered, including who pays for the training and provision of the extra 
police staff required.  1.7 It cannot be stressed enough how far-reaching and protracted the effects of the HS2 
project will be, and while residents appreciate the campaigning efforts of BCC, CDC and other neighbouring 
authorities to date, these efforts must extend to acknowledging and mitigating in their Local Plans the inroads that 
have already been made for many, and will continue to be made in every aspect of all our lives once construction 
begins.   1.8 Only when the CD/SB Planning Policy team has fully appreciated and absorbed the true extent of the 
devastation that will be caused by HS2 if the long tunnel is rejected, will it be able to proceed with credible forward 
planning and at that stage consider its response to the various issues raised in this document.    1.9 Common sense 
would dictate that HS2 cannot be ignored in trying to model housing and infrastrucure need, but it appears that 
these factors are being omitted in the preparation of the Local Plans of LAs all along the route. Discounting all these 
negative effects of the project makes a nonsense of any attempts to model future housing and infrastructure needs 
and amounts to complicity with central government in turning a deliberate and cynical blind eye to the enormous 
white elephant in the room that has already caused a good deal of destruction in communities like South Heath.   
1.10 Moreover, the attitudes of the government voted into office in 2015 with regard to other issues that have a 
bearing on local planning in addition to the HS2 project- garden cities, urban regeneration, and protection or erosion 
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of the Green Belt - all remain subject to frequent policy changes, and will be affected by decisions on the EU, wars, 
immigration and the global economy. CDC and SB can only guess at how future economic and immigration trends 
will shape district housing need, but planning policy makers are in the unenviable position of being forced into 
complying with fickle Local Plan, Green Belt and other planning edicts issued by a government that is blindly ignoring 
the global threats to its cherished hopes with regard to economic growth and housing and infractructure targets. 
2. GREEN BELT POLICY AND AONB LEGISLATION    2.1 The foregoing considerations are all crucially important factors 
in the ability of residents to make an informed response to this consultation, and in CD/SB’s ability to produce a 
Local Plan that will pass muster on government inspection in 2017. The fluidity and complexity of planning policy 
and the associated legislation, with confusing and contradictory instructions regularly issued from central 
government and the Department for Communities and Local Government (DCLG) make it impossible for lay 
residents to gain any clear understanding of central government expectations, or how they should be translated into 
detailed local planning. When the DCLG regularly has to defend or prosecute its planning policy decisions in the High 
and Appeal Courts, entering into this planning minefield is a hazardous prospect for the ordinary citizen. When 
planning policy professionals have difficulty in understanding what is required of them, and their decisions are 
frequently subject to successful legal challenge, lay residents, to whom local planning policy and case law are a 
closed book, have little chance of holding them to account.   2.2 The plethora of contradictory policy statements and 
almost daily High Court appeal decisions over the Green Belt, are a source of such confusion that in January 2015, 
the Chiltern Society (CS) called  for clarification from the then DCLG Secretary of State (SoS) Eric Pickles, so that Local 
Authorities (LAs) like CDC and SB can be confident that they are correctly interpreting government policy in 
developing a Local Plan. The issue of Green Belt boundaries is a pressing one, with LAs in the Chilterns, including 
CD/SB, currently considering the need to redraw Green Belt boundaries as they prepare new Local Plans which will 
identify land for future housing. Many feel they have no choice, because the Government is demanding a national 
house-building drive, but in the Green Belt, the amount of “unprotected” land simply isn’t available. In the Chilterns, 
councils have the added restrictions placed upon them by statutory AONB status, which it seems only central 
government can override, as it intends to do in the HS2 proposals.    2.3 What prompted the CS to seek clarification 
was the statement made to planning authorities in December 2014, by DCLG  Housing and Planning Minister, 
Brandon Lewis, that Green Belt could be a legitimate reason for setting housing targets below the “objectively 
assessed need”. Lewis’s statement supported new guidance provided for planning authorities in the autumn of 
2014, which conceded that the requirement to protect of the Green Belt may restrain the ability of a local authority 
to meet its housing need. Lewis also echoed a DCLG press release in October 2014 entitled “Councils must protect 
our precious Green Belt land”. The document spelled out then SoS Eric Pickles’ ostensible attitude to the Green Belt: 
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“When planning for new buildings, protecting our precious Green Belt must be paramount”. This was a 
governmental change of  emphasis, because previously the priority had seemed to be that housing need took 
priority over Green Belt protection. Hence the need for clarification.   2.4 Notwithstanding categorical ministerial 
statements about Green Belt protection and the CS demand for clarification, the situation remains confused. A 
complicating factor with regard to Pickles’ statement is that it does not apply to previously developed Green Belt 
sites, a fact that was made clear in the SoS’s decision a week later to allow up to 100 homes on redundant Green 
Belt land at the Building Research Establishment (BRE) in Hertfordshire.   2.5 Another govt. planning inspector’s 
decision a few weeks later demonstrates the difficulty that LAs face in interpreting even established Green Belt 
policy. Notwithstanding a claim that a new bus depot within the York green belt involved local transport 
infrastructure which was by definition appropriate to such a location, the inspector decided that it would fail to 
maintain the openness of the area and the justification for the development was lacking; plans for 90 new homes on 
a former plant nursery site on Green Belt land in Hertfordshire were also dealt a blow after the High Court ruled that 
a local council’s decision to approve the application was 'unlawful’.   2.6 To confuse matters further, in April 2015, in 
a letter sent to Simon Ridley, chief executive of the Planning Inspectorate, Brandon Lewis further stated that Appeal 
decisions should recognise: “the intrinsic character and beauty of the countryside”, and ensure that: “development 
is suitable for the local context”, even in areas that don’t have theoretical Green Belt or AONB protection. He also 
referred to: “the wider emphasis on delivering sustainable outcomes at the heart of the Framework (NPPF) which 
means taking full account of the environmental as well as the economic and social dimensions of development 
proposals”.   2.7 It is to be hoped that this emphasis will be heeded by CD/SB in developing its joint Local Plan, 
particularly with regard to reviewing the Green Belt, which is under threat nationally. Between April 2013 and the 
end of March 2015 there was a decrease of around 2,000 hectares overall of green belt in England largely because 
of new local plans adopted by 11 local authorities. LKVS does not wish to see CD/SB contribute to further decrease 
the extent of the Green Belt. In the summer of 2015 the CS drew attention to an alarming five-fold increase over the 
previous five years in the number of new homes being approved on Green Belt sites in England, according to figures 
obtained by the BBC. In 2009-10 planning permission was granted for 2,258 homes, while in 2014-15 the figure rose 
to a staggering 11,977. In the final year alone the number of approvals doubled. It is difficult to reconcile these 
statistics with government policy, which insists that the green belt should only be built on in “exceptional 
circumstances”, until one considers that there is a simultaneous expectation that LAs will review, and by implication 
reduce the extent of, the Green Belt within their boundaries.    2.8 In May 2015, The Campaign to Protect Rural 
England (CPRE) published its “Give peace a chance” report which showed that 90 per cent of authorities ranging 
from National Parks to borough councils,would like better guidance and new data to develop tranquility policies to 
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increase protection for England’s most peaceful areas.   2.9 In August 2015, the CPRE weighed in again with a call for 
stricter Green Belt safeguards and greater clarification of the limited circumstances in which Green Belt boundaries 
can be changed through local plans. In addition, the CPRE would like to see bodies like Natural England and Local 
Enterprise Partnerships funding measures to improve the quality of and access to Green Belt areas. These initiatives 
form the cornerstone of the organisation’s new campaign “Our Green Belt”, timed to coincide with the 60th 
anniversary of the introduction of Green Belt planning policy.   2.10 There is an obvious tension between the CPRE 
stance on tranquility and protection of the Green Belt and ongoing central government housing initiatives, in the 
midst of which LAs are caught in trying to develop local plans.    2.11 In July 2015 George Osborne’s “Fixing the 
Foundations” package of reforms contained measures to sideline local authorities in the planning process to 
accelerate housebuilding. His new law will allow ministers to impose a housing plan on a local authority if it fails to 
come up with one, as well as imposing penalties on those that fail to process planning applications quickly. By 
eroding the power of local authorities and centralising planning power even further, Osborne may be revealing a 
flawed understanding of housing supply. One of the most radical proposals in his plan is the introduction of a 
“zonal” system, which would grant planning permission automatically for housing schemes on brownfield land (ie 
land that has previously been built on, such as former industrial sites). His statement that: “We’ll keep on protecting 
the greenbelt but these latest planning reforms are a vital part of a comprehensive plan to confront the challenge of 
our lifetime and raise productivity and living standards”, must ring hollow in the ears of LAs with a significant 
amount of Green Belt land that restricts their ability to meet theoretical housing need, even using whatever 
brownfield land is available to them.   2.12 The Chancellor’s 2015 Autumn Statement and Spending Review 
committed the Government to a new target for affordable housing (400,000 units by 2021) and further reforms to 
the planning system which included a proposal to allow previously developed brownfield sites in the Green Belt to 
be developed in the same way as other brownfield land.    2.13 The dilemma facing LAs is obvious: the government 
is making a great show of publicly seeking to preserve and protect the Green Belt, while at the same time requiring 
LAs in their Local Plans simultaneously to promote growth, meet housing need and to review the Green Belt within 
their boundaries to release currently protected land for development. LA funding depends on compliance with the 
central government promotion of growth through house building, which presupposes that they will be required to 
prioritise this over defending and preserving the Green Belt intact. There is therefore an implicit encouragement to 
reduce the extent of the Green Belt in order to fulfil central government expectations, otherwise LAs risk legal 
challenges over their interpretation of Green Belt policy. Better to dispense with Green Belt where possible, to 
facilitate house building, than to negotiate the legal minefield.   2.14 Moreover, the roll-out of further planning 
legislation is further eroding the independence and powers thus far accorded to LAs in making local planning 
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decisions. In November 2015, the Government’s Housing and Planning bill comfortably negotiated its second 
reading stage, despite facing heavy opposition in the Commons. Labour MP Helen Hayes, a former planner, 
complained: “This Bill lacks any vision for planning, regarding it as simply a constraint to development. Through a 
multitude of different measures, including ‘in-principle’ planning consent, the removal of the need for section 106 
contributions from starter home developments and the provision for Secretary of State call-in of planning decisions, 
this bill will take power away from our local communities, while also removing vital checks on the quality and 
sustainability of development.”   2.15 Labour shadow communities secretary John Healey accused ministers of 
turning their collective back on localism, arguing that the Conservatives were in such a panic about house-building 
performance that they had drafted a bill which gave them “wide-ranging powers to impose new house building and 
override local community concerns and local plans ... With a total of 32 new housing and planning powers for the 
centre, this legislation signals the end of localism”. If he’s correct, one wonders why LAs are complying with what 
amounts to the charade of consulting on local plans, rather than barging ahead, without any consultation, in a 
fruitless attempt to keep up with the impossible demands placed on them by rapidly-changing central government 
planning policies.   2.16 Former Conservative housing minister, Mark Prisk, voiced concern over planning 
department staffing. “In some authorities, the system is grinding to a halt because of the lack of planning officers 
able either to produce a local plan or to drive forward negotiations with experienced developers.” This last 
statement should set loud alarm bells sounding for CDC residents, in view of the disarray and inaction on the part of 
the CDC Planning Enforcement department over a huge and mounting backlog of serious planning infringements 
that they have the power, but neither the expertise nor the manpower, to tackle. It is to be hoped that their 
Planning Policy colleagues are far better able to discharge their responsibilities with regard to producing a Local Plan 
that will protect the Green Belt and the AONB and hold central government and the courts at bay.   2.17 In response 
to central government’s housing initiatives, in November 2015 the CPRE published “Set up to fail: why housing 
targets based on flawed numbers threaten our countryside”. The report identifies a large number of problems with 
how the housing need targets are calculated and the research upon which it is based demonstrates a lack of clear 
guidance in the process, a lack of objectivity in the calculations, and a lack of concern for land availability and 
environmental impacts. The CPRE said that the unrealistic targets were putting undue pressure on the countryside: 
“Setting targets far higher than can be realistically built just means that developers have more sites to choose from: 
as static building rates show, higher targets do not mean faster delivery”. The CD/SB joint Planning Policy team 
please take note, before cutting a swathe through current Green Belt designations and the AONB, in the hope of 
including and justifying unrealistically optimistic house building targets in the Emerging Local Plan.   2.18 
Concentrate rather on the National Trust’s call for updated national planning guidance for AONBs, with nine tests 
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highlighted in its October 2015 report:“AONBs and Development”. It found that local authorities with less than five 
years of housing land supply were the main cause of pressure to release land for development in sensitive locations 
in English AONBs or their settings. It also suggested that ministers should make clear how they intend to deliver 
their commitment to safeguard AONBs with a Ministerial Statement to Parliament. We in the Misbourne Valley 
know only too well that there is no ministerial intention to safeguard the Chilterns AONB and that any statement to 
the contrary would be received with derision. What we want to see from our planning policy makers is the same 
determination to resist any further erosion of our Green Belt and the AONB as has been demonstrated by LAs in 
Bucks and elsewhere over HS2.   2.19 There is a perception in local government that a rationale for producing a 
Local Plan as swiftly as possible is that it protects LAs from legal challenges to their planning decisions. Research 
published early in 2015 calls this assumption into question: experts asserted that lack of an up-to-date plan does not 
necessarily mean more decisions are overturned on appeal. Richard Pestell, senior associate at consultancy Peter 
Brett Associates, said that authorities without a plan could still make decisions that survive appeal by following the 
NPPF strictly. The National Trust’s claim that developers are exploiting councils’ lack of a housing land supply to 
overrule adopted local plans and get major schemes backed is supported by Catriona Riddell, strategic planning 
convenor for the Planning Officers Society, who in a November 2015 “Planning Resource” article stated that 
pressure from housing developers for unused employment sites to be turned over for residential use was a 
significant issue that was being endorsed by emerging government policy, notwithstanding the existence of local 
plans.   2.20 This current Emerging Local Plan consultation is the third in as many years to which residents have been 
asked to respond. It is axiomatic that our time has been wasted in submitting those discarded responses, but it is 
also the case that the time of council staff and district councillors has been likewise squandered, as has the public 
money that could have been used productively. It is to be hoped, therefore, that some sanity will be introduced in 
the local planning process by a series of reforms, aimed at simplifying the regime, which have been submitted to the 
Government’s Local Plans Expert Group by the District Councils’ Network (DCN). These reforms include proposals for 
a staged-plan examination, the production of strategic plans across housing market areas, slimmed-down plans, a 
national ‘menu’ of Development Management Policies, improved ways of delivering infrastructure, and more 
protection from ‘5-year supply’ appeals for councils with well advanced plans.  2.21 Councillor Gillian Brown, DCN 
lead for planning and leader of Arun District Council, said in November 2015 that:   “From a DCN perspective, our 
members require a clear explanation from government as to what the early 2017 deadline for producing local plans 
will actually entail ... And on a more fundamental level, the Government should review how they envisage 
resourcing the large number of plans that will be submitted to the Planning Inspectorate at around the same time ... 
Otherwise we risk creating a frustrating scenario, where districts which have compiled their plans according to the 
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timetable find themselves sat in a long queue, waiting for an inspector to call.”   The DCN also stressed that district 
councils must be fully resourced and urged the Government to change the planning fees regime, “to enable full cost 
recovery”.     2.22 While appreciating the bind in which district councils currently find themselves over the 
requirement to produce local plans, from the perspective of the electorate it is high time that these authorities 
flexed their communal political muscles, and refused to comply until the DCNs reforms are accepted by central 
government, there is a definitive framework for the production of local plans that will not be subject, as heretofore, 
to further change, and the necessary manpower and funding are in place to produce effective plans that will not be 
vulnerable to rejection by government inspectors or to challenge in the courts. 3. LITTLE KINGSHILL VILLAGE 
SOCIETY’S TOP PRIORITY    3.1 It is with a sense of deja vu, and with many caveats in mind as a result of all the 
foregoing considerations, that LKVS submits its third consultation response since 2013, first to the DDPD, then to 
last year’s Emerging Local Plan and now to the 2016 version of the same. On past experience, we may be forgiven 
for wondering if anything will ever actually emerge.    3.2 Like a good deal of the Chiltern District, Little Kingshill (LK) 
is in the Chilterns AONB with central government statutory protection, which includes the powers vested in the 
Chilterns Conservation Board. This legislation permits a breach only if a proposal is in the national interest and there 
is no alternative. The decision to route HS2 right through the widest part of this AONB landscape of very high value 
has wide cross-party support, but, as has already been indicated, makes a flagrant mockery of this statutory 
protection. We therefore have no confidence that further breaches, for examble with regard to other infrastructure 
peojects and house building will not be sanctioned.    3.3 Local residents and campaigners are encouraged by the 
vigorous opposition to the HS2 project mounted by Bucks County Council (BCC) and other LAs, including CDC. Any 
further erosion of the AONB should also be steadfastly resisted by CD/SB planning policy makers, armed with the 
central government National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) 2012, which offers opportunity to protect villages 
within the AONB from degradation.    3.4 The 1947 Town & Country Planning Act permitted LAs to designate areas 
for protection in their development plans, heralding the creation of the Metropolitan Green Belt. LK was 
incorporated into it in 1989. Unlike the statutory status of the AONB, however, Green Belt is established by policy in 
the context of such initiatives as the NPPF, and herein lies the difficulty. LK has had Green Belt protection for over 
twenty-five years, but now CD/SB interprets the 2012 NPPF and the Oct. 2014 Planning Policy Guidance (PPG) to 
mean that it is required to re-draw the Green Belt boundaries to facilitate future house-building, satisfying a 
theoretical need up to 2032 that it is impossible to predict with any accuracy, as has already been emphasised.      
3.5 The NPPF places a duty on local authorities to protect Green Belts within their boundaries [p.5]. Even future 
development on previously developed land (brownfield land) is encouraged ONLY “provided that it is not of high 
environmental value” [p.6]. This, of course, now has to be interpreted in the light of such statements as Chancellor 
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Osborne’s on p. 5 above, but a case can nevertheless be made that all of the AONB, and the Green Belt within it, is 
by definition of “high environmental value”, and it deserves, at the very least, equal consideration with brownfield 
land. CDC has legitimate grounds, therefore, for refusing to remove any of the AONB settlements and rows of 
dwellings from the Green Belt and should commit to doing so.   3.6 All the existing Green Belt settlements should be 
accorded the protection promised in the NPPF and PPG, and CD/SB should resist government pressure to re-define 
and reduce the extent of the Green Belt within its boundaries. The Green Belt categories of generally washed-over 
Green Belt and GB4 & 5 were retained in the 2011 Local Plan, but if CDC succumbs to government pressure to 
observe the current published timetable for the delivery of the emerging Local Plan, and considers that it is required 
to abandon GB5 policy that presently permits small-scale back land housing development, CDC should look 
elsewhere, to brown field sites to promote major housing development.    3.7 LKVS expects CDC to join the CS in 
challenging all the conflicting planning policy messages emanating from central government and the courts, and to 
stand up and be counted by honouring its duty to protect its Green Belt villages, especially those that are also in the 
AONB. These villages will, for the fourth time since 2012, be reviewed in this current Emerging Local Plan. LKVS takes 
the view that, since CDC already has an adopted Local Plan, consolidated in 2011, which affords protection to all the 
Green Belt and AONB within its jurisdiction, it should wait for clarification if a response from the Local Plans Expert 
Group to the DCN submission is forthcoming, and also wait to see if the HS2 Hybrid Bill passes into law before it 
proceeds any further with the production of a Local Plan. 4. LITTLE KINSHILL’S GREEN BELT STATUS     4.1 On Wed. 8 
May 2013, Nick Rose, then CDC Cabinet Leader, stated at a meeting in LK about the draft Delivery Development Plan 
Document (DDPD) that across the whole district, in the Green Belt areas then under review  (in excess of 50 Green 
Belt settlements or rows of dwellings) only 80 new dwellings were required up to 2026. CD/SB Planning Policy 
Manager, Graham Winwright, suggested at a further village meeting about the emerging Local Plan on 13 Jan. 2015 
that this figure remained unchanged up to 2036. 4.2 If CDC persists with the immediate development of the current 
version of the Emerging Local Plan, which again requires a review of the extent of its Green Belt, the same points as 
in 2013 apply. District-wide, 40 or more houses have already been built, so only the balance is still needed. Given 
this modest future housing target, there seems little or no justification for the draconian large-scale removal of so 
many GB5 areas from the Green Belt; in the case of Little Kingshil, it is impossible to identify any backland that 
would sustain even small-scale housing development, let alone a major housing estate. The whole village should 
therefore be retained in GB4 or generally washed-over Green Belt, and no part should be removed from the Green 
Belt altogether.   4.3 LK is not anti-house building; LKVS opposed the repeated CDC planning refusals on the 
development of the Prince of Wales (PoW) pub site, and was instrumental in the Planning Committee’s reversal of 
the final refusal. We have thus demonstrated our willingness actively to support new builds in the village. The PoW 
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site will contribute two sizeable dwellings to the future CDC total, and 6 recently completed new builds have 
contributed to the 40+ district-wide already built, so that on the imminent completion of the PoW dwellings, LK 
alone will have provided over 10% of the 2026 (2036) target, even without any further infilling. It is therefore an 
unnecessary sacrifice and a step too far to remove the majority, or all, of LK from the Green Belt. Converting GB5 
settlements to GB4, instead of removing them, is just as likely to achieve, through GB4 limited infilling, further 
contributions to the CDC 2026 (2036) target of 80 extra houses, unless this target has now radically increased.   4.4 
Given the negligible potential for any back land housing developments in the two LK GB5 settlements previously 
identified for removal, and the already significant contribution to new building already made by the village, the loss 
of Green Belt status would be completely unjustifiable; all GB5 settlements should be retained as GB4 in the 
Emerging Local Plan Green Belt review, and if CD/SB planning policy-makers dispute this, they should clearly identify 
on the village map, and on-site with LKVS representatives, the available backland sites and the number of new builds 
they believe to be possible on them, weighed against the number of existing properties that they propose to 
remove from the Green Belt. Indeed, LKVS regards this exercise as essential across the whole of the Chiltern District.   
4.5 One of the reasons that the government inspector suspended the DDPD inspection in Novemeber 2014 and 
recommended its withdrawal was that it did not sufficiently identify sites for housing development. In his report, the 
inspector, Patrick Whitehead, highlighted: “a low degree of certainty over delivery, and in the case of previously 
developed land in the Green Belt, no evidence to support the estimate of housing numbers”. In his six-page critique 
of the DDPD there is only one other reference to the Green Belt, which indicates that he had little confidence that 
the next Green Belt review in the emerging Local Plan will do any better.    4.6 It is also illogical to measure the 
response to housing need only in terms of new builds. In LK alone, there is a regular turn-over of properties on the 
death, or removal to care homes, of elderly single occupants, or downsizing by other elderly residents. There are 
currently four such properties adjacent to the Village Hall, one of which, Restcot, has undergone a major extension 
to create sufficient accommodation for a family of four or five; its neighbour, The Notches, has likewise been bought 
by a family of five; the house next door to that, Merryhill Farm, is currently under offer and will no doubt be 
renovated to provide family accommodation. In addition to these four, next door to Merryhill Farm, renovation is 
nearing completion at Elsinore, which has been empty for several years but will also provide family accommodation, 
as has its neighbour, Lodore, now occupied by a family with young children. Three years ago, these five adjacent 
properties were occupied by five adults. Since then, occupancy has more than doubled, even though two of the 
properties are still empty. Once they are occupied, there is almost certain to be a three-fold increase in the number 
of residents in those five houses alone. There are properties elsewhere in the village, formerly occupied by elderly 
couples, single widows or widowers, that are now family homes or are in the process of renovation to provide family 
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accommodation. District-wide, this is unquestionably making a significant contribution to satisfying housing need, 
but does not figure at all in the developing of a Local Plan.   4.7 Unlike South Heath, LK has not yet been severely 
affected by HS2 property blight, so in addition to the increase in the number of villagers resulting from the above, 
we are also seeing an increase in young families relocating from London and elsewhere. Within the last eighteen 
months at least seven young couples with babies and small children have bought established houses and joined the 
village community, thus dispelling the notion that without new building villages will stagnate or decline. What is 
causing stagnation and decline is not the lack of new builds, but the plummeting property prices, the erosion of 
village life and the misery being caused in those communities already directly affected by HS2. No amount of house 
building is likely to revive them over the coming decade, because people are desperate to move out of, not into 
these blighted settlements. If we do not get the long tunnel, the residents of LK will also have to reconsider their 
commitment to remaining in the area, particularly during the upheaval of the HS2 construction phase.     4.8 It is 
quite conceivable that housing need will actually decline as a result of the exodus of current CDC residents that has 
already begun, with few from outside wishing to move into the already blighted settlements. As initially stated, it is 
difficult to see how any prediction of need can be made in the emerging Local Plan until the question of HS2 is 
settled.     4.9 LKVS rejected the 2013 draft DDPD Green Belt proposals, and argued for both the LK GB5 settlements 
then targeted to be retained in the Green Belt as GB4. This continues to be the LKVS position vis-a-vis the curent 
Emerging Local Plan, despite the county-wide Green Belt Assessment that is currently underway. The GB5 policy was 
applied to LK and seven other settlements in the district in the 1997 CDC Adopted Local Plan. At that stage, there 
was a limited amount of backland available for development that may have justified the application of the GB5 
category.   4.10 In 2013, there was inconsistency in the application of criteria for removal, which it is hoped will be 
avoided this time round. There were plots initially identified for removal that were subsequently reprieved: CDC 
conceded that there was no potential at all for back land development on the south side of Windsor Lane from the 
Village Hall to Watchet Lane, and very little from Watchet Lane to Chiltern Cottage, so re-categorisation to GB4 was 
recommended; likewise, two single rows on the north and south sides of Nags Head Lane. It also now appears that 
in deciding that GB5 is deemed incompatible with Green Belt policy, the government focus is on facilitating major 
housing development, not on very small parcels of back land that would support only a few dwelling.   4.11 In the 
DDPD, most of the north easterly side of Stony Lane and north westerly side of Meadow Cottages were destined to 
be removed, even though there is no potential for back land development, because the plots back onto generally 
washed-over Green Belt. All are in same situation as single rows on the south side of Windsor Lane, and on Nags 
Head Lane, which ended up retained as GB4; so, unless generally washed-over Green Belt is now also under serious 
threat, there is no justification for their removal either.  
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4.12 The consolidated adopted Local Plan (2011) p.47 clearly defines GB5:   b) where the development site consists 
of a small parcel of land in existing authorised or established  residential use which is totally or substantially 
enclosed by existing residential development,  including dwellings and not just their curtilages.  A small parcel will be 
regarded by the Council as having an area of not more than about 0.5 of a hectare, and the number of dwellings will 
be determined by the criteria set out in clauses (i) and (ii) below:  (i) the curtilage for each dwelling should be of a 
size and shape comparable to existing surrounding  development;   and  (ii) the siting, scale and appearance of each 
new dwelling should be compatible with the existing  character of the settlement around the development, and, 
where appropriate, of a size and type to  suit local housing needs.   4.13 In the two LK village settlements that were 
identified for removal in the adopted DDPD, it is impossible to see any land that meets these criteria, and the CDC 
Planning Policy Dept. has steadfastly refused be explicit about how it applied them in recommending these two 
settlements for removal. LKVS can see so little extra potential for building that their removal would constitute a very 
heavy sledge hammer to crack a miniscule nut.   4.14 The concern over the language used in the 2013 DDPD Review 
of Identified Settlements and Rows of Dwellings has not been dispelled by the withdrawal of the document. The 
implicit potential for major erosion of the generally washed-over Green Belt in and around the village remains. Para 
4.3 stated that it was: “CURRENTLY related to policies GB4 and GB5 of the Chiltern District Local Plan” , the 
implication being that there may be more unpleasant surprises to come – precisely what it appears happened with 
the “Call for Sites” in the 2015 Emerging Local Plan, in response to which landowners in the village offered up 
sufficient land to double the size of the village. This has the potential to result in CDC’s acceptance of large-scale 
development opportunities on land in generally washed-over Green Belt, which “CURRENTLY”  has the greatest 
protection. As already stated, the CS has asked for DCLG clarification of central govermnent intentions with regard 
to Green Belt policy. Only the naive would assume that central and/or local govt. would balk at eroding this Green 
Belt land of the highest value and throw away the opportunity to use it to promote assumed economic growth and 
housing development.     4.15 While it is encouraging that the majority of the land offered by LK landowners in 
response to last year’s “Call for Sites”  was rejected in stage 1 of the review, with the small residue being rejected at 
stage 2, the language used remains worrying. All have been rejected “AT THIS STAGE”  and no doubt will be re-
visited. The properties of several residents were considered for development without their knowledge or consent, 
and the Priestfield Arboretum, a much-valued local treasure, was also nominated by a developer as part of a large 
parcel of land offered up in the centre of the village.. Were the two settlements bordering the majority of this 
generally washed-over Green Belt land in the middle of the village to be removed from the Green Belt, not only 
would it carve up the community, but it would render that land vulnerable to development, not “AT THIS STAGE” 
but at some point in the future. Were it to be developed, as already stated it would easily double the size and 
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irrevocably destroy the character of the village as we know it.     4.15 In the list of options on pp. 12-14 of the 2016 
CD and SB Emerging Local Plan Consultation doc., Little Kingshill is identified in Option F on p.13:   “Option F. A 
review of settlements within the Green Belt with a view to removing larger settlements currently within the Green 
Belt and to explore development potential – e.g. Botley, Nashleigh Hill/Lycrome Road area Chesham, South Heath, 
Hyde Heath, Little Kingshill, Winchmore Hill, Jordans, Denham and Taplow.”   4.16 LKVS vigorously opposes this 
proposition, which, in addition to removal of all of the village settlements, would render vulnerable to development 
those parcels of generally washed-over Green Belt within and around the village rejected “AT THIS STAGE” in the CD 
and SB Draft Housing and Economic Land Availability Assessment (HELAA) already carried out.     4.17 LKVS would 
instead support any of Options A-D or Option H, for which a case has already been made at 4.9-4.13 above.   4.18 
LKVS is therefore asking for an unequivocal written undertaking from CDC that the “CURRENTLY” generally washed-
over Green Belt in and around the village, which has been rejected for development “AT THIS STAGE”, and any other 
which is subsequently offered for development, is not, and before 2036 will not be, under threat of housing or any 
other development. 5. HERITAGE    5.1 In view of the potential of all the above considerations to erode the Green 
Belt and the AONB in which LK is situated, special consideration needs to be given to the unique historical and 
cultural heritage of the village.      5.2 LK is an ancient settlement dating back to well before the Norman Conquest. 
Ashwell Farm on Windsor Lane is an early c.10 monastery site, with a number of associated listed buildings, 
including Kingshall, the oldest property in the village, and possibly in the county.   5.3 The designation Kingshill 
indicates medieval crown connections, as does the name of Kingshall itself, which King John reputedly used as 
hunting lodge, to which he brought hunting parties from Windsor (hence Windsor Lane); the names of some village 
properties, e.g. Affricks on Watchet Lane, indicate Saxon and Norman origins; others are Tudor or Stuart in origin e.g 
Kingshill Grange on Windsor Lane and Boot Farm on Watchet Lane; the Baptist Church is Georgian and the Nursery 
School is Victorian. 5.4 These historical roots of the community are so important to the character and identity of the 
village that LKVS wishes to nominate two such areas once again for protection as Heritage sites:     i) the Baptist 
Church (1814); the listed buildings and the curtilage of the monastery on Ashwell Farm, (early c.10 – c.18); Ashwell 
Court (Edwardian re-location of a c15 French manor house, with extraordinary stained glass and wood carvings 
reputedly from the Loire Valley) the Little Kingshill Grange (1600 - i.e. late Tudor) the barn and cowshed to its west 
(c.18) the Common, where medieval drovers rested their cattle on their journey to London for slaughter, and the 
Full Moon pub on Hare Lane (1830);   ii) the stretch of Watchet Lane encompassing Boot Farm (1660) the Affricks 
complex (early c.12) and Little Aufrics (Carolean), plus the ancient thorouhghfare of Featherbed Lane.     5.5 Neither 
of these areas was under threat of removal from the Green Belt in the DDPD, but the Call for Sites in the 2015 Local 
Plan consultation and the response of landowners in the village renders them vulnerable to housing development. 
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Their current status as generally washed-over Green Belt should be preserved and LKVS considers that they should 
be protected as Heritage sites because of their historical significance, not only to village but also to the local area 
and to the AONB.  5.6 References:  the Little Missenden Parish Council website: 
http://www.mittlemissendenpc.co.uk; The LK Village Soc. website: http://www.lkvs.org.uk   The Buckinghamshire 
Family History Society website: http://www..bucksfhs.org.uk, which reproduces an extract from The 
Buckinghamshire Village Book (1987) published by the Bucks. Federation of Women’s Institutes;  the British Listed 
buildings website: http://www.britishlistedbuildings.co.uk;  Nikolaus Pevsner: Architectural Guides: Buildings of 
Buckinghamshire (1960);  A Guide to the Parish of St. John the Baptist, Little Missenden;  an unpublished history of 
the village by FFFC Roberts, Vicar of St. John the Baptist, dated 8 April 1957; Various more ephemeral sources e.g. 
The Star (Friday, 8 November 1991) Star Property section, p. 60. New advice on planning, the historic environment 
and archaeology, and conversion of farm buildings.   In 2015 Historic England has published new Good Practice 
Advice on planning and the historic environment.  Prepared by various organisations represented on the Historic 
Environment Forum, including the Chartered Institute for Archaeologists and Historic England, the advice underpins 
the Government’s Planning Practice Guidance which in turn expands upon the core policy principles of the National 
Planning Policy Framework.  Three documents on the planning advice pages of Historic England’s website cover 
Local plans, Decision taking in the planning process, and Setting.  Also recently published by Historic England in 
March 2015, was new advice to help owners convert redundant farm buildings sympathetically. The guidance, 
National Farmstead Assessment Framework, aims to help secure sustainable development and the conservation of 
traditional farmsteads by taking owners through the process for successfully changing buildings while retaining and 
enhancing their historic character and significance. 6. GYPSY AND TRAVELLER SITES   6.1 CDC’s previously stated 
policy with reference to gypsy and traveller sites is: that the AONB should be avoided, unless very effective 
screening from view can be achieved - LK, in the AONB, has no site in or around village that could be effectively 
screened, so shouldn’t be considered;   that sites should have appropriate and safe vehicular access - LK already 
suffers from traffic and vehicular access problems so is unsuitable on this count also; sites should not be on land 
designated for other use - most of the land in and around village is agricultural, with some equestrian, so it 
therefore cannot be used;   sites should not be in the curtilage of heritage sites – in this response LKVS has once 
again nominated two Heritage sites within the village, which, if approved, would rule them out.   6.2 LKVS approves 
all the above restrictions as necessary criteria; there is therefore no suitable site in or around the village, particularly 
given its current Green Belt and permanent AONB status.  6.3 In December 2015, Planning and Housing minister, 
Brandon Lewis, issued clarification of  LPA duty to make provision for travellers. He insisted that measures in the 
November 2015 Housing and Planning Bill, which change the planning regime for travellers and gypsies, did not 

http://www.mittlemissendenpc.co.uk/
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remove the duty on local authorities to assess their housing needs and make provision for sites. Lewis stated that: 
“Local housing authorities will still need to consider their protected characteristics and cultural links to caravan 
dwelling. Local housing authorities will continue to decide how best to undertake their duties to assess the needs of 
all their residents and those who resort (sic) in their area ... We wish to assist local authorities in meeting their 
duties and will therefore be happy to consider incorporating any necessary elements of the current ‘Gypsy and 
Traveller Accommodation Needs Assessments Guidance’ in wider planning guidance, to which local authorities must 
have regard”.  6.4 While LKVS acknowledges CDC’s statutary duties to observe legislation when it actually passes 
into law, and to  co-operate with neighbouring local authorities over gypsy and traveller sites, as well as over other 
aspects of Local Planning, it views such duties as problematic. LAs are not altruistic charities, but have a mandate 
and a duty to act in the best interests of the electorate within their boundaries. This may result in unseemly horse-
trading and could easily backfire, causing friction and bad feeling among neighbouring authorities. That said, CDC is 
in a strong position to use AONB legislation and existing Green Belt policy to protect the areas in the district that 
should not be used for gypsy and traveller sites. 7. IMPORTANT LOCAL GREEN SPACES IN LITTLE KINGSHILL   7.1 As in 
its response to the 2013 draft DDPD consultation LKVS wishes to nominate important local green spaces to be 
designated for special protection:  the LK cricket ground on Heath End Road and the Great Missenden Pelican cricket 
ground on Nags Head Lane; the Little Kingshill Combined School (LKCS) playing field and LK Common, both on 
Windsor Lane; the Priestfield Arboretum off Stony Lane, offered up last year in the Call for Sites; the Meadow 
Cottages green; the Allotments on Windsor Lane; the Reyners Green green.    7.1 All should be in generally washed-
over Green Belt and be protected from development - i.e. not classified as GB4, or removed - particularly important 
for the last three on the list above, which were all identified in DDPD Review of Settlements and Rows of Dwellings 
for removal.    7.2 Little Missenden Parish Council (LMPC) expressed an interest in identifying land for development 
in response to  CDC’s call for sites, but is apparently not considering any sites in LK at this juncture. It currently owns 
the Common, the Meadow Cottages green and the Allotments; it has also been offered Reyner’s Green green by 
CDC, but has not accepted; it apparently previously considered selling the Allotments for housing development 
some time ago, a proposal vigorously opposed by residents. Allotment holders form distinct and close-knit 
community group, which is an important aspect of village identity. They would strenuously oppose removal from 
Green Belt or sale of the Allotments by LMPC, and would have the full support of LKVS in so doing.    7.3 The 
Priestfield Arboretum, listed above, is an exceptional and precious amenity that is cherished by residents and 
deserves the highest protection in perpetuity. As already stated, it is vulnerable to hostile development proposals, 
flanked as it is by the two LK village settlements that were recommended for removal from the Green Belt in the 
DDPD. It was offered for development as part of parcel CD0232 last year in association with the Local Plan 
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consultation and remains vulnerable unles CDC acquiesces to the LKVS request at 4.18 above and affords it the 
highest protection.  7.4 Its unique collection of around 200 species of trees, dating from 1917, has local, national 
and international significance. It also includes two designated “National Champion Trees” in the UK and Ireland Tree 
Register.  and its public open days, held twice a year, attract local visitors as well as those from London and further 
afield. Formal tours are conducted by eminent arboriculturalists and the International Society of Dendrologists has 
requested a visit in 2016. Children from LKCS visit each Friday and the site is also used by other local groups e.g. the 
Beavers. Local residents also participate in the working parties that help to maintain it in good order.  It is highly 
valued by the village and LKVS provided its new gates in celebration of the Queen’s Diamond Jubilee.   7.5 With 
permission of the owner, the active and committed Friends group performs regular maintenance, plants new trees 
and also produces and updates an information guide. Many villagers support the work of the Friends. There is easy 
access to public pedestrian desire line footpaths around the site, which have been established since the 1980s. 
Subterranean water courses to the north east of the site may have some impact on water resources, and could be 
damaged by any housing development on the land, all of which are significant considerations that should ensure its 
continued protection as generally washed-over Green Belt and a unique and greatly-valued village asset.  
8. OTHER VILLAGE AMENITIES    8.1 The Village Hall, LKCS, the Nursery School, Scout hut, Baptist Church and Church 
Hall, and the Full Moon pub are all at the heart of LK village life and need protection from inappropriate 
development; LKVS recognises the need for flexibility with regard to the buildings at the School, Nursery School and 
Baptist Church Hall, which may need updating or extending to meet future needs; none should be removed from the 
Green Belt, but should be categorised as GB4 or generally washed-over Green Belt as appropriate, with the proviso 
that modernisation to meet community needs is facilitated.  9 BENEFICIAL AMENITIES CURRENTLY LACKING      9.1 LK 
would benefit from the re-instatement of the mobile library service for all ages, to visit at a time of day when both 
young and old could have access.   9.2 There are currently few organised activities for young people, senior citizens 
or life-long learners. LKVS would appreciate CDC support in establishing such community activities.   9.3 LK would 
benefit from regular a bus service, particularly for non-drivers and elderly residents or those with limited mobility, 
with connections into Great Kingshill, Prestwood, Great Missenden, Amersham, Chesham, Aylesbury and High 
Wycombe.  9.4 Currently, the only buses are school buses; concerned parents have expressed grave anxieties about 
the safety of these buses and would greatly appreciate CDC’s intervention to address this serious worry with service 
providers, to have buses brought up to a safe standard, including regulation and monitoring of diesel emissions.  9.5 
We LK residents are forced into our cars to reach surrounding villages and amenities, because we have no footpath 
connections. We would greatly benefit from:  a roadside footpath along Heath End Road from Shepherd’s Gate to 
Great Kingshill for access to the nearest shop and public bus;  a good footpath to Holmer Green for access to the 



Classification: OFFICIAL 
 

918 
 
Classification: OFFICIAL 

Name Summary of Representation 
Council Response (see also 

Volume 1 for generic response) 

nearest extensive public bus and nearest school bus for Henley 6th form college at Hazelmere;  a roadside footpath 
to the bottom of Windsor Lane for access to Great Missenden, the Misbourne school and the Chiltern Train Line.   
9.6 Some residents have also expressed an interest in once again having a shop and a post office in the village, 
perhaps on the church, pub or school sites.   9.7 We also need to be much better served by fibre optic broadband; 
the current supply for the majority is only c. 1Mbps. 10. IMPORTANT DISTRICT-WIDE CONSIDERATIONS .  11 Waste 
Management   11.1 The latest amalgamation of CDC waste management services with Wycombe DC has caused 
dismay among Chiltern District residents that, while green waste collection for WDC residents is free-of-charge, CDC 
residents have to pay for exactly the same service; we therefore urge CDC to cancel the charge. There is also a good 
deal of annoyance about the extremely lax pavement and road cleansing service. We live throughout the autumn 
and winter with hazardous pavements and gutters blocked by accumulated debris and the build-up of slimy, rotting 
vegetation, and at all times of year with litter deposited by inconsiderate drivers in the hedgerows and verges. This 
is a perennial problem on Watchet Lane, Deep Mill Lane and the hill on Windsor Lane running down to the railway 
bridge. There are no footways in these locations, so it is far too dangerous for our village brigade of Litter Buddies to 
tackle the problem.   11.2 Last year, the state of the verges on either side of the A413, and no doubt elsewhere in 
the district, was a shameful and embarrassing disgrace, with an astonishing variety of discarded items festooning 
them. It is not significantly better this year. A much tougher line should be taken on fly-tipping, in co-operation with 
BCC, and a sustained and vigorous campaign to discourage littering and to encourage civic pride should be mounted 
by CDC. So far, there has been little evidence of their support for this year’s “Clean for the Queen” drive to tackle 
the national litter problem, despite local communities like LK signing up to participate.    11.3 One of the most 
effective ways of influencing antisocial littering behaviour in adult is to campaign in schools; children and young 
people are excellent at chastising their parents and relatives when they see them behaving badly and can have a 
very positive effect on changing attitudes. It would be encouraging to see CDC taking a lead in this direction.    11.4 
In LK, as in the rest of the district, we also have to put up with unreliable rubbish and recycling collections, which are 
randomly missed; when they are emptied, bins are left in the middle of our driveways, and a greater amount of 
litter is scattered about after refuse and recycling collection than there was before.    11.5 It is incumbent on CDC to 
ensure that its waste management contractors are held to account and properly supervise their work force. It is high 
time that Waste Management took a pro-active approach to its duties and responsibilities, rather than being 
content with the painfully slow and inadequate reactive responses to complaints that are the norm at present.    
11.6 While appreciating CDC’s vigorous opposition to the siting of a controversial Waste Transfer Station (WTS) at 
London Road East in Amersham, LKVS wishes to register dismay that formal approval of the Bucks County Council  
application for the creation of station appears certain, following confirmation that the Secretary of State has 
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decided not to call it in, and the withdrawal of an Environment Agency objection in September.      11.7 Considerable 
concerns remain about the size and effects of  the proposed facility, which, along with a similar one being built at 
High Heavens near High Wycombe, will receive and consolidate domestic and industrial waste for onward transport 
to the incinerator at Calvert in north Buckinghamshire. The location of the Amersham WTS is unsuitable because of 
its proximity to a residential area and the increased volume of heavy goods industrial traffic that it will generate on 
the inadequate local single carriageway road network in the Chilterns AONB. Facilities of this kind are usually located 
in an industrial environment. The Amersham site is above one of the chalk aquifers that carries potable water, and 
as with HS2 tunnelling, there are risks that the drinking water supply will be contaminated. Again as with HS2, the 
facility will create an unacceptable increase in HGV traffic through the Green Belt and the AONB, placing further 
strain on already very poorly maintained roads. Parish councils and other groups campaigning against the creation 
of this WTS have asked CDC, which owns the land, to refuse to lease it to BCC. It is to be hoped that CDC has taken 
heed of the widespread opposition to this WTS, and at the very least will honour its 2013 commitment as the 
landowner to: “ensure a proper balance is struck between the protection of the environment and the needs of local 
residents as opposed to the wider needs of the District and the need to provide efficient and effective waste 
management services in the future”.    12. Highways   12.1 LK residents would also appreciate CDC’s support in 
persuading BCC to repair damage to our pavements on Windsor Lane, caused over two years ago by machines used 
by contractors to clear up surplus gravel after surface-dressing of the carriageway. LKVS requests for repair, on 
grounds of hazard to pedestrians, particularly parents with pushchairs and other small children on foot, and 
residents with sight or mobility problems, have been ignored. There are similar problems where the pavement has 
badly deteriorated around the Prince of Wales site and elsewhere in village.   12.2 Like the problem of litter, the 
state of our roads and pavements in and around the village is another disgrace and is a constant cause of concern to 
residents, who daily face the risk of accident and vehicle damage when attempting to avoid perennially proliferating 
potholes, extensive flooding and the storm wash that is hardly ever removed. Two-wheeled vehicles are particularly 
at risk, but the safety of riders is not prioritised in Transport for Bucks (TfB) decisions about road maintenance and 
repair. LKVS would encourage CDC to be pro-active in lobbying BCC on our behalf to take robust, district-wide 
approach to effective, permanent repair and maintenance, rather than present ineffectual, random, reactive, 
inadequate temporary fixes. The one pledge made to LK by our new district councillor when she was elected in May 
2015 was that she would tackle potholes on our behalf. So far, to the considerable disappointment and 
disillusionment of residents, she has not honoured that pledge.   12.3 If the housing stock is increased as a result of 
the removal of settlements from Green Belt, with the consequent increase in the number of service vehicles and 
private cars on LK roads, the potential for further deterioration, congestion and road accidents will increase, 
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particularly on Nags Head Lane and tributaries, Windsor Lane/Heath End Road and tributaries, Watchet Lane and 
Hare Lane. In addition, if the HS2 long tunnel is rejected, the problems will be dramatically exacerbated by the 
thousands of HGV and LGV construction vehicles using the roads in the district for 7+ years, and escaping traffic jams 
by turning off the A413 into the villages, with LK destined to become one of the rat runs.     12.4 Like other 
neighbouring villages, LK is very poorly provided with waste management and highway maintenance services; 
deterioration of both is likely if there is any significant rise in the number of properties, requiring an increase in the 
number of roads and pavements in the village. Watchet Lane and Windsor Lane are already used as a rat run by 
commuters from Holmer Green and Hazelmere, for access to and from the Chiltern Railway line at Great Missenden 
or the A413 via Deep Mill Lane and the junction near the BMI Chiltern Hospital; this adds significantly to the traffic 
from the village using these routes. Both of the above intersections are dangerous and would be likely to become 
more so with any increase in traffic resulting from housing expansion in LK. TfB will inevitably have concerns about 
the capacity of our existing roads to absorb any extra traffic generated by housing development. LMPC, LKCS and 
LKVS have liased to implement traffic calming measures on Windsor Lane, Watchet Lane and Heath End Road, an 
ongoing process, the effectiveness of which is likely to be considerably reduced by any increase in traffic volume. 
LKVS has also asked Great Missenden Parish Council to consider similar measures on Nags Head Lane, which would 
also be jeopardised.  13. Energy and Water Supplies    13.1 The CDC Core Strategy 8.3, Sustainable Development and 
Climate Change, identifies concerns over higher than average gas and electricity consumption, which would be very 
likely to be significantly increased by large-scale house building district-wide. LK residents are already 
inconvenienced by the instability of our electricity power supply, with frequent power cuts, and the inadequate 
capacity of local broadband provision. We would be bound to experience increased strain on all services if there is 
any significant increase in the housing stock. Once again, if we end up with the number of HS2 construction sites 
planned, these services will be under considerably greater strain, as will the electricity supply in the operational 
phase of the railway, with or without the long tunnel, because it will require power to move and light the trains, and 
to light the track overnight for maintenance. It would be grossly irresponsible of CDC to ignore all these factors in 
developing the Local Plan. 13.2 Likewise, LKVS has concerns about our Affinity water supply; it is already inadequate 
to cope with demand in times of drought, which, despite the recent floods in other parts of the UK, are predicted to 
be more frequent as a result of climate change. An increase in the housing stock in the District would place it under 
further strain, and the emerging Local Plan needs to have an explicit strategy for dealing with the consequences of 
increased demand. Affinity Water is concerned that there is already over-abstraction from its Colne and Misbourne 
valley sources, and as yet, the Environment Agency, Affinity Water and HS2 Ltd. have no credible plan to protect the 
potable water supply in the event of likely damage to the chalk aquifers during the tunneling of the HS2 line. This is 
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another major problem that needs to be addressed by the CD/SB Planning Policy team in the emerging Local Plan, 
through effective consultation with the above agencies and the senior Environmental Health officers in all the LAs 
supplied by Affinity Water. 14. Air Pollution    14.1 The Core Strategy 8.5 makes a commitment to focusing 
development in areas with good public transport links to reduce CO2 emissions from car travel. LK does not fit this 
profile. To this commitment should be added a commitment to the urgent reduction of air pollution produced by 
PM and NO2 emissions from diesel engines. These pollutants cause and exacerbate respiratory and cardio-vascular 
disease and are a far greater threat to human health than CO2. This is a particular concern in the vicinity of schools 
at drop-off and pick-up times because of the number of parental vehicles idling, stopping and starting. Primary 
school children are especially vulnerable to the respiratory effects of this air pollution. The Local Plan should 
therefore include measures to assist schools to reduce considerably the number of cars transporting children to and 
from school, and develop an effective primary school transport policy. There will inevitably be an increase in air 
pollution if we are faced with HS2 construction traffic. The members of LKVS will rely on CDC to ensure that there 
will be an undertaking by HS2 Ltd. to keep this traffic out of the villages, as well as overspill local traffic trying to 
avoid congestion on the A413 and B 485. CDC should also be given powers to halt construction and impound 
construction traffic if air pollution approaches unacceptable levels. We have included these demands in our HS2 
petitions, and look for support to LMPC, CDC and BCC in ensuring that they are implemented. 15. School Admissions 
Policy     15.1 A major factor governing the number of vehicles transporting childern to and from schools in the 
district, and therefore contributing to the air pollution around primary shools in particular, is the pupil admissions 
policy. This is driven, in part, by the need to attract funding by maintaining maximum pupil numbers in each year 
group; in our own LK Combined School it is also fuelled by the knowledge that there are fewer children living in the 
village than places in the school, so academic success, combined with fear of closure if pupil numbers drop, has 
resulted in places being offered to children from as far away as High Wycombe and Princes Risborough. With under 
half of the children in the school living in the village and able to walk to and from school, we have a growing and 
seemingly insoluble parent parking problem, three times a day in term time, all along Windsor Lane and in Meadow 
Cottages, when parents from outside the village descend upon us to deliver or collect their children. Because they 
have no commitment to the village, they park on yellow zig-zags and obstruct driveways as they vie with each other 
for a spot as near as possible to the school gates.    15.2 This situation has very worrying consequences which 
urgently need to be acknowledged and addressed in the emerging Local Plan. Even without any increase in the 
nursery and primary school-age population of the village as a result of proposed future house building, those 
families with young children who have already moved into the village over the past several years have encountered 
distressing and unnecessary problems.    15.3 Because the admissions policy reserves no places for the few 
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newcomers with young children who move into the village, ludicrous anomalies are created. One family moved in 
2014 into a house right opposite the school gates, but there was no place available for their seven-year-old son, and 
the Nursery School could offer only three half-days for his three-year-old brother. The parents, who work in London, 
decided to send their sons together to the school and pre-school in Great Missenden, thus necessitating daily travel 
by car to and from school during term time. Thereafter, they again tried to get them both into the village school a 
few yards away from their house, but only a place for the younger boy was available. They found a place for the 
elder boy at Great Kingshill, and tried for months to persuade one school or the other to accommodate the two 
brothers together, meanwhile contributing to the parental school run phenomenon when they could have been 
walking across the road to the village school. Their dilemma has finally been partially resolved by a place for the 
younger boy becoming available at Great Kingshill, but they remain unhappy that their boys are being educated 
outside the village and not being integrated into the community in which they live.   15.4 Another family moved last 
year into a house next-door-but-one to the Village Hall, which becomes part of the First School during school hours. 
Their nine-year-old son was accepted by LKCS, but there was no place available for his six-year-old sister. The 
parents appealed, and while they awaited a decision, the little girl was being educated at home. Their appeal was 
unsuccessful, and their mother was faced with the prospect of trying to deliver her son to school a few yards away 
from home, then ferrying her daughter to whichever school in the vicinity had a place, with her other twelve-month-
old daughter in tow, then reversing the process at the end of the school day. Apart from the lunacy of trying to 
sustain this routine over a period of years, it would have placed the two school children at risk, because neither 
could have been left unsupervised before or after school, and inevitably one or the other would have been delivered 
or collected late, because their mother couldn’t be in two places at once. Either that, or the family looked for a 
school outside the village that would be able to take all three children, their mother becoming yet another parent 
ricocheting around the area two or three times a day to and from a school where her children wouldn’t have friends 
who live in their own village - hence more strain on the parents, driving their children around to friends’ houses and 
parties outside the village after school and during the school holidays. This family opted to continue home schooling 
their daughter until a place was available at LKCS. This has now been provided, but after a lengthy period of isolation 
and missing out on the curriculum experienced by the other children in her class, she is having difficulty in catching 
up, adjusting and making friends.    15.5 One of the most recent additions to our village community is the family of 
the new minister of the Baptist Church, living a few minutes’ walk away from LKCS. Yet again, one of his children has 
a place at the school, another is being driven to a primary school some miles away, and the third secondary-aged 
child was initially offered a place a huge distance away from his new home, which would have created insuperable 
problems for his parents. Again at the eleventh hour, a place was found for him at the school in Holmer Green, but 
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this is far from ideal, because the majority of comprehensive school pupils from the village attend the Misbourne 
School.     15.6 The irony for this family is that the parents are living and working in the heart of the community 
which they have moved here to serve, yet only one of their children is able to participate fully in the life of the 
village and make friends within walking distance of school and home.     15.7 No Local Plan can be developed 
without tackling this problem. A coherent nursery and primary school admissions policy needs to be implemented 
by central government and developed district-wide in conjunction will BCC, as does a primary school transport 
policy. Places need to be made available in nursery and primary schools for children living on their doorstep, to 
encourage walking to school, to foster a sense of security and belonging to the community, and to minimise the 
disruption and health risks caused by parental parking and the traffic congestion around the District during the 
school run. For those children who really do have to be ferried to school, the parking problem is now so intrusive in 
various villages that alternatives need to be found, e.g. a designated off-road car park some way from the school, to 
encourage walking the remaining distance; organised car-sharing, to minimise the number of vehicles on the road, 
or preferably a school bus service for primary school children, similar to those operated in the US and other 
countries, to take the majority of parental vehicles off the roads altogether.  16. POST SCRIPT    16.1 As with the 
draft DDPD and 2015 Emerging Local Plan consultations, the LKVS committee has concerns about the way in which 
this current Emerging Local Plan consultation has been advertised and presented to the residents of Chiltern District, 
many of whom still do not realise its implications, or even that it is underway. 16.2 Notwithstanding the valiant 
efforts of Cllrs. Isobel Darby and Peter Martin to explain the process in numerous meetings with parish councils and 
local organisations, information for individual residents has been poorly disseminated, with relevant consultation 
documents difficult to access and to understand. There is too  heavy a reliance on parish councils and voluntary 
organisations like LKVS to interpret and communicate information and to encourage residents to respond.    16.3 
Leaflets clearly explaining the changes to waste management went through every door in the district. Surely the 
same could have been done for such an important matter as the Emerging Local Plan consultation?   16.4 The way 
that this consultation is being conducted discourages residents from responding at all, and those who try to 
overcome the hurdles have great difficulty because they’re very confused. Even those of us who represent our 
communities and have attended the recent meetings, and those of us who have been involved for far longer, since 
the launch of the DDPD consultation, find it difficult to negotiate the NPPF and Local Plan minefield, and are 
frustrated by the moving of goal posts, the jargon and the complicated and contradictory information and advice 
issuing from central government and from CDC.   16.5 This is only the beginning of a lengthy process, during which 
residents will again be consulted at least twice. Much more time, effort and discussion with local organisations will 
be needed to make future consultations a great deal more comprehensible and accessible to the public at large. 
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Rep1369 
Mr Alan Ricketts 
and Rep1370 
Mr Stuart 
Williams 

I reject the conclusions of the Chiltern District Council, that the village of Little Chalfont be classified as a "main 
settlement for growth" and that adjoining areas of Green Belt land should therefore be considered for release for 
housing and employment development.  The main reasons for my objection to any housing/employment 
development on these identified areas of land include, but are not limited to the following:  *This land is designated 
as Green Belt and its development would therefore be in contravention of local and national planning policy.  Green 
Belt land was specifically created to prevent urban sprawl and should not be treated as a repository of reserve 
building land.  *Except for the former golf course on Lodge Lane, all the identified areas of land are within the 
Chilterns Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB), an important national asset much appreciated by local 
residents and visitors to the area.  Use of this land would be in contravention of local and national planning policy. 
*Any housing and/or industrial development would be very detrimental to the rural character and setting of Little 
Chalfont village.  *In recent years Little Chalfont has taken a greater share (i.e. 12.4%) of new housing compared to 
other settlements in the area (e.g. Amersham 5.3%, Chesham 4.0%, Chalfont St Peter 7.7%).  *Any new housing 
estates would severely overload the local infrastructure including roads, road junctions, parking, train services, 
schools, healthcare, water and waste management.  In particular, I would like to draw your attention to the fields 
between Stony Land and Westwood Park, which have been selevted as a planned test area for residential 
development.  Further to the objections listed above, this is an area of open rural land crossed by a well used public 
footpath and borders on mature ancient woodland to the north.  A housing development would constitute an 
unacceptable form of urban sprawl that would severly impact the adjoining ancient woodland and the open space of 
Westwood Park and, furthermore, degrade the village character of Little Chlafont.  It should also be noted that this 
area of land was one of the sites excluded in the Housing and Land Availability Assessment (HELAA) at Stage 1.   
Of equal concern are the fields to the east of Stony Lane, Church Grove and Lodge Lane, which have been selected 
as planned test areas for employment development.  In addition to the objections highlighted above, this is an area 
of open rural countryside that forms an important buffer zone between Little Chalfont and the settlements to the 
east.  Any development here would be an unacceptable form of urban sprawl that would comnpletely alter the rural 
setting of Little Chalfont. 

 The Local Plan will need to 
identify sustainable 
development options to meet 
needs taking into account the 
scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements.   
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Rep1371 
Mrs Diana 
Longshaw 

Question 1 - The housing need assessment seems to be made on general assumptions with no logic or justification 
given for the discrepancy between housing numbers in neighbouring areas. Why is the uplift in Chiltern so much 
greater in terms of a percentage increase than other districts? It should be reduced to 0.74% in line with other 
areas. CDC approved planning permission for over 600 new dwellings in Chalfont St Peter under the Core Strategy 
arrangements. It is clear that this figure has not been deducted from identified dwelling numbers for CSP in the 
HEDNA.  This is totally unreasonable.   An inaccurate calculation for the occupancy of dwellings has been used 
(according to the Department of Communities and Local Government National Statistics) i.e. it should be 2.23 and 
not 1.88. This equates to a housing need of 509. Approved planning permission already provides for over 600 
dwellings, therefore no additional housing allocation should be sited in Chalfont St Peter .  Question 2 - There are 
anomalies in CDC’s reasoning behind sites being rejected for housing development due to their current employment 
land status. Site CD90, the Grant and Stone site, was rejected for this reason, yet the HELAA makes no reference to 
this condition when considering the Epileptic Society site as a whole, which includes Rowans Nursery and Model 
Farm.  These sites are in the green belt and should retain their employment land status. 
Question 3 - It would be far better if we could transfer both The Academy and Lovel End Schools onto The Grange 
site.  Both these schools are over-subscribed and cannot be extended and, with the new proposed housing, the 
situation will arise where there are no places available for the children newly entering the system.  If we do this then 
the current School sites can be released for housing.  Then the schools are in the middle of the village, both together 
and will enable most of the children to walk and cycle to them rather than having to be ferried by car.   
Question 4 - Objectives that protect the green belt and the AONB should be upheld.  A more efficient approach 
towards using existing built up areas outside the green belt should be adopted. Brown field sites in areas with good 
transport links and a more sustainable infrastructure should be developed across the district as a first option, such 
as Amersham, Chesham and Little Chalfont.  A limited extension should be made to areas such as Great Missenden, 
Prestwood and Chalfont St Giles as there are clear opportunities for development in these areas and Amersham, 
Chesham & Little Chalfont have rail link. Question 5 - The options stated are badly drafted, ambiguous and contain 
too many elements to be answered efficiently. However I wish to make comment on those I see as a priority.  
Option J This option should be given the highest priority as development near train stations must take preference, 
particularly for affordable housing.  Option A Compatibility with the green belt function must be ensured when 
relocating open space. If open space is relocated, ease of accessibility for the community must not be less 
favourable. Option D This should be a priority as these settlements are more sustainable.  Option E Settlements over 
a wider area will cause less impact. Several of the named areas have rail links which correlate with Option J. 
Question 6 - Comments on sites within Chalfont St Peter.  If it is deemed that some development has to take place 

  
The Local Plan will need to 
identify sustainable 
development options to meet 
needs taking into account the 
scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements.   
 
The councils consider that 
options in the Green Belt need 
to be considered in addition to 
the opportunities that are 
available on brownfield sites. 
 
The Local Plan will need to plan 
to meet employment needs 
over the Plan period to 2036. 
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within Chalfont St Peter, then it should be on sites that retain the character and overall shape of the village. There 
should not be any areas that protrude beyond the rounded boundary of the already built up area.  
1 The Epilepsy Society Site.  The site known as the Epilepsy Society site fulfils the five purposes of the green belt and 
forms a vital buffer between the settlements of Chalfont St Peter, Chalfont St Giles and Horn Hill. Any erosion of this 
natural barrier would go against the fundamental principles of the green belt and result in urban sprawl, with the 
merging of neighbouring villages. Any development on this site would destroy valuable countryside within the Colne 
Valley Park and areas of special character which include listed buildings. CDC has identified this area as a heritage 
site, classifying its ‘evidential’, ‘historical’ and ‘communal’ value as ‘high’ in their BCCHTA.  It is clear that the green 
belt methodology review scores for this area are arbitrary and should be much higher than stated. It is imperative 
that these figures are reconsidered.  The developed area within the green belt contains two high quality residential 
developments for the elderly, a medical research facility for epilepsy and residential accommodation for adults with 
the condition. It is my view that the developed area of the site should retain its C2 planning status within the green 
belt and further medical, care, or assisted living facilities should be built on the site using the existing foot print. The 
site to the north of the built up area contains important open views towards the Colne Valley Park and the area has 
been identified by CDC as high quality agricultural land. There is no justification for removing this valuable parcel of 
land from the green belt. It is an important countryside area and should be given special protection. The site also 
accommodates nine football pitches and changing facilities, which are used extensively at weekends by 24 football 
teams. This is a valued public amenity providing an essential recreational facility for the community. There are many 
well established and well used footpaths crossing the site, along with ancient woodlands, which would be 
irreparably damaged if this area were to be developed.   The site accommodates several local businesses including 
an equine clinic, a construction company, Chiltern Glass, a garden centre, a forestry company and an automobile 
repair business, among others. These along with the epilepsy society itself provide valued employment in the area. 
It seems illogical that CDC is proposing to remove the employment opportunity on the epilepsy site when they have 
rejected applications to reclassify other existing employment sites in CSP, such as the Grant and Stone and Wilcox 
Garage sites. I question the ambiguity in CDC’s reasoning.  Three sides of the epilepsy site are serviced by narrow 
and dangerous country lanes, single track in some places, which have no pedestrian footpaths. Busses do not serve 
this area and there is no station within walking distance.  Part of the site is also within the HS2 safeguarded area. All 
the above points mean development on the Epileptic society site is both unsustainable and undeliverable.  It is 
abundantly clear that the data in the Sustainability Appraisal Document in relation to Epilepsy Society site is wrong 
(page 146). Data in the table mistakenly associates GC1 with CSP3. A planning inspectorate enquiry in 2005 found 
the Epileptic Society site to be unsustainable for development. Nothing has changed! 2. Mill Meadow - This site is in 
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the centre of the village and provides a host of well used public amenities including a community centre, children’s 
recreation ground, a scout hut, Parish Council offices, a football stadium, a tennis club, allotments, a memorial 
garden, a nature reserve and a large grassed area marked out as football pitches in the winter and a cricket pitch in 
the summer. The Chalfont St Peter C of E Academy is adjacent to the site and uses the open field for sport and 
games lessons. The school does not have a field of its own and would be unable to fulfil its obligation to provide a 
physical education curriculum if the site were developed.   There are no suitable alternative sites in CSP to relocate 
the facilities mentioned.The river Misbourne runs through the Mill Meadow site and has flooded in the recent past. 
The whole area is on a flood plain and is at serious risk of flood. 3. Raylands Farm - The area fulfils the five purposes 
of the green belt and should therefore remain as a designated green belt area. Access via Bull lane is already 
restricted and the roads on three sides of the site are extremely narrow and includes single track sections.  If 
Raylands Farm (or part thereof) is to be utilised in these schemes, then the Bull Lane Tennis Club should be resited 
there and the Tennis Club grounds used for housing.  This would enable suitable provision for pavements etc to be 
built thereby much improving the safety aspects of Bull Lane.  Also, attention should be made as to the roads being 
built around that area as it would be best to provide a slip road from Bull Lane through Raylands Farm and onto the 
A40 which would then avoid the existing bottle neck where Bull Lane currently exits onto Bulstrode Way. 
4. The area identified for industrial development adjacent to the A413 - The area identified on this site far outweighs 
CDC’s requirement to provide land for industrial use within the whole of the Chilterns and South Bucks. I question 
CDC’s reasoning for including such a large area of land in Chalfont St Peter in The Plan.  The site is within the Colne 
Valley Park and is identified as being a particularly important green space for biodiversity and environmental 
priorities. The site hosts valued and much used community facilities, which include a cricket and golf club and there 
are no alternative areas with CSP where these facilities could relocate.  The entire site is in a flood plain and the land 
fulfils the important green belt function of separating the built-up areas of Tatling End, Gerrards Cross, Denham and 
Chalfont St Peter.  The A413 provides a natural barrier for development and the open aspect provides a highly 
valued green corridor leading to Chalfont St Peter. If this were destroyed it would inevitably lead to the merging of 
distinct areas of existing development. There are numerous office developments within Chalfont St Peter that are 
unused. There is clearly no demand for more.  There are far more suitable sites for industrial development within 
the district and the site should be removed from The Plan. 5. Winkers nightclub site and the scout camp field - The 
Winkers site is likely to be developed under the current planning process following a recent JR determination; the 
current green belt restrictions should remain. If part of this site should be removed from the green belt status then 
the main type of housing required is the terrace or townhouse arrangement.  There is a lack of houses to which the 
older generation can down-size and the first home buyers can start.  By building this type of quality housing we will 
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conserve space and release the larger houses currently occupied by those wishing to downsize who do not want a 
flat with minimal storage space or having to leave their current community.  This particular area must then have a 
better transport system made available. The identified field adjacent to the scout camp is regularly used by the 
scouting organisation, particularly in the summer months and young people from a wide geographical radius 
regularly camp on the field. To lose this resource would restrict the number of young people who can access this 
international organisation’s facility. Question 7 - Calculations for the unmet need seem illogical and arbitrary, as 
stated in my answer to question 1 and does not take into account the 600 plus dwellings due to be built in Chalfont 
St Peter under existing planning permission. This is unreasonable. Question 8 - Affordable housing must be located 
in areas with a sustainable infrastructure, close to rail, tube and/or efficient bus routes. Where possible, affordable 
housing should be located in areas offering gainful employment. Chalfont St Peter offers none of the above. A 
limited number of affordable dwellings could be built on the Epileptic Society site within the build up area to meet 
the needs of the care facilities.  Question 9 - Future sites for Gypsies, Travellers and Travelling Showpeople should 
be dispersed more evenly throughout the district. There are already sites within Chalfont St Peter, which have 
recently been extended by CDC. Question 10 - There are two new high quality developments for the elderly on the 
built on area of the Epileptic Society site in Chalfont St Peter, however, these are far from ‘affordable’, with a two 
bedroom apartment on the Audley Homes site costing £650,000, plus a high yearly maintenance charge. I believe 
the Epileptic Society site is an ideal location to place much needed affordable independent living accommodation 
for the elderly. This could be in the form of a small complex of privately owned or rentable dwellings built on the 
existing footprint. Specialist care facilities for the elderly or disabled could also be accommodated on the site and 
facilities such as transport and recreational amenities could be shared. At a Chiltern and South Bucks stakeholders 
meeting, Graham Winwright stated that there is no call for warden controlled accommodation for the elderly. I 
wholeheartedly disagree with this. Question 11 and 12 - The importance of the Epileptic Society heritage site has 
been completely ignored by CDC in the Local Plan. No regard has been given to the BCCHTA which identifies the site 
as ‘high’ in three of the four assessed categories and ‘medium’ in the fourth. There are four listed buildings on the 
site and it is of national historical significance, being a centre of excellence for research and care of people with 
epilepsy for well over 100 years. The loss of this heritage site and community amenity would be significantly 
detrimental to Chalfont St Peter and south England. CDC should be protecting heritage sites and not destroying 
them. The NPPF also recognises the importance of protecting such sites. Question 13 - Green belt status should be 
retained for all the proposed sites in Chalfont St Peter, including the Epilepsy Society site in its entirety. However 
should part of it be removed, it is vital that the area adjoining the Porthaven development and that currently used 
as football pitches remains as green space. The footpaths and the space around the Audley development, including 
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the lake, must be designated as green space if it is removed from the green belt. Mill Meadow and the area adjacent 
to the scout camp are also vital green space areas. Question 14 - The Epilepsy Society site should be considered as a 
conservation area as stated in the BCCHTA. Question 16 - The Settlement Infrastructure Capacity Study must be 
revised to take account of the 600 plus homes already due be built in Chalfont St Peter. CDC’s unbelievable decision 
to remove the educational land status from the Holy Cross site means there is no room for expansion or relocation 
of educational facilities within the village. The inadequate sewerage system in Chalfont St Peter, acknowledged by 
Thames Water, must be taken into consideration when completing an infrastructure assessment of the village.  The 
roads around many of the proposed sites within Chalfont St Peter are extremely narrow. The size of the roads, not 
just their network must be considered. The information regarding roads and congestion in Chalfont St Peter is 
inaccurate and must be reassessed using a detailed study of the area. Question 17 - • The proposals within the 
Local Plan are far-reaching and of significant importance to the whole district in terms of impact. Although the 
consultation period meets legal requirements, it is unreasonable to expect the public to read and respond to such 
complicated documents in such a short time frame.  • Future consultation periods should be longer. • Dialogue 
between major stake holders (including SENSE4CSP) should be ongoing throughout each stage of the Local Plan 
process. • The green belt should be protected at all costs. • The Local Plan should ensure housing is sensibly 
dispersed throughout the district. • CDC should declare any conflict of interest in terms of land ownership and 
possible financial gain as a result of selling land parcels for development. • Figures on page 146 of the Pre-
Mitigation Assessment matrix are clearly wrong and do not relate to the area CSP area 3 as stated.  • The 
information on sustainable transport and road congregation in and around Chalfont St Peter are totally inaccurate 
and must be revised. • CDC and SB have a duty to co-operate with neighbouring districts. There are areas in 
Buckinghamshire where large scale development is much more suitable and sustainable. The duty to cooperate 
mush be upheld. Whatever decisions are finally made it is imperative that the Parish Council is given the opportunity 
for decision making regarding the changes within the village infrastructure.  We truly need to rethink how best to 
use any large areas of land for the bnefit of the people in the Village and great care should be taken to look to the 
future and to be more proactive rather than reactive.  

Rep1373 
 Tom and Mandy 
Cotton 
 
 

I would like to protest in the strongest possible terms at the proposal to build houses on the site of the Great 
Missenden Garage, in the Rignall lRoad.   At a time when so many smaller businesses are having to close because of 
competition  from larger enterprises, it would be criminal to put such a successful garage out of business.  Many 
local people use the garage because we receive extremely efficient and friendly service from people who know us 
and care about what they do.  Think again – there are many brown field sites in Aylesbury and High Wycombe which 
would be very much more appropriate for new building. 
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Rep1374 
Mrs Jean 
McCaskie 

I am concerned that your proposal is going to adversely affect the character of Chalfont St Peter and also the 
amenities available to residents, particularly in respect to potential erosion of Green Belt Land. Comment are as 
follows:   1. Mill Meadow: Mill Meadow offers a range of recreational leisure facilities which are used extensively by 
locals. It also offers the only playing fields available to the Chalfont St Peter Middle School Academy. The school 
make extensive use of this area. If the decision is made to develop it then many facilities (e.g. community centre, 
playing fields, scout/guide hall, tennis courts, allotments) will have to be relocated, presumably on a site further 
away from the centre of the village. I also understand that this area is on the flood plane of the river Misbourne. 
Therefore not the best site to choose for housing development.  2. Commercial Development along A413: The A413 
is substantially bounded by trees giving the approach to Chalfont St Peter a rural ambience.The proposed 
commercial development on both sides of the A413, if it goes ahead, will completely change and spoil the approach 
giving it much more of an urban feel.  It will further erode the leisure facilities available to residents. There are a 
number of unoccupied commercial properties in Chalfont St Peter, Gerrards Cross and indeed Chalfont Park. Before 
allocating more land for commercial development we should be making effective use of what is already available. 
3. The Epilepsy Centre and Beyond: The Epilepsy Centre provides medical and residential care for people suffering 
for epilepsy. It is also one of the foremost centres for research and development into epilepsy. In addition, a number 
of  businesses which provide employment for local people are located on the Centre and on the land beyond which 
is proposed for development.There are a number of historic buildings on the site and the playing fields are used for 
recreational purposes. Nothing should be done to compromise the essential purpose of the centre.   Your proposal 
to use green belt land beyond the Epilepsy centre, some of which is in the Colne Valley National Park, has the 
potential to turn Chalfont St Peter into an urban sprawl. It would presumably link up with the Newlands Park 
development and possibly also ultimately with Little Chalfont spoiling the character of both villages and going 
against the ethos of the green belt. The site is bounded by narrow country lanes which are not capable of coping 
with the inevitable significant increased in traffic particularly at peak times. It is also close to the proposed route for 
HS2 which is going to put extreme pressure on the local infrastructure during construction. Therefore two major 
construction projects potentially being carried out in the same time frame is not sustainable.   I make the following 
general observations:   1. Car Parking: Chalfont St Peter is plagued with on street parking partly because commercial 
developments have been allowed with inadequate provision and/or because of people’s reluctance to pay for 
parking in the Church Lane car park. Taking the view that people will use public transport given the inadequacies of 
the local system is unrealistic. Therefore any future development be it commercial or domestic must provide 
adequate provision for parking.  2. Local Infrastructure and Services:  I see no evidence of improvements to the local 
infrastructure and services to take into account the influx of people we can expect in Chalfont St Peter as a 

 The Local Plan will need to plan 
to meet employment needs 
over the Plan period to 2036. 
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consequence of the 190+ dwellings to be built on the Grange site. Local people need to be assured that these 
matters are being dealt with in advance of any developments and that service providers are committed to provide 
the extra capacity. 3. Care Homes/Retirement Village: There  has been a growth in the number of care homes in the 
area over the past few years. Perhaps very necessary given the aging population but do we need any more? A high 
quality care home and retirement village is being developed. at the Epilepsy Centre. Indisputably to a very high 
standard but also very expensive and certainly unaffordable by me and I suspect many other residents. Care 
facilities for those of us with more modest means need to be considered. 

Rep1375 
Mr David 
Heathfield 
Assistant Business 
Development 
Manager 
Chiltern Railways 

The Chiltern Railway Company Limited ("Chiltern Railways") operates franchised passenger train services between 
London Marylebone and Aylesbury Vale parkway, Oxford Parkway and Nirmingham Moor Street, plus associated 
branch lines.  In Chiltern and South Bucks Districts we operate Denham, Denham Golf Club, Gerrards Cross, Seer 
Green, Beaconsfield and Great Missenden stations.  Additionally we serve Metropolitan line stations in the area 
operated by Transport for London.  The Chiltern Railways franchise is due to expire in 2021.  Chiltern Railways 
welcomes the opportunity to respond to Chiltern and South Bucks District Councils' consultation on the local plan.   
Chiltern Railways are pro-growth, and are keen to work with the Chiltern and South Bucks District Councils to 
identify means of promoting and facilitating housing and emmployment growth.  We would like to see an emphasis 
on locating development in sustainable locations in transportation terms and managing patterns of growth to make 
the fullest possible use of public transport.  As the number of people living and working in the vicinity of our stations 
increases, it is important that the stations remain accessible and connected to other local public transport networks 
as well as walking and cycling routes. There may well be a case, for example, for new bus links connecting stations to 
sites of significant housing and employment development.  In areas where large new housing allocations are 
provided which are not served by railway stations, Chiltern Railways supports the provision of bus links, cycle paths 
and pedestrian access from houses to stations. Specfic Response - We would like to restrict our comments to 
question 5 of the consultation, which asks what spatial strategy options the local plan should consider.  We would 
support Options C, which looks to provide extensions to the built environment to the principal settlements of 
Amersham, Beaconsfield and Gerrards Cross.  In addition, we would like to express our support for Option j, which 
seeks to include additional sustainable growth options in built up areas and/or in the the Green Belt close to railway 
stations.  Housing growth under either, both or a combination of these plans would require capacity interventions 
on the railway infrastructure in order to cater for the increased demand.  Chiltern Railways' current train services 
can become overcrowded during the morning and evening Peaks, often with customers standing between our 
stations in the Chiltern and South Bucks Districts and London Marylebone.  More passengers require more trains, 
but our ability to respond to this demand is constrained by the lack of availability of diesel rolling stock with which 
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Chiltern can operate additional or lengthened services.  This is an industry wide issue which, if unchanges, would 
restrict our ability to respond to increased demand for our services.   Beaconsfield and Gerrards Cross are our two 
busiest stations in the area, and their car parks are frequently at or near full capacity.  Expansion of the car parking 
facilities at these locations is desireable and would benefit from third party funding in order to make such schemes 
viable.  The other stations in the Chiltern and South Bucks Districts served by Chiltern Railways have lower passenger 
usage levels, though at the same time they have fewer facilities for customers.  While Ciltern are working to mitigate 
overcrowding, with measures such as platform lengthening, it is likely that further capacity enhancements would be 
required if the number of households within our station catchment areas was to significantly increase, perhaps by 
more than 10%.  We are happy to have further discussions to help Chiltern and South Bucks Districts meet their 
duties on growth and engage on any of the matters discussed in this letter. 

Rep1376 
Miss Abigail 
Rosser 

I am writing to object to you building 7,000 houses in our village. We simply do not have enough roads to supply all 
these houses. Chalfont St Peter does not have a tube or train station, or as many bus stops as Chesham or 
Amersham, which, consequently, have far more room to build this vast number of houses, including brownfield 
sites.  Flooding has always been an issue in Chalfont St Peter, but building more houses would make the flooding 
worse at the bottom of the village. The greens, Mill Meadow one of them, have always been there to soak up 
the water and leave our homes relatively untouched, but if these essential greens are replaced with houses, the 
floods would leave them all at risk. Mill Meadow, a big field in which you wish to build yet more houses in our 
beautiful village, is a lovely scenic meadow in which many youngsters (and older citizens) enjoy having picnics. Mill 
meadow is also a fantastic field to walk dogs. It is very spacious and has lots of room for dogs to play and have fun, 
just like the children and adults. This wonderful area has taken centuries to naturally mature. Another reason 
houses just cannot be built here is that the Chalfont St Peter Academy enjoy having PE in this space; it is their only 
outdoor space. I was a student here, last year. Athletic tracks are on the grass, and not only students train there; 
men and women alike run there too.  We do not have enough roads to supply the buildings we already have, let 
alone 7,000 new ones. As we do not have a tube or train station, buses and cars would take over our just about 
healthy roads. No-one would be able to shop in the market place for too many cars would be there; this plan is just 
not realistic.  I have been a scout for nearly two years now, and am shocked that you plan to destroy our hut. My 
younger  brother has just joined Cubs after being a Beaver and we are upset to think that he might never make it to 
Scouts because of you. Our Scout hut does not just contain Scouts three times a week, it also contains Beavers 
three times, Cubs three times, Explorers three times and many other classes such as yoga on a Saturday.  The 
Community Centre is essential for a lively village; many of the elderly get together here just to have fun.  There is a 
national problem of old people being isolated and lonely; getting rid of the Community Centre would have traumatic 
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results.  Paccar, a wood I love to hike in, is sentenced to be partially demolished too. 40,000 People stay at Paccar 
and enjoy roaming the woods and taking part in active outdoor activities such as the Giant Swing. Many 
organisations meet there and spend fun nights away there with friends and scouts. There are excellent facilities 
there such as lovely dormitories with en-suite bathrooms as well as clean water and a place to camp. All of my 
scout troupe enjoy bit there and many others besides.  You plan to destroy many A.O.N.B which contain many 
species of protected wildlife and are just a picturesque place to wander.  You are planning to destroy the allotments 
where many people rely to grow their vegetables, maybe to sell, or perhaps just to consume. People have spent 
years and years growing selected plants, food and flowers for the spring, summer and beyond. They paid for the 
allotments. They do not want you to take away their hard work.  As well as the Meadows being good running places, 
other sport centres are being pulled down. The football club contains boys and girls alike, all passionate about 
following their dream of football, and coaches earning their keep. These dreams and jobs will be crushed just like 
the meadows. The tennis club is just like the football club, as is our precious cricket and golf clubs, home to so many 
children and adults who try to lead a healthy life and play. These people will all be made to leave. The epilepsy 
centre is of most importance; it is where people of all ages depend on to control epilepsy problems, and are being 
greatly helped by encouraging support. Houses that shouldn’t even be there are replacing this love and hope. 
Importantly, there is only one measly road which should get to 6,000 houses, which is unrealistic. We do not have 
enough transport and the only way to get there is by car, and the roads are not big enough. There is not enough 
room! Old folks have been building new lives in Homes, which you will tear apart, and they shall have to start again. 
What if it is too late? The village is where all the teenagers hang out with their friends, and the years sevens are re-
united with friends from year six. We are all greatly against this outrageous idea to reinvent our peaceful village. 

Rep1377 
Mr David Brown 
Brown Associates 
on behalf of 
Mr Robert Le 
Mare 

This representation endorses the Council's decision to reject land adjoining Shangri-La, Hotley Bottom Lane, 
Prestwood, Bucks HP16 9PL (hatched on attached site plan) from any further consideration for release for housing 
development.  The site is in the Green Belt where the fundamental aim of Government policy (NPPF para 79) is to 
"prevent urban sprawl by keeping land permanently open".  It fulfils two of the five identified purposes of Green 
Belt:  - to check the unrestricted sprawl of a large built-up area, ie. Prestwood/Great Missenden  - to assist in 
safeguarding the countryside from encroachment.  The site is in the Chilterns AONB.  Central Government policy 
(NPPF para 115) requires that great weight should be given to conserving landscape and scenic beauty in an AONB, 
an area having the highest status of protection in relation to landscape and scenic beauty.  The site is remote from 
public transport, village facilities and employment opportunities.  It is accessed only by a narrow rural lane with no 
footpath and poor access.  The Council's decision, based on advise from leading consultants Arup, to discard this site 
from further consideration for development, is strongly supported. 
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Rep1378 
 P C Sheehy 

I am responding to Question 2. I do not agree that the site of Wicks Garage, Rignall Road Great Missenden should be 
made available for residential development because we will lose a valuable village facility and there will be a loss of 
local jobs. Accordingly Wicks Garage should not be included amongst the HELAA sites deemed suitable for 
development. 

  

Rep1379 
 Debra Pounce 

I have been a resident of Little Chalfont for around thirty years, choosing to live in a village rather than a town, 
surrounded by glorious green belt countryside.  My husband and I made the decision to move to Little Chalfont from 
Pinner, Middlesex as this was a rural area and that's exactly the surroundings we chose to bring up our family and 
build our home together.  Over the years I have grown to fully appreciate the Chiltern countryside designated an 
'area of outstanding natural beauty' and we believe it is our heritage to maintain it for future generations, if we 
don't it is lost forever.  I therefore feel compelled to air my strong feelings at the Chiltern & South Bucks Local Plan 
which threatens the identity of Little Chalfont and the surrounding green belt, which was created as a ribbon of 
protection to stop exactly what is being proposed - a residential development land bank encouraging urban sprawl. 
* I am particularly angry how Little Chalfont as a village has been short listed as a main settlement for growth in the 
council's core strategy alongside towns such as Amersham and Chesham and therefore appears to have a 
disproportionate requirement to provide sites for both residential and industrial development.  We have already 
had to absorb multiple housing developments off Bell Lane (253 houses) and the currently under construction 
'Donkey Filed' development behind Chelies Parade (45 homes).  The village can not and should not have to deal with 
any more multiple unit sites and should be delisted.  * The proposal of two planned sides for 'employment 
development' that straddle the A404 as you enter Little Chalfont is outrageous.  As you depart along the A404 
leaving Chorleywood and Hertfordshire you have the newly constructed golf course on one side of the road and 
historic Grade I listed Chenies Manor on the other with open farmland on both sides - welcome to Buckinghamshire! 
This will invariably generate an increase of traffic including HGV's, already a busy road for access to and from the 
M25 (J18) Chorleywood.  This heavy traffic will run through the heart of the village under a narrow railway bridge 
close to schools, shops and the station, greatly increasing the congestion & risk to pedestrian safety.  * The scale of 
the proposal to release green belt to potential residential development behind Chessfield Park and the Little 
Chalfont golf course is totally unjustified for a village the size of Little Chalfont and will change the character of the 
village and surrounding area for ever.  The downgrading of parcels of greenbelt is the start of the 'slippery slope' 
eroding the protection against creeping development and urban sprawl.   * I am also deeply concerned at the 
infrastructure and problems and issues that will result from an explosion of growth and that the resources that are 
already severely stretched will not cope.  There is a danger the village will become just a suburb of Amersham or 
Chalfont St peter as they merge together from urban sprawl.  * You only have toobserve that Chalfont & Latimer 

  



Classification: OFFICIAL 
 

935 
 
Classification: OFFICIAL 

Name Summary of Representation 
Council Response (see also 

Volume 1 for generic response) 

Station and car park is already at capacity with many a journey for 'standing romm only' The vibrant parade of shops 
in the centre of the village is well used and on many occasions queues of cars wait for a parking space on a 'one in, 
one out' basis with no obvious solution.  Perhaps the proposal is to use one of the edges of the villages 
'employment' sites for a 'park and ride' scheme as the only way residents can get to the shops for a pint of milk and 
newspaper!  Pressure on local schools, already over subscribed together with health care facilities will also create 
massive problems.  To conclude the proposed sites are poorly conceived and over scaled for a village the size of 
Little Chalfont and every effort should be made to protect our green belt for future generations.  There must be a 
better alternative to accommodate a growing population, either within our existing borders or where the damage to 
the environment is less server.  I trust our elected representative will support and listern to the wishes of the 
majority of people they represent and wontr want to take the unprecedentated steps of taking away the green belt 
and eroding the AONB, as once gone its gone forever, game over. 

Rep1380 
 A Hyland 

I am responding to Question 2 .   I do not agree that the site of Wicks Garage, Rignall Road Great Missenden should 
be made available for residential development because we will lose a valuable village facility and there will be a loss 
of local jobs. Accordingly Wicks Garage should not be included amongst the HELAA sites deemed suitable for 
development. 
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Rep1381 
Prof Kevin 
Stenson 

May I add my voice to the chorus of objections being raised locally in the Little Chalfont area to the developments 
proposed in the Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan? If the developments go ahead they would ruin the Chess 
Valley, this designated green belt area of outstanding national beauty. The proposals are premised on the dubious, 
ill-supported claim by consultants that this area does not meet the five key purposes of the green belt. These criteria 
outlined in The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) are framed under the auspices of The National Parks and 
Access to the Countryside Act of 1949 as well as the Countryside and Rights of Way Act 2000. The NPPF outlines five 
purposes of the Green Belt (Para 80): to check the unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas; to prevent 
neighbouring towns merging into one another; to assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment; to 
preserve the setting and special character of historic towns; and to assist in urban regeneration, by encouraging the 
recycling of derelict and other urban land. Only in exceptional circumstances should the green belt be violated (Para 
83).   The development plan does not present a case for exceptionality to warrant such a drastic change in use. As a 
local resident I have enjoyed the fantastic views and walks in the area for a number of years. However, this area is 
not a secret joy only appreciated by local people. It is enjoyed all year round by visitors from London and beyond, 
and from adjoining urban areas, who make heavy use of the established walks and who throng the village of Latimer 
at the weekends. Indeed many visitors who stay at the Latimer House hotel come from abroad and much appreciate 
this unspoilt English countryside. To ruin this area would be a serious blow to the many city dwellers who are able to 
enjoy a serene environment easily accessible to them by road and train. This amenity will be lost for this and 
subsequent generations if the developments go ahead.   This part of the county has experienced considerable 
development in Chesham and other local urban centres in recent years. The network of roads and other transport 
links, health and other infrastructural provisions are already under considerable strain. The development proposals 
provide no clear guide to how increased infrastructure needs to serve these proposed developments will be met. 

  



Classification: OFFICIAL 
 

937 
 
Classification: OFFICIAL 

Name Summary of Representation 
Council Response (see also 

Volume 1 for generic response) 

Rep1382 
Mr Stuart Mann 
and Rep1383 
Mrs Flavia Mann 

I would like to object to the proposal to develop Blackwell Stubbs Wood and the land adjacent to the Quill Hall Lane 
Farm. Development of the area at the back of  The St. Leonards Road Estate  is illegal for the following reasons:  1/ 
Blackwell Stubbs Wood belongs to The Woodland Trust Organization and was gifted to it for the sole purpose of 
preserving it as it is for ever.   2/ As residents of the St Leonards Road  Estate we were never informed of this 
proposal  3/ At present we have regular problems in getting in from and out onto Holloway Lane, and the congestion 
is particularly bad during term times. Any development would only exacerbate the situation.  4/ Our schools are 
already oversubscribed and there is no infrastructure to cope with such a development.  5/ There are 'Restrictive 
Covenants' for all the properties of The St Leonards Road Estate as follows:     5. of the 2nd schedule says:…'nothing 
shall be done or permitted on any part of the said land which shall be or grow to be a nuisance to the owners or 
occupiers for the St Leonards Road Estate or any part thereof.'  This same information was provided to Helen 
Harding (Senior Planning Officer) in April 2008.  6/ It would be hypocritical now for CDC to ignore the fact that it 
previously used the reason of 'preserving this ancient wood' as an argument in fighting off the HS2 from Blackwell 
Stubbs Wood.  7/ The proposed development lies in a designated Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty and as such     
8/ The proposed development would cause the destruction of a large part of the local Green Belt land and as such 
the loss of a hugely 'rural' and much enjoyed amenity, including significant damage to the flora and fauna     
THESE ARE THE KEY REASONS FOR MY OBJECTING TO THE PROPOSAL TO DEVELOP IN BLACKWELL STUBBS WOOD 
BUT AS MORE DETAILS EMERGE FROM CDC IN THE FULLNESS OF TIME I AM HAPPY TO EXPAND ON THEM. NEEDLESS 
TO SAY I INTEND TO FIGHT ANY PROPOSAL SUCH AS THIS WITH ALL THE POWERS AVAILABLE. 

  

Rep1384 
 Rob Merrick 

I see from your HELAA that you are proposing to develop the site of Wicks Garage in Great Missenden for housing.  
This is a garage providing an important facility as part of the village infrastructure and removing such a valuable 
service would have a damaging impact on the village as an entity.  I understand that there is no other site within 
Great Missenden to which they could move and continue trading.  Effectively you are putting them out of business , 
with the loss of skilled employment in an area where such services are increasingly required.  In the light of the 
above, I urge you to reconsider your detrimental decision and protect such an important resource. 

  

Rep1385 
Mr James Holmes  
Aitchison Raffety 
on behalf of Plato 
Property 
Investments LLP 

This Statement sets out why the proposed strategic sites are unacceptable in planning terms and should not be 
allocated for development. 2. PROPOSED STRATEGIC HOUSING SITE    2.1 A large strategic housing site is proposed 
to the north-east of Chesham, as shown on the plan below. The site is approximately 66 hectares in area. No 
information is given as to its potential capacity. However, if it were developed at an indicative density of 30 
dwellings per hectare this would amount to an indicative capacity of some 1980 dwellings.   Within Appendix 5, a 
specific proposal is included to the north of Chesham, where the Council is to explore the potential to provide new 
local employment opportunities to allow some existing and outdated employment sites in the town to be 

 The Local Plan will need to 
identify sustainable 
development options to meet 
needs taking into account the 
scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements.   
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redeveloped for other uses.  The area of search is substantial, occupying approximately 173 hectares. 
OBJECTIONS TO PROPOSED STRATEGIC ALLOCATIONS    4.1 On behalf of my client, we object to the housing and 
employment allocations proposed to the north-east of Chesham for the following reasons.  Distribution of Growth 
4.2 The Buckinghamshire HEDNA identifies a need for 7300 new homes and 2 hectares of employment land in the 
Chiltern District over the plan period.   4.3 The proposed strategic housing site to the north-east of Chesham is 66 
hectares in area and if built to a density of 30 dwellings per hectare, which would make effective use of the site, it 
could accommodate up to 1980 dwellings.   4.4 This single allocation alone would provide some 27% of the total 
houses needed in the whole of the Chiltern District for the whole of the plan period to 2036. Such a high level of 
growth from one site in one settlement is not considered to be sustainable.   4.5 The proposed level of growth for 
Chesham is disproportionate to the size and nature of the settlement. It would result in the sprawl of Chesham town 
consuming the nearby historic village areas of Ashley Green, Orchard Leigh, Lye Green & Whelpley Hill which would 
then become lost within the larger area of Chesham town. It should be noted that Chiltern District contains a 
number of other larger settlements, including Amersham (which has a higher population than Chesham according to 
the 2011 census), Amersham-on-the-Hill, Little Chalfont and Chalfont St Peter. These settlements should not be 
deprived of an appropriate proportion of housing growth.   4.6 Furthermore, the emerging Local Plan will also cover 
the district of South Bucks, which also contains several large settlements that have their own requirement for 
growth, including Beaconsfield, Gerrards Cross and Burnham. All of these larger settlements also have a growing 
population and should take their fair share of new development. It is unfair that Chesham should potentially carry 
the burden of 27% of the total houses needed in the whole of the Chiltern District for the whole of the plan period 
to 2036.   More appropriate to locate growth on edge of principal settlements outside the Plan area 4.7 We consider 
that a much more sustainable form of development would be to locate the bulk of the housing growth close to the 
principal settlements outside the Plan area, including Wycombe, Uxbridge, Slough and Maidenhead. These 
settlements are far larger than the more modest towns in Chiltern and South Bucks and have considerably better 
access to employment, social facilities, shops and services, and public transport.   4.8 The 2011 census confirms that 
the population of the largest towns in Chiltern and South Bucks are relatively small in terms of their population, as 
follows:- • Amersham 23,068 • Chesham 22,356 • Gerrards Cross, including Chalfont St Peter 20,633 • Beaconsfield 
13,797.   4.9 Chiltern and South Bucks are surrounded by far larger settlements, which are much more sustainable, 
as confirmed by the 2011 census, as follows:- • High Wycombe 120,256 • Uxbridge 52,774 • Slough 140,200 
• Maidenhead 67,404.    4.10 The National Planning Policy Framework requires local planning authorities to define a 
network and hierarchy of centres that are resilient to anticipated future economic changes and that meets the 
needs of their catchment population. Due to the very limited size of the settlements within Chiltern and South 
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Bucks, it is inevitable that people living in such locations will commute out of the Districts to work, as well as to 
shop, at the much larger settlements which surround it.   4.11 In our view, the best solution for Chiltern and South 
Bucks would be to locate new housing and commercial growth in areas that are close to the larger principal 
settlements of High Wycombe, Uxbridge, Slough and Maidenhead, in order to facilitate a more sustainable 
pattern of development.  Many other potential housing and employment sites exist     4.12 The current consultation 
in respect of the emerging Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan suggests only one very large strategic housing site at 
Chesham. However, it is clear from the Council’s Draft Housing and Economic Land Availability Assessment that 
hundreds of other sites have been put forward as being suitable for housing, but discounted for one reason or 
another, and yet these sites are not the subject of the current consultation. It seems perverse that many of the 
reasons related to Green Belt, preserving openness, unsustainability or potential injurious affects on wildlife & 
natural habitat or loss of agricultural land that have excluded other sites from consideration have not resulted in 
similar conclusions about the subject areas being unsuitable too. If development were more evenly distributed 
across a wider number of areas, we contend the overall impact would be considerably mitigated.    4.13 Appendix 1 
of the HELAA contains a list of a few hundred sites that were excluded following the Stage 1 Assessment. A few of 
these sites correspond with the larger strategic allocations that are part of the current consultation, but the vast 
majority are not included. Many of these were not included simply because they are in the Green Belt, a reason 
which clearly has not prevented the larger allocations from being put forward for housing in the current Local Plan 
consultation. The point we wish to make is that these 320 sites amount to many thousands of houses, which would 
make a significant contribution to housing needs. These sites should also be subject to public consultation to 
establish which schemes the public would wish to support.   4.14 Appendix 2 contains a list of a few hundred sites 
that are suitable for further assessment, but have not yet been released for public consultation.     4.15 Appendix 3 
contains a list of a number of sites that were deemed not ‘Suitable’ or ‘Available’ at Stage 2 Assessment, for a 
variety of reasons including not being previously developed land and in agricultural use. Again, these reasons did not 
prevent the larger allocations from been put forward for housing in the current Local Plan consultation.    4.16 
Appendix 4 contains a list of a few hundred ‘Suitable’ sites that were excluded from the Stage 2 Assessment because 
of insufficient information on their availability. These sites are clearly suitable for redevelopment but further 
information is required from land owners or developers. The issue of availability did not prevent the larger 
allocations from being put forward for housing in the current Local Plan consultation.    4.17 Appendix 5 contains a 
listed of several sites deemed suitable, available and achievable at Stage 2 Assessment, but as yet consultation has 
not been undertaken in respect of these sites.    4.18 Having regard to the above, we feel that there is certainly 
potential for a very large number of new homes to be provided across both Districts, from site suggestions that have 
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not yet been formally accepted and have not gone out to public consultation. The Council seem to have discounted 
a large number of sites for reasons that did not prevent the current strategic sites from coming forward.   4.19 Given 
the fact that such significant development is now proposed in the Green Belt, we feel that the sites in the HELAA 
should be reassessed and brought forward for public consultation. The sites in the HELAA would provide a 
substantial contribution to housing land supply.   4.20 Furthermore, we would ask whether the council has explored 
the suitability of other potential employment sites outside of the Borough. For example, has the council consulted 
Dacorum Council regarding the use of Bovingdon Airfield? This site lies on the boundary of Chiltern District and 
although Green Belt it has prevailing development and uses and contains previously developed land including large 
arras of concrete runways. Therefore it would be more suitable for employment uses and more in accord with 
Government policy.    Landscape Harm   4.21 Concern is raised that the development of the site for housing is likely 
to result in a significant visual impact on the landscape. This site is characterised by gently undulating topography, 
small pockets of woodland, amenity grassland, hedgerows, pasture and arable land.     4.22 The LCA description for 
the Ashley Green Settled Plateau states that the strength of  character and intactness of the character area is 
‘moderate’, meaning that the landscape is reasonably tolerant of moderate levels of change. However, as a 
Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment has not been provided as part of the consultation, the precise impact on 
the landscape is not currently known.   4.23 Given that habitats present at the proposed site include mature 
hedgerows, priority  woodland, arable fields and ponds, concern is also raised that the proposals would result in 
harm to ecology. My client is aware of numerous different types of wildlife & species of birds  in the areas. 
Impact on AONB    4.24 The Sustainability Appraisal (January 2016) prepared to inform the current consultation 
states that the residential site is likely to impact on the setting of the Chilterns AONB located to the north and south. 
The employment site is within the AONB and would result in change to its character. The harm to the AONB is in 
addition to harm to the Green Belt. Both of the sites are not, therefore, considered to be in a suitable location for 
the scale of the growth proposed.   Highway Impact   4.25 It is understood that the area in question was put forward 
on the basis of its ‘good’ accessibility to the road network. However, this is far from the case, as the site is in a 
peripheral location on the edge of Chesham and accessibility by road is poor.    4.26 The principal vehicle access to 
both the proposed strategic housing and employment sites  would be accessed via Nashleigh Hill and Lycrome Road. 
However, the existing junction is inadequate for the scale of development proposed.   Existing junction of Nashleigh 
Hill and Lycrome Road – inadequate for the scale of development proposed.    4.27 Furthermore, Lycrome Road is 
very narrow in places and is unsuited to the volume of traffic that would result from the proposed allocations. The 
proposed employment allocation would result in large commercial vehicles struggling to navigate this narrow road, 
causing a danger to oncoming vehicles & pedestrians given there is little provision for footpath along most of 
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Lycrome Road. Lycrome Road is very narrow in places.    4.28 It is clear from the photograph above that the road is 
heavily lined with trees in places, reducing the scope for widening to take place. Parts of the road are bordered by 
existing residential properties, which are situated directly adjacent to the highway, and the volume and nature of 
the increase in traffic would have a significant impact on their residential amenities.   4.29 Furthermore, large 
sections of Lycrome Road do not have a footpath and the road is too narrow for a path to be provided. Occupiers of 
the proposed housing allocation would be unable to walk safely to the Black Cat Public House on Lycrome Road, 
which is the only community facility near the site. Any road widening or highway improvements to facilitate 
housing or employment development locally would require compulsory purchase of land for such works not just on 
peoples front garden & other land but probably requiring many of the homes that abut the highway at present. 
4.30 There are already prevailing problems on Lycrome Road related to on street parking generated from the recent 
development of the former Wycombe College site near the junction with Nashleigh Hill. A further picture below 
illustrates the problem which has persisted since completion of the development and which frequently 
compromises the ability of the local bus to get through or which causes a hazard to vehicles turning into Lycrome 
Road at the Nashleigh Hill road junction. Any development of the proposed areas will increase traffic and potentially 
make this problem worse.  Residential on street parking near junction of Lycrome Road / Nashleigh Hill Chesham 
single weakest element of the whole rail and tube network in the Chilterns.      4.31 It is also relevant to note that 
Chesham is at the end of a single track spur of the main Metropolitan/Chiltern line which runs through Amersham. It 
has only a fraction of the carrying capacity of Amersham, Chalfont, Chorleywood etc. For example, Chesham has 
only 2 trains South to London per hour during the rush hour, as opposed to 8 trains per hour from Amersham, 
Chalfont and Chorleywood. These towns also serve the towns Northwards up to Aylesbury, whereas Chesham has 
no Northward line. Given the single track, there is also no real possibility of significantly increasing carrying capacity 
in future.    4.32 Chesham is inherently the single weakest and most fragile element of the whole rail and 
tube network in the Chilterns. It gives almost no scope for upgrading or service improvement to meet increased 
demand over decades. It therefore seems a significant flaw in the plan to have such a big long term strategic 
development dependent on it as a rail link. There is another option for rail travel via Berkhamsted, which is on a 
main line, but accessibility by bus is limited and there is already quite a lot of congestion getting into town at rush 
hour.   Pollution    4.33 Concern is raised that the proposed strategic allocations would result in further 
deterioration in air quality within the town. The proposed allocations are not in a sustainable location and it is 
inevitable that most trips would be made by private vehicles rather than sustainable modes of transport.    4.34 The 
centre of Chesham has struggled with air quality for a number of years, and is within an Air Quality Management 
Area. The Air Quality Management Area was declared because assessments of air quality predicted that the annual 
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mean objective for nitrogen dioxide of 40 μg/m3 would not be met. Nitrogen dioxide pollution arises primarily from 
emissions of a mixture of nitrogen dioxide and nitric oxide from combustion processes such as vehicle 
engines.   Loss of potentially High Grade Agricultural Land    4.35 The sites contain Grade 3 agricultural land. It is 
unknown whether this is Grade 3a (which is considered best and most versatile). As such it is uncertain whether 
development would lead to loss of best and most versatile land. Paragraph 112 of the NPPF makes it clear that 
local planning authorities should take into account the economic and other benefits of retaining the best and most 
versatile agricultural land, and should seek to use areas of poorer quality land in preference to that of a higher 
quality. Further information is required to ascertain the precise quality of agricultural land.   Impact on Listed 
Buildings    4.36 There are a number of Listed Buildings adjacent to the proposed housing site, including the 
Granary and Farmhouse at Brockhurst Farm (Grade II Listed). There are a number of Listed Buildings on the site, 
including Sloeland Farmhouse, granary at Sloeland Farm, barn at Pressmore Farm and granary at Pressmore Farm 
(all Grade II Listed). The setting of these Listed Buildings will change as a result of the proposed housing allocation. 
The significance of this depends on the design of any development and the importance of setting to these 
features. Further information would need to be submitted in respect of this issue.   Potential for Flooding   4.37 
Local evidence indicates that flooding is a problem in the area. The fields continually flood and a photo is provided 
below, as evidence. A formal flood risk assessment should be undertaken to establish the suitability of the sites in 
respect of this issue.  5. CONCLUSION    5.1 For the reasons outlined above, it is not considered that the proposed 
strategic housing and employment sites to the north-east of Chesham are sustainable, or offer the most  
appropriate strategy for delivering the required growth in jobs and housing.  5.2  Given the relatively small scale of 
the settlements within Chiltern and South Bucks, it is considered that a much more sustainable option would be to 
locate employment and housing growth adjacent to the principal settlements outside the Plan area, including 
Wycombe, Uxbridge, Slough, and Maidenhead. These settlements are far larger than the more modest towns in 
Chiltern and South Bucks, and have much better access to employment, social facilities, shops and services, and 
public transport.   5.3 It is accepted that some growth is also required in towns such as Chesham, but this should be 
proportionate to the relatively limited size of the settlement. The land to the north-east of Chesham is not 
considered an appropriate location for large scale strategic employment and housing growth. 

Rep1386 
Mr Hugo Cole 

I want to submit an objection to the abolish the Green Belt around Little Chalfont and Latimer. This is an Area of 
Natural Beauty and should rightly remain so being one of the most picturesque valleys in the UK. There are also 
many species of wildlife that will be effected by these major developments.  We particularly choose to live in this 
area for the views, walks, wildlife and peace and quiet. All these additional houses will take away all of these things. 
Traffic already going through the village is far too fast, too much and a general nuisance. I can only foresee this 
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getting worse with the proposed plans making it less safe for families.  Additionally, we don't have the infrastructure 
to look after all the new residents who will  move into the proposed housing. As it is there are not enough school 
places in the area and many children have to travel far to get to school. There is no local hospital now that 
Amersham Hospital has been reduced to  nearly nothing. The trains are over-crowded and the traffic is often 
stationary during rush hour which will only get worse with more people 

Rep1387 
 Louise Jeffcock 

I would like to object to the declassification of green belt land surrounding the village of Little Chalfont.  Much of the 
area outlined for development in the Chiltern Local Plan includes Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty. Once gone, 
they are lost forever. There are reasons why the Green Belt and AONB status' were given - to check the unrestricted 
sprawl of large built-up areas, to prevent neighbouring towns merging into one another, to assist in safeguarding 
the countryside from encroachment, to preserve the setting and special character of historic towns, to assist in 
urban regeneration, by encouraging the recycling of derelict and other urban land. Development of these areas 
would significantly change the look and feel of the area to its detriment. The joy of living in this part of the Chilterns 
correlates directly with the amount of green space that is protected and the village ethos of places like Little 
Chalfont and Chorleywood.   Little Chalfont should not be considered as a 'Main Settlement for Growth'.  Since 2006, 
the village has already endured development in larger scales than its neighbouring towns of Amersham, Chesham, 
Chalfont SG and Chalfont SP.  Little Chalfont cannot accommodate new development. Please give my objection 
serious consideration. 
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Rep1388 
Mr Roger Shaw 

The points below cover my worries about the Consultation document for the Chalfont St Peter area.  • Chalfont St 
Peter (CSP) has had its fair share of new development. CDC has already granted planning permission for over 600 
dwellings within CSP, these include the Holy Cross site, Newland Park and the Audley Homes development at the 
Epilepsy site.  In the first three years of the previous Core Strategy (intended to run until 2026) CSP has already 
taken significantly more than its fair allocation and provides the largest single percentage of the development 
proposed for Chiltern District as a whole.  • There is a known drainage issue in CSP, particularly with open raw 
sewerage backing up in the centre of the village.  Additional developments of the scale proposed are simply not 
possible.  • Development should be concentrated towards the centre rather than the fringes of towns and villages to 
be in line with green belt principles that brownfield sites should be developed first, along with sites closest to train, 
tube and bus services.   • All schools within Chalfont St Peter are at, or very nearly at, capacity. They will be unable 
to accommodate children from the developments already scheduled within the Parish.  • Many other parts of the 
District are significantly more sustainable and appropriate for development. GREEN BELT   The Local Plan is 
considering change of land use, particularly for Green Belt areas. According to the National Planning Policy 
Framework there are five stated purposes of including land within the green belt.   Once an area of land has been 
defined as green belt the stated opportunities and benefits include: 1 Providing opportunities for access to the open 
countryside for the urban population.  2 Providing opportunities for outdoor sport and outdoor recreation in the 
urban areas.  3 Retention of attractive landscapes and enhanced landscapes common to near where people live.  4 
Improvement of damaged and derelict land around towns.  5 The securing of nature conservation interests.  6 The 
retention of land in agricultural, forestry and related uses.   You may wish to comment on the appropriateness of 
development in CSP green belt areas.  Site specific points could include: Mill Meadow - • The area is a much used 
amenity facility which includes the Community Centre, a football club, recreation park, playing pitches (football and 
cricket), tennis courts, a scout headquarters and parish council offices.  There are no areas within the centre of the 
village where any of these facilities could be relocated. • The Chalfont St Peter C of E Academy, adjacent to Mill 
Meadow, does not have a playing field within the school grounds. The school currently uses Mill Meadow for 
physical education lessons on a daily basis and for team games, athletics and cross country activities. The school 
would be unable to deliver an effective curriculum if Mill Meadow is designated for development.   • The area is also 
a much used public facility with a Nature Reserve, Jubilee Garden and The Lady Gibb Millennium Wood and with the 
ability to walk alongside the Misbourne from the Village Centre, across Mill Meadow and through to Chalfont St 
Giles.  These amenities are simply irreplaceable due to the length of time taken for them to develop and their very 
position.   • Mill Meadow is on the flood plain. There is a serious risk of flooding. The Epilepsy Society site (“ES  Site”)   
• This is currently a Major Developed Site (“MDS”) within the green belt, is the home of the Epilepsy Society, and 
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provides two new care home developments as well as important recreational facilities with nine football pitches 
plus a pavilion with toilets, showers and changing facilities which are used by more than 24 teams.   • The ES Site 
could notionally be divided into two parts.  The area to the south of Tate Road and Micholls road  (extended towards 
the long established and well used track from Tate Road to Skippings Farm)  lies the current built up area (“ES 
South”) and the  area to the north of that line including (for this purpose) comprises the Model Farm, Rowan’s 
nursery  and Brawlings Farm.  (“ES North”)  • ES North is within the Colne Valley Park and therefore deserves special 
protection in any event as part of that park.  ES South is currently used for care home and medical facilities and 
should be retained as such. It is an ideal site to provide further care home and/or medical facilities for CSP.  • The ES 
Site fulfils, as a whole, all five of the stated purposes of the green belt and in particular provides an important buffer 
between the settlements of Chalfont St Giles, Chalfont St Peter and Horn Hill.  The ES Site contains important open 
views from Chesham Lane towards the Colne Valley Park.  It provides important agricultural, forestry and related 
employment uses and opportunities for outdoor sport and recreation, including the Model Farm, Rowan’s Nursery 
and Brawlings Farm Riding Centre.  • It is inherently unsustainable; it is not served by any appropriate bus service 
and is too far to walk to either Little Chalfont or Gerrards Cross which are the nearest rail stations.  Any 
development is car dependent.   • The ES Site is bounded on three sides by narrow and dangerous country 
lanes which make it even more unsuitable for development.    • A natural boundary between ES South and ES North 
is easily defensible (excluding the playing fields which is identified as green open space in the Neighbourhood Plan). 
The ES North site should be retained in the green belt and Colne Valley Park with no development.   ES South should 
be retained as an MDS in the green belt for medical/care home use.  • The sheer size of this proposed development 
site is clearly excessive and could potentially double the number of dwellings in CSP.   • Several local businesses use 
the ES site apart from the agricultural use.  The ES Society is one of CSP’s largest employers.   
The area identified for industrial development to the east of the A413 - • The area is in The Colne Valley Park and is 
identified as being a particularly important green space for biodiversity and environmental priorities.   • The area is 
within the Green Belt and provides the important function of separating the built-up areas of CSP and Tatling End, 
Gerrards Cross and Denham.  • The A413 is a natural barrier for development. To build to the east of it would erode 
the barrier and facilitate yet more development in the future on the open space to the east.   • The area is in a 
flood plain.    • The area is valued by residents and visitors as a green corridor and to destroy it would inevitably 
lead to further industrialisation and amalgamation of separate and distinct developed areas. 

Rep1389 
Miss Jessica 
Rosser 

First of all, I would like to state that I, and the whole village, are most disapproving of this idea of making all of the 
new houses; the whole village is working together to put a stop to it. There are far too many houses being built; we 
simply don't have enough roads, schools, doctors and the infrastructures to supply them. Also, you are destroying a 

  



Classification: OFFICIAL 
 

946 
 
Classification: OFFICIAL 

Name Summary of Representation 
Council Response (see also 

Volume 1 for generic response) 

large number of much loved areas in order to make these houses. One of them is Paccar, an amazing camp with 
plenty of green, healthy environment. If you demolish this place, then you have destroyed the happiness of 40,000 
children from scouts, cubs, brownies and guides, who go on an amazing camp altogether each year. Think about 
this, if you destroy Paccar, then you have taken away some of the magical things about guiding and scouting, and 
you’ve ruined people’s confidence. Next I would like to inform you about Mill meadow, a vast field holding up lots of 
activities. If you break down Mill meadow, then you’ve broken down the Community centre, always used in 
important occasions and events; the CSP football club, where hundreds of young children play and activate their 
confidence through sport; the allotments, where plenty of persevering adults grown their food, spending long hours 
there; the area where the local school, (my old school) Chalfont Saint Peter Church of England Academy, spend most 
of their games lessons, sports days and big events; and also you’re destroying an amazing green area where lots of 
dog owners and dog walkers walk every day. I am also extremely cross about the scout hut, I have been going for 
over two years and my brother has just moved on to cubs, from beavers, and it is really upsetting thinking that he 
may never make it to scouts. The hut is not only used for scouts though, it’s used for beavers three times a week 
with different troupes, cubs three times a week, scouts three times a week, explorers three times a week; and not to 
mention the countless others like Sunday yoga, and lots of sales for charities.  And what about the Community 
Centre? It’s used all the time by all kinds of people every single day! You’re also planning on destroying some of our 
tennis club and the cricket and golf clubs, all much admired clubs that loads of people attend regularly to keep fit 
and healthy. It has also come to my attention that the Mill Meadow park is being demolished too, and its just had 
lots of new features built into it. I’m also incredibly angry about you putting down the epilepsy centre, which has 
nine football pitches used by twenty-four teams, lots of care homes, and lots of other really valuable place which are 
essential. It is really quite ridiculous how you are intending to build 6,000 houses there, for there is only one, small 
road and no bus stops or train stations. It is also an area of outstanding natural beauty meaning full of beautiful 
nature that would be quite absurd to ruin.  Most of these sites are already on flood plains, we don't want to be 
submerged in water because you have built too many houses and taken away nature’s ability to get rid of the water. 
Please build them somewhere else, where it won’t be cause trouble and sadness. Why aren’t there more houses 
being suggested in Amersham and Chesham? Both of them have better trains and you aren’t going to be 
building nearly as many there! So please, before you start planning your ludicrous idea, I want you to think about 
one thing, think about the other people’s needs in the village, before destroying theirs to think about the councils, 
new residents who don't even live here and somebody else’s profit. 

Rep1390 
 Victoria Coy 

Question 2  I do not agree that the site of Wicks Garage , Rignall Road , Great Missenden should be made available 
for residential development. Not only is the garage  an important and valuable village facility , it's closure will result 
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in a loss of local jobs. Accordingly, Wicks Garage should definitely not be included amongst the HELAA sites deemed 
suitable for development. 

Rep1391 
Miss Mya 
Kotecha 

I am writing to highlight my points against the building of the houses, I am a 14 year old student of Dr Calloners High 
School.  My main argument is that the beautiful landscapes are going to be destroyed. I moved to Buckingamshire 
due to the serene environment. Many elderly people live here and enjoy the calm environment; they like walking 
along the green. with more houses more people will be entering the area which makes it very busy. driving to 
Amersham town, which is a mile away from where I live can take twenty minutes, with more people the traffic will 
also be worse.  the pollution will also be worse, the sulfur emissions along with rain will blacken and erode building. 
please review my social and environmental reasons and if of need of more do not hesitate to contact. 

  



Classification: OFFICIAL 
 

948 
 
Classification: OFFICIAL 

Name Summary of Representation 
Council Response (see also 

Volume 1 for generic response) 

Rep1392 
 Alan Hamilton 

I realise that CDC has a difficult and unenviable task in preparing a local plan, for public discussion and feedback, to a 
tight schedule to meet government requirements. It has obviously involved a great deal of research by and on 
behalf of CDC, plus the efforts of consultants to read and analyse the information necessary to prepare this dossier. 
As an individual member of the public there no chance that I can read all this information, in the short time frame 
available, so my comments are not necessarily based on a thorough understanding of all the available documents. I 
have therefore had to be selective and less thorough than I would have liked and may have missed some important 
points. I, therefore, find it difficult to understand, with the limited evidence I have, how you reached your 
conclusions on a number of topics.  I found your dossier confusing and difficult to follow. A glossary of terms and 
acronyms would have helped the general public understand it more easily. After all it is to the general public that it 
is addressed. As you state in the document “One of the key elements of the planning system is the opportunity it 
provides for communities to shape the places in which they live”. Making any future dossiers more user friendly may 
be difficult, but it would have a significant advantage. For my convenience I have listed my comments under various 
headings but will focus mainly on how these affect Little Chalfont L/C).  1  L/C short-listed as an area for further 
growth.  Of the 3 areas L/C, Amersham and Chesham, L/C is the smallest by far and can be best described as a rural 
village rather than a town like the others. It has already contributed more than its fair share of new housing in CDC 
in the last 10 years with the developments off Bell Lane and Donkey Field (the area behind Chenies Parade) plus the 
various “in-fills” and 2 for 1 type developments. It has been calculated that L/C , the smallest area, has experienced 
12.4% increase in the last 8 years whereas Amersham, Chesham and Chalfont St. Peter, larger areas, have only 5.3%, 
4% and 7.7% respectively. If the proposed developments were carried out in L/C it would lead to an increase in area 
of 50-60% compared with that of the present village. This would change the character of L/C completely. It would, as 
I have heard someone say, remove the Little from Little Chalfont. 2   Present Problems in L/C.  Even at its present 
size and format L/C faces a number of significant difficulties. All proposed developments in L/C will only add to these 
problems.  a) Traffic Congestion - There is major congestion along the A404 through the centre of the village from 
Amersham to Chorleywood, especially at rush hours and school run times. This results in queues forming from 
Amersham virtually to The M25. Has any other area other than L/C got only one main road? This is used not just for 
access to the village and station, but carries all the traffic to and from the M25, Watford and further afield. Much of 
the traffic through L/C is not to use the amenities of the village, but is through traffic on its way elsewhere.  b) 
Parking  - The lack of parking facilities at the shopping parade in L/C results in further  congestion on the A404. 
Through traffic is held up most times of day as motorists queue up waiting for a parking space in Chenies Parade. 
The public car park, next to the library, is often full too, especially at school run times. What these queues of traffic 
do for the air quality remains to be determined. It must be particularly poor especially at rush hours and at school 
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run times judging from the resulting smell and taste of traffic fumes I have experienced. This is harmful when the 
children are walking to and from school and is particularly bad between the village centre and Oakington Avenue.    
c) Access to and from  proposed developments -  If the proposed development areas come to fruition, how would 
the residents gain access to and from the A404, either to travel further afield or use the village amenities? The 
present routes would be completely inadequate. They are only minor roads, in fact country lanes, leading either to 
the centre of the village, the A404 or to further country lanes. Many of these are single track in places and, even 
now, some have blue signs signifying them as being unsuitable for heavy vehicles. How would any proposed sites, 
especially those for commercial use, be able to cope?  d)Schooling/Education - Any further development in L/C 
would result in a need for more schools, both primary and secondary. Most of the present schools are already 
oversubscribed. Where would any new schools go?  There is a real danger that any expansion of existing schools 
would result in them becoming too big and losing their character and effectiveness. Building on school fields should 
be avoided at all costs. Surely we have learnt from the folly of earlier generations elsewhere with regard to building 
or extending on to school fields. The immediate access to free space and a playing field is vital for children during 
and after school hours, as well as holidays and weekends for organised sports clubs. The fields can be a local 
amenity. Don’t we have a duty of care for the health and welfare of our children and future generations?   e) Rail 
Transport, station and public services - Rail transport to and from L/C, even at present, does not meet its customers’ 
needs. There is already insufficient capacity for morning and evening commuters to and from London. Extra 
development in the village would inevitably increase overcrowding.  This is particularly noticeable at rush hours 
when passengers have to stand for much of the way to and from London. If there is difficulty in solving the problem 
at present, what would it be like with more commuters from any of the proposed areas of development? Extra 
parking would also be required. How could this be accommodated?  
Similarly, what further strain would there be on public services and the NHS?    Development in any of the areas 
proposed in the dossier would, at best, exacerbate all of the present problems listed in a) to e) above. At worst, it 
would be impossible without new roads, even a new road network. Where would they go? It would have to be in 
other Green Belt and ANOB areas- even more “nibbling” away at a major asset of the area.   I recommend no further 
housing or commercial development is carried out, at least, until all these problems have been resolved. 
3  Development in the Green Belt - I am sure that I do not have to highlight the 5 purposes of the Metropolitan 
Green Belt (Green Belt). After all, local authorities have a statutory duty of care to maintain the Green Belt. Earlier 
authorities were involved in setting it up and ensuring that it had clear boundaries. CDC has a duty to maintain and 
preserve rural communities within the Green Belt and I consider L/C to fall easily into this category. Yet, surprisingly, 
I find that the dossier proposes L/C sprawling into the Green Belt. Do we really want to sprawl out towards 
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Chorleywood?  What would the residents of Chorleywood think of that!  When driving towards Watford on the A404 
it can be seen that the sprawl from Watford/Rickmansworth already reaches Chorleywood. Once the Green Belt 
and/or AONB is breached, as outlined in your present proposals, how long would it be before L/C joins up with this? 
It might be quite a few years but one breach in to it will be followed by another and so on. Joining up with Chenies 
could evolve even more rapidly. What would Chenies think about that! One of the purposes of Green Belt is to assist 
in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment; yet, CDC is proposing the converse. CDC should be protecting 
the Green Belt and not view it as a reserve of land for future development. Similarly, the local authority has a duty 
to “have regard to the purpose of the AONB”. The purpose of the AONB is “to conserve and enhance the natural 
beauty”(Countryside and right of way act 1949). AONBs were seen as areas similar to the National Country Parks but 
smaller. I find the division, by the consultants, of individual Green Belt areas into smaller packages which are then 
assessed as good quality or not so good quality quite baffling. If some of it is seen as poorer quality, a subdivision 
with which I completely disagree, is that not due to a failure of CDC in its duty of care in allowing this to happen? 
The Methodology developed by consultants (Arup) to assess general areas against the Green Belt purposes and 
strategic land parcels is, as they freely admit, their invention based on their judgment. No government or local 
authority guidelines on how to conduct such a survey exist. How might such an assessment be used in the future, for 
example by an inspector, to compare development potential of land both in and outside CDC?  The consultants have 
also used a “Rule of thumb” to score each individual package of Green Belt against the first 4 purposes outlined for 
any Green Belt area. The scoring system ranges from 1-5, with 5 being the best. It is well documented that the 5 
purposes of Green Belt have no priority order or any weighting. Each purpose is equally significant. Their “Rule of 
thumb” is a purely qualitative system and should not be seen, in any way as quantifiable. The consultants state that 
if just one of the 4 purpose points scores highly that area should not be taken forward for further discussion with 
regard to developments. The CDC dossier appears to have ignored this completely. Is it because it would rule out all 
the Green Belt areas proposed in L/C? Similarly, Green Belt and AONBs are supposed to have clear and distinct 
boundaries. The areas proposed in the dossier seem to have ignored this completely; the old Green Belt and AONB 
boundaries are very clear and distinct.  There are many other statements from the consultant’s report that CDC has 
completely ignored. I will only quote a few as examples.  1 The Green Belt is seen as one of the planning 
systems most notable achievements. 2 NEED alone is not the only factor to be considered in release of Green Belt. 
NEED should not be seen as exceptional circumstances. 3 Green Belt should be assessed with respect to local 
circumstances.   My conclusion is that the Methodology used to assess the Green Belt is deeply flawed and CDC has 
ignored some of the consultants’ points and modified others to ENSURE release of Green Belt and AONB. The Green 
Belt AND AONB (the dossier fails to mention the latter) are not just for local benefit but for visitors to the area. They 
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protect the countryside, rural communities, facilities, amenities and keep the way of life for the nation. Each part of 
the Green Belt and AONB, as a whole, protects itself. Once one starts to expand into one part this weakens the 
adjacent parts and so on. This would be the beginning of a slippery slope. Development in the Green Belt and AONB 
needs to be avoided at all costs. The dossier should not be seen as recommending development in Green Belt and 
AONB as a result of EXCEPTIONAL CIRCUMSTANCES. Is more housing or commercial development really an 
exceptional circumstance? Not under the earlier definitions. The exceptional circumstance should be to preserve the 
Green Belt and AONB. 
Conclusion - Whatever is decided will, not only have a significant impact on many of the present residents of L/C. 
But, it will have repercussions for our children, grandchildren, future generations, ramblers and visitors to this 
specific area and the Chilterns in general.  I would like to see L/C remain as a village with clearly marked boundaries, 
protected by this girdle of Green Belt. In fact, similar to it is at present and of a similar size. Certainly, not a 50% 
increase in size as outlined earlier. Any new developments should be limited to “in-fills” 2for1 and regeneration of 
sites existing within the present boundaries of the village. It is important that any development is carried out 
sympathetically to its surroundings and without encroaching on green spaces such as at Amersham Way, Cavendish 
Close and the Village Green, which are community amenities, and essential to maintaining the character of L/C 
Interestingly, the dossier makes no mention of 2 points, perhaps I missed them.   a) The 5th purpose of Green Belt is 
“to assist in urban regeneration, by encouraging the recycling of derelict and other urban land”. The area 
surrounding the railway station has been highlighted in earlier reports and I have noticed some property /land 
owners have applied for development planning permission. Could this not all be correlated as a package and co-
ordinated by CDC?   b)  CDC is expected to “co-operate with adjacent local authorities for an element of unmet 
housing needs to be provided by adjacent authorities”.   I realise CDC has combined with South Bucks to produce 
the dossier but, are there no other local authorities that need to be involved? I did not see a mention of this. 
Finally, I should like to emphasise two points   1 Until a plan is produced describing how the present problems in L/C 
may be overcome no significant development within the present parish boundaries could or should be 
contemplated.  2 No encroachment should be allowed onto Green Belt and or AONB land surrounding L/C.  Once 
developed this precious amenity will be lost for ever, not just for present residents, but for future generations. 
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Rep1393 
 Tania Rogers 

Please find below my own comments in support of the stance from Little Chalfont Parish Council and Little Chalfont 
Community Association regarding the current Green Belt/Land Availability Assessment.   -The Green Belt was 
designed for a purpose and should remain as a constraint on building for the protection of residents and visitors 
from indiscriminate urban sprawl. There may be small areas not serving the purpose intended, but not large 
swathes. - Much of Little Chalfont in addition to being in the Green Belt is in an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty. 
This should be afforded the protection of the relevant Acts which created it. C.D.C. should ensure its obligation to 
protect and enhance the Green Belt and AONB is fulfilled.  - The need for housing is important but should not 
override aspects (1) and (2). Little Chalfont has already seen significant growth of 12.4%, which is very high in 
relation to its population and growth in the surrounding areas. This has already impacted on the roads, the train 
network and its associated parking, together with medical facilities and schooling. Further significant development 
over and above that already planned by the Council is not sustainable if the existing amenity values are to be 
preserved.  - There are other alternatives to wholesale erosion of Green Belt and AONB and the Council should be 
seeking these alternatives to benefit not only existing residents but those that visit the area now and in the future. 
Once lost the benefits are lost forever. -The methodology adopted to assess the existing Green Belt appears to 
fragment parcels of land into even smaller parcels which do not have durable boundaries , contrary to planning 
guidelines. This is particularly evident around Little Chalfont. This methodology should not be used as a basis for 
declassifying Green Belt for purposes of housing or economic development. Some infilling will be necessary to 
maintain existing commitments to future housing. However, this should not be seen as setting a precedent for 
releasing large swathes of Green Belt land for unsustainable development which could alter the character of the 
village out of all recognition. -I would echo the plea from the Parish Council and Community Association to remove 
Little Chalfont from the short list of main settlements for growth in the Council’s Core Strategy. 

 The Local Plan will need to 
identify sustainable 
development options to meet 
needs taking into account the 
scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements.   

Rep1394 
Mrs Heather Pells 

I have read the consultation documents and have a number of comments. It is difficult to answer the 17 questions 
raised in the document so I will comment genrerally on the proposals.  In the last few years planning permission has 
been given for more that 6oo dwellings to be built in Chalfont St Peter (CSP)including the Holy Cross Development, 
Newland Park and the Audley Home development at the Epilepuy site. CSP has therefore already had a large 
proportion of the development required up until 2026 and other areas should therefore be considered.  CSP has 
major problems with drainage. Raw sewerage often backs up in the centre of the village. Further developments will 
only exacerbate this.  Developments should be concentrated in the centre of developments and not on the edge and 
they should have good transport links. The bus service in CSP is very poor and there is no train link. The schools in 
CSP are all at capacity and it will be difficult to accommodate children from the developments already scheduled. 
There are many other areas in the district that are more appropraite for development.   The local plan appears to be 
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concentrating on change of land use particularly for green belt land. There are many reasons we have green belt 
including providing access to countryside for the urban population, providing areas for outdoor sport and recreation 
and ensuring that all developments don't become one enormous area. With regard to the areas that the plan has 
referrred to I have the following comments to make:- Mill Meadow - This is a much used amenity area including a 
very busy Community centre, a football club, sports ground including football and athletics, tennis courts, scout 
headquarters and parish council offices. There is nowhere in  CSP to relocate these facilities to. The Chalfont St Peter 
C Of E Academy has no playing field in its grounds and the governement has said it is very important for schools to 
have  such a facility. Mill Meadow is currently used by the Academy for sports lessons daily. Without the Meadow 
they would be unable to deliever a full curriculum.  Mill Meadow is a flood plain and is often flooded. In the past the 
land was used as a rubbish dump and nobody knows what is buried there. If this is dug up there coud be disastrous 
consequences.  The area is a much used public facility with a Nature reserve, Jubilee Garden and the Millenium 
Woods. It is possible currently to walk along the River Misbourne to Chalfont St Giles. This is irreplaceable. 
Epilepsy Society site - The Epilepsy Society is one of the area's major employers and is a much valued facility for 
people with epilepsy. The infrasrttructure is very poor to this area. There is no bus service and it is not possible to 
walk to the railway stattion at Little Chalfont or Gerrards Cross for a regular commute. Any development is 
therefore completely car dependant.  The site is bounded on three sides by narrow and dangerous country lanes 
making it even more unsutitable for development.  The site is the home of two care home developments together 
with important recreational facilities with nine football pitches used by more than 24 teams. The site could be 
divided into two parts. The area to the south of Tate Road and Middle Road which is within the currently built up 
area and the area to the north which is not.   The northern part is within the Colne Valley park and should have 
special protection as part of this. The southern part is currently used for care home and medical facilities and this 
should be retained.  The site fulfils the stated purposes of the green belt in planning. It provides an important buffer 
between Chalfont St Giles, Chalfont St Peter and Horn Hill. It provides important agricultural, forestry and related 
employment uses including the Model Farm, Rowans Nursery and Brawlings Farm Riding centre.  The proposed 
development is excessive and could potentially double the number of dwellings in CSP. Land to the east of A413 - 
This area is in the Colne Valley park and is an important green space for environmental and biodiversity priorities.  
The area is within the green belt and seperates the built up areas of CSP, Tatling End, Gerards Cross and Denham.  
The A413 is a natural barrier to development. To build to the east of it would erode ths barrier and make furhter 
development in the future more likely.  it is proposed that this area will be used for commecial development. Thare 
are a a large number of offices available for rent in the area and in some cases permission is being sough for them to 
be converted to residential property as they have no prospect of ever being rented e.g in Station Road Gerrards 
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Cross. Chalfont Park is currently not fully occupied and never has been.   The area is in a flood plain and it would be 
difficult to get buildings insurance for any development here. The area is considered to be a green corridor and 
development will inevitably lead to more indutrialisation & amalgamation of separate and distinct developed areas. 

Rep1395 
Mrs Gillian Bell 

I write with regard to the above.  All of the proposed development is within Green Belt Land, some within a 
designated Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty.  According to the National Planning Policy Framework (March, 
2012) ("NPPF"), there are five stated purposes of including land within the green belt.  Once an area of land has 
been defined as green belt, the stated opportunities and benefits include:  • Providing opportunities for access to 
the open countryside for the urban population • Providing opportunities for outdoor sport and outdoor recreation 
near urban areas • The retention of attractive landscapes and the enhancement of landscapes, near to where 
people live • Improvement of damaged and derelict land around towns • The securing of nature conservation 
interests • The retention of land in agricultural, forestry and related uses."   Chiltern & South Bucks District Council 
have a duty to adhere to the guidelines regarding development on designated Green Belt Land as outlined by the 
NPPF in the recent Parliamentary Paper:  "It [the NPPF] also makes clear that the construction of new buildings 
should be regarded as “inappropriate” for the green belt, although there are exceptions:  89. A local planning 
authority should regard the construction of new buildings as inappropriate in Green Belt. Exceptions to this are:  
• buildings for agriculture and forestry;  • provision of appropriate facilities for outdoor sport, outdoor recreation 
and for cemeteries, as long as it preserves the openness of the Green Belt and does not conflict with the purposes of 
including land within it;"   In the same Parliamentary Paper the Lewis Letter asked,  "Do housing and economic 
needs override constraints on the use of land, such as green belt?  The National Planning Policy Framework should 
be read as a whole: need alone is not the only factor to be considered when drawing up a Local Plan.  The 
Framework is clear that local planning authorities should, through their Local Plans, meet objectively assessed needs 
unless any adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits, when assessed 
against the policies in the Framework taken as a whole, or specific policies in the Framework indicate development 
should be restricted. Such policies include those relating to sites protected under the Birds and Habitats Directives, 
and/or designated as sites of special scientific interest; land designated as green belt, local green space, an area of 
outstanding natural beauty, heritage coast or within a national park or the Broads; designated heritage assets; and 
locations at risk of flooding or coastal erosion.  The Framework makes clear that, once established, green belt 
boundaries should only be altered in exceptional circumstances, through the preparation or review of the Local 
Plan".  I believe that the the proposals are in direct contravention of all the above guidelines - they are there for an 
important reason.   I do not believe that releasing land from the Green Belt and designated Areas of Outstanding 
Natural Beauty should even be an option, not least for the ensuing loss of wildlife and upset of the local ecological 
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balance.  Not to mention traffic pressure, provision of schooling, local services, parking - to mention but a few.  
Little Chalfont is already struggling to cope with the demands of 300 new households recently.   It is time that the 
village was removed from the short list of main settlements for growth in the Council's Core Strategy.  I do hope that 
those involved will take time to really hear the reasons against highlighted by all, and that a more long-sighted view 
of the preservation of our countryside can be taken. 

Rep1396 
   
Planning Field 
Officers 
Chiltern Society 

Question 1:  We question the validity of the assessment. The numbers are very specific even though the paragraph 
28 states: “establishing future need for housing is not an exact science”. The study has only applied uplifts and there 
is no attempt to apply sensitivity in either direction or to provide a range.  Any linkage between the demographics 
and type of housing has been lost. In stating how many units are required, developers are likely to cherry pick those 
type of units that are most profitable for their business. This could result mis-delivery and lack of diversity of 
housing, in turn affecting the character of villages and towns. The consultation document should define what kind of 
housing is required by age group and emphasise a healthy mix and infrastructure needs (limiting car journeys). 
There is no mention of multi-generational living or availability of down-size property requirements. Question 2:  It is 
noted that the evidence documents have not all been finalised. They are at different stages of completion as defined 
in the various methodologies. Without an accurate view on the number of dwellings and other needs that can be 
met by the sites identified in the HELAA, it is hard to comment. We suggest that a density standard be introduced. 
Question 3:  No, we do not know of any. Question 4:  We regard this question as largely academic. The decision has 
been made without prior consultation so why ask this question. Our understanding is that the decision was made on 
cost and resourcing grounds. We do note however that the Local Government Association advises that a Green Belt 
Assessment should not be done by a single District but jointly with a neighbouring District(s). Question 5:  We 
suggest that clear, measurable criteria are attached to each option. The criteria must define a clear hierarchy which 
is driven by best use of available land within urban boundaries. The Green Belt is not an option. Question 6:  • 
Option A should be split, separating the change of use as a separate option  • Option B should be incorporated in 
option A  • Options C, D and E are quite the same but significantly different in size and character. Options should 
consider this rather than geography.  • Option F should be removed as it will seriously affect the character and 
charm of those locations and the countryside around it. Strict rules on development of Green Belt land should be 
enforced. • Option G is essentially the Green Belt review on which we have expressed our views and should be 
removed. • Option I should be removed  • Option J’s emphasis should be on sustainability with due consideration 
for the environment, biodiversity and infrastructure, including water supply and waste water management.  • 
Option K has too many legs. Employment space should be provided beyond the centre of  settlements with 
exception of retail and other household centric business activities like restaurants, entertainment, small scale 
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design, etc..  Industrial units should be located in industrial estates.  • Option L is a catch-all which does not accord 
with the point on clear criteria expressed in questions 5.Question 7:  Recognising or comments on the credibility of 
the HEDNA under questions 1 and comments on lack of completion of the HELAA in question 2, the unmet need is 
not defined to any degree. Question 8:  Through :  • increasing density with good design; • creating desirable spaces 
of different sizes; • mixed housing rather than an estates approach, meeting the demographic needs; • pro-actively 
defining what type of housing is required where.; • settlement centres re-generation • looking at modern concepts 
and giving careful consideration to design with an eye on lessons learnt from within UK and outside; • closing the 
current infrastructure; • encouraging missing key workers into settlements with selected subsidies for housing; 
• incentive schemes.  Nominating plots and letting developers determine what they want to build does not make 
the best use of valuable land. Neighbourhood plans should be insisted upon for every settlement. The Districts take 
a very much hands off approach to those and should actively support their creation and keeping them up to date. 
Question 9:   We see no need to release Green Belt for any dwelling needs, that includes this demographic group 
Question 10:  There is not enough information to comment.  We believe that the term ‘affordable needs’ lacks 
specifics. What is the assessment and how has it been determined? Question 11:   Historic context is wider than just 
buildings, gardens and landscape. Ancient roads and footpaths with the landscape context, should be included and 
we feel that this fits with your overall broad definition of ‘heritage’. They are popular with tourists and visitors alike.  
Drama and the film industry regularly make use of this context. There are a lot of pubs being closed and re-
developed. Many should be preserved as core Heritage sites. Question 12:   List of ancient roads and footpaths as 
included in the Chiltern Society walks guides. A Heritage buildings list, including pubs, is being drawn up by the 
Chiltern Society Heritage Group at present. It should be included. Identifying unprotected sites of all kinds worthy of 
protection is a key theme of the Chiltern Society’s Heritage Group. We are of the view that, rather than create 
independent databases of such assets, we would prefer to contribute new information to existing repositories. 
Question 13:  We fully endorse the local green space designation and agree it must be integrated into the 
settlement plan. They will be listed settlement by settlement by the local residents association. Question 14:  The 
Chiltern Society’s objective is to safeguard the character of the Chilterns. Loss of heritage and landscape would 
significantly alter this distinctive character. Question 15:  Settlement Hierarchy - It is unclear what is meant by this 
sustainability policy. There are too many options and assumptions to be made to give a concise response. Please 
clarify!!  Local Sustainable Development principles - We think this needs strengthening by adding a statement 
clarifying what is meant with ‘sustainability’. Also believe that it should read ‘sustainably manage/mitigated 
environmental impacts ‘ and should reference zero global warming impact.  Infrastructure Delivery - We believe this 
is an essential policy but question how it will be implemented and what the assessment process will be. CIL will 
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strengthen the linkage between the development and infrastructure pressures. The fear is that this can be used as a 
means to ‘spend ones way to application approval’. How will this be objectively assessed.  Basement Development - 
In general in agreement but there is a need to ensure that tree roots and other environmental and historic features 
are not affected by the works. Also clear reference to ensuring that works do not take risks with existing buildings 
closely located to it. Development in the Green Belt - We do not accept that the extraordinary circumstances have 
been proved to remove areas from the Green Belt. The NPPF itself states that “The fundamental aim of Green Belt 
policy is to prevent urban sprawl by keeping land permanently open; the essential characteristics of Green Belts are 
their openness and their permanence”.  Unmet housing need (including for traveller sites) does not outweigh the 
harm to the Green Belt and other harm to constitute the “very special circumstances” justifying inappropriate 
development on a site within the Green Belt.  Affordable Housing Exceptions Policy - This policy is too open to 
interpretation and needs to be tightened up. It needs to clearly state under what circumstances this might be 
acceptable. A wider approval process should be considered. Abuse will result in planning creep into the Green Belt 
as has already taken place to since the legislation was put in place.  Infilling within Rows of Development within the 
Green Belt - We suggest that the character of the surroundings (build forms, village scape and landscape) be 
limitations. Infill should not mean on the outer edges of it. Unmet housing need (including for traveller sites) does 
not to outweigh the harm to the Green Belt and other harm to constitute the “very special circumstances” justifying 
inappropriate development on a site within the Green Belt.  The Rural Economy - For the Chilterns this should 
include measures to maintain and enhance the public footpaths including re-instating of historic ancient footpaths.  
Rural Workers Dwellings - If this is interpreted as compliant to all points in paragraph 55 of the NPPF we support. 
Too often small houses are put financially out of reach for local people.  Extensions to Dwellings and Outbuildings in 
the Green Belt - We suggest that the character of the area (build forms, village scape, landscape, etc.) are taken into 
account to limit extensions and outbuildings. Infill should not include the outer edges of it.  Housing Proposal Sites - 
As land is at a premium, density requirements should be defined.  With reference to settlement planning comments 
in the main letter, we believe that there should be a ‘town planning approach’ which ensures maintaining and 
enhancing the settlement’s character and social connectivity. Housing Mix - We suggest the policy should also 
stipulate the numbers of affordable housing within the mix. Affordable Housing and Starter Homes - We suggest 
that downsize housing as articulated above should be included under this policy.  Custom Build and Self Build 
Housing - Agree as long as no exceptions to the policies above are made.   Specialist Elderly Person Accommodation 
- We agree to the extent that it mentions ‘other specialist accommodation’. However we believe that a diverse 
community is healthy and in keeping with maintaining/developing a connected community.  Detached Residential 
Annexes - If this is a response to multi-generational living, we would like to see much more detail included.  Gypsy, 
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Traveller and Travelling Showpeople Accommodation - Should be subject to the same policies in the agreed policy 
document without exception. Opportunity Proposal Sites - This sounds a little like bring Green Belt sites in through 
the back door which is not supported. Conserving and Enhancing the Historic Environment -Landscapes, ancient 
roads and foot paths should also be addressed.  Biodiversity -The Chilterns have a key role to play in managing and 
enhancing biodiversity and in fact should be one of the purposes of the Green Belt. We would like to see wildlife 
corridors identified and positive measures put in place to prevent those from being broken. Enhancing these 
corridors should also be included.  Chilterns AONB - and in consultation with the Chiltern Conservations Board?  
Trees and Woodlands - This should include enhancing the woodlands to absorb greenhouse gases.   Transport 
Proposals - We miss statements that ensure minimal impact on the environment and facilitating safe passage of 
wildlife. Question 16:   The report is full of red space which indicates lack of data.  It does however highlight the 
shortfall that is already evident. The Sustainability Policies on Infrastructure delivery would suggest that until the 
infrastructure is in place, no further development is possible in certain areas. These should be highlighted on a map 
to provide an overview. In respect of CIL, the linkage between infrastructure requirements and footprint is not clear. 
It is household numbers and size that drives infrastructure needs. Question 17:  The questions in the Issues and 
Options document do assist with responding to the consultation, however we are left with three key issues 
highlighted below:   “How is planning possible on an application by applications basis and how will it affect the 
character of the Chilterns?”.   The Chilterns character is defined by how it has been worked and lived in. Great 
progress has been made with preservation of areas to conserve village and townscapes as well as landscapes. The 
process of just identifying plots of land available for building, mainly by development companies, is fragmenting the 
character.  While planning officers and the Planning Committee do have policies to ensure suitable overall context, 
in the end they can only accept or refuse an application. If they get involved in the design their independence is 
open to question.  The process of town planning that defines an overall scheme for a settlement seems to have 
been squeezed out between planning policy making and the planning application process. We think that Town 
Planning should take centre stage. Some settlements are in the process of formulating a neighbourhood plan as a 
means of influencing what is built where. However the District process takes precedent. We believe that 
settlements should be encouraged more to help determine development within its boundaries. A neighbourhood 
plan for each settlement should be encouraged and established.  “Should the Chiltern Green Belt be sacrificed for 
more housing development?”.   The emphatic short answer is no, because unmet housing need (including for 
traveller sites) and unmet employment land need does not outweigh the harm to the Green Belt and other harm to 
constitute the “very special circumstances” justifying inappropriate development on a site within the Green Belt.  ! 
Economic harm to the Green Belt through:  • loss of scope for rural businesses • traffic queues and wasted time • 
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loss of tourism, day trippers and the direct effect on businesses in the Green Belt • loss of film production due to 
loss of landscape and scenery ! Social harm through: •! reduced close-by outdoor recreational space •! loss of 
community amenity • loss of open landscape and tranquillity • loss of heritage ! Environmental harm through: • loss 
of biodiversity and habitat for wildlife • loss of environmental asset to counter Global Warming, pollution of the air 
and water (precious globally important chalk streams drying up, etc.) • loss of green infrastructure and wildlife 
corridors directly affecting flora and fauna The Green belt functions as a whole, not as a collection of parcels. 
Subdividing it into parcels as per the Green Belt Assessment, subsequently testing them against the National 
Planning Policy Framework purposes might seem logical. However it demonstrates a lack understanding of the value 
and integrity of the Green Belt. We think that development in the Green belt is planning creep on a grand scale, one 
that will be impossible to stop and will result in the loss of this environmental asset. “What alternatives should be 
considered to meet the housing demand”? We do support the duty to cooperate. However, the numbers are not 
clear and the HEDNA and HELAA lack credibility. We believe a larger proportion of actual need can be delivered 
through professional town planning, a mixture of increased density, use of existing brown field sites and stimulating 
the release of large houses by providing down-size accommodation (not only care homes and nursing homes). The 
infrastructure gaps already identified should be addressed irrespective of development in the area as these are 
unsustainable. 

Rep1397 
Mr Richard Hollis 

I am disturbed and concerned that the search areas being considered for both housing and employment extension 
include large swathes of Green Belt land around Little Chalfont, much of it sited within the designated Area of 
Outsanding Natural Beauty.  Whilst there may be a need to increase the availability of local housing in the coming 
years, this cannot and must not be at the expense of the Green Belt.  The Green Belt was put in place for good 
reason, to prevent the uncontrolled spread of London's urban footprint and the destruction of the British 
Countryside, particularly that desginated as being of Outstanding Natural Beauty.  These areas are not just of local 
benefit, but are a hugely valuable asset for the South East as a whole, as winessed by the large number of walkers 
and cyclists who enjoy leisure time on the Chilterns.  To short-sightedly allow this countryside to be destroyed to 
provide housing and industry when so many alternative brownfield and previously developed sites exist would be 
irresponsible.  Our priority as a community should be not just to provide an extra quantity of housing and facilities, 
but to protect the quality of life here, recognising the special value that the area can offer if it remains unspoiled.  
Once the Green Belt is eroded or reduced, it can never be regained and a priceless asset and an important control 
on the over-extension of London are lost for future generations.  Little Chalfont has already taken a large share of 
new housing needs with recent developments at Bell Lane & Chenies Parade, and our local infractructure is already 
fully stretched. Further development would overwhelm our schools, roads and facilities & must not be allowed. 
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Rep1398 
Mr Robert Ian 
Minchell 

I wish to object to the possible designation of land for employment as shown on the Chalfont St Peter and Gerrards 
Cross map in Appendix 5, Areas of Search for Strategic Employment Options within the Green Belt listed in the Local 
Plan Initial Consultation document.  The proposal would cut across the lower part of the course at Gerrards Golf 
Club, including the Clubhouse, and so make the Club completely unviable.  It would further greatly reduce the 
sporting and recreational facilities in the local area and deny hundreds of members the enjoyment of playing golf in 
a beautiful part of the Misbourne valley.  Such development within the Green Belt would be considered harmful to 
the principles of such a designation while conversely, the existing use is an acceptable use within the Green Belt and 
wholly appropriate in maintaining the openness of the Green Belt. The area is in The Colne Valley Park and is 
identified as being a particularly important green space for biodiversity and environmental priorities.  The area is 
within the Green Belt and provides the important function of separating the built-up areas of CSP and Tatling End, 
Gerrards Cross and Denham.  The A413 is a natural barrier for development.  To build to the east of it would erode 
the barrier and facilitate yet more development in the future on the open space to the east.  The area is also in a 
flood plain unsuitable for sustainable development of any significance.  The area is valued by residents and visitors 
as a green corridor and to destroy it would inevitably lead to further industrialisation and amalgamation of separate 
and distinct developed areas. 

  

Rep1399 
 John Bailey 

I am aware of the recent publication of the above plan and the possible incursion into Green Belt area either side of 
Windsor End where Beaconsfield Rugby Club is situated. Having been a member of the Rugby Club since 1972 and 
played for the club up until 2002 I must strongly object to the possibility that this amenity is ever threatened with a 
housing development. The club has been an integral part of the town of Beaconsfield  for over half a century 
providing sporting and social facilities for thousands of residents and their children and grandchildren -- we have 
over 500 youngsters every Sunday morning attending mini rugby!  I should be most grateful if you would bring my 
objection to the notice of the planning department. 
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Rep1400 
Mr Dacre 
Hamilton 

With respect to Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan 2014–2036, I object to the proposed provision section 4.7 
option F. The Green Belt was created by the Town and Country Planning Act 1947, which was the most forward 
thinking, intelligent, and self-evidently successful land management policy on the earth. There is approximately one 
person per square acre in this country and you are proposing to give up many hundreds or thousands to concrete 
over green land. By developing more and more countryside you are forcing more and more people to live yet ever 
closer. Green Belt is very special land, and according to the Campaign to Protect Rural England there are 30,000 km 
or footpaths, 250,0000 hectares of top quality farmland, 220,000 hectares of woodland, and 89,000 hectares of SSI. 
Quite why you should even contemplate giving a single acre up whilst there are brown-field sites available is beyond 
me. Some incredibly short-sighted people believe that the Green Belt does nothing, just forces people to journey 
further whilst getting from where they sleep to where they work. The land does not just sit there it grows food, 
shelters wildlife, transpires oxygen, removes carbon, , and provides places to get away from the sprawl and noise of 
the cities! The south of England is as densely populated as the Netherlands, yet with the Green Belt is remains a 
verdant and attractive place. The answer to what is perceived as a housing crises, is build more houses, but not in 
the Green Belt but elsewhere. Instead of concentrating on the South East, Central government must be developing 
elsewhere in the country, not the unintelligent, dumb, and frankly suspect answer of concrete over the Green Belt. 
For as local council members this should be obvious and you have to resist the pressures and remember why the 
Green Belt was put in place namely to “The fundamental aim of green belt policy is to prevent urban sprawl by 
keeping land permanently open, and consequently the most important attribute of green belts is their openness”. A 
final point, if we do withdraw from the EU and have to grow all our food again, then it is very hard to grow anything 
on concreate, soil is required! Please withdraw this folly of removing the green Belt protection. Keep the Green Belt! 

  



Classification: OFFICIAL 
 

962 
 
Classification: OFFICIAL 

Name Summary of Representation 
Council Response (see also 

Volume 1 for generic response) 

Rep1401 
Mr Peter Barkway 

This response deals only with the proposals for Little Chalfont.   I have the following major concerns with this 
Consultation planning document:  1) The document is very long and complex and it is very difficult to make specific 
comments   2) The questions are not phrased such that responses can be made easily or in some cases even 
understood.  Clearly my main objection to any addional housing in the area of Little Chalfont is that any erosion of 
the Green Belt is undesirable and although it may be limited in this planning document it will create a precedant 
that might enable much further destruction of this AONB in the future. Will any resultant plan put in place a legal 
framework that prevents future further erosion?   My second major concern is that history tells us that builders will 
be given the go ahead to build houses long before the necessary infrastructure is put in place – if it ever is.    Schools 
- The current schools in South Bucks are already full and the increase in population cannot be met without a very 
large expansion to schooling at all levels.  Where would the funding come from to pay for this expansion and would 
it be put in place in advance of the increase?  Roads - The state of the existing roads in South Bucks is disgusting with 
every single road having dangerous potholes. All roads are already over congested especially in rush hours and 
school times. Any further increase in the local population would excacerbate this situation. A major redesign of the 
existing roads through Little Chalfont  would be required or better still a suitable bypass which would need to be 
connected to the M25 without a host of traffic lights as is the current case around Chorley Wood. Any planning in 
this area needs to take into account the disruption and traffic that will be caused by the building of HS2. 
If we cannot afford to repair existing roads to a reasonable standard I cannot see the funding being made available 
for serious improvements 

  

Rep1402 
 Ann Benstock 

I understand there is a proposal to put houses on the site of Great Missenden Garage. Whilst in know it is important 
to build smaller affordable homes in s bucks, I am concerned for the business. Would the garage owner be offered 
alternative premises or something he can lease at an affordable rent?  This is a superb small local business who offer 
outstanding and reliable service. I have been taking the trouble to travel from Beaconsfield to use this service 
station for many years as it is the best in the area. I should hate to see it forced out of business.  

  

Rep1403 
 Pam Bleakley 

I am writing regarding the proposed use of green belt land.  I moved here from Middlesex in 2001 to this lovely 
countryside to spend my retirement walking through the fields and looking at wonderful views.  If this land is built 
on the roads will need to be widened and parking will be a big issue. We have already had many houses built on the 
saw mill site, why spoil the rest of Little Chalfont?  I do not agree with what is proposed!  
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Rep1404 
 Ken Austin 

Question 2:  HALAA Map 8e  - The area between Captains Wood and Mount Nugent includes Marston Field which is 
an important sports field. It is used as the home ground of Pond Park Rangers who are in the Aylesbury & District 
Football League (Premier Division). There are tentative plans to rebuild the sports pavilion on this site. It has been 
recognised as an important green space for Hivings/Pond Park area which is on of the most deprived areas in Bucks 
by the Bucks and MK NEP consultation. It therefore needs the protection that Green Belt provides.  Maps 10d and 
10e  - These effectively form one parcel of land being the Pednor Vale. The views along this from the boundaries of 
Chesham make one of the most stunning sights in the county. It includes  major sources of the River Chess (from 
Bury Lake and the Missenden Road). Any development here could affect seriously this important Chalk Stream. 
Map 11: This rural area north of Chesham contains two contiguous woods, Hockeridge and Pancake. These are 
managed by the Royal Forestry Society. This site is an important one for scientific research on the Edible Dormouse 
(Glis glis) which is an alien species which can be very destructive. Any change of use here could disrupt the collection 
of valuable long term data.  The south of the area includes a field owned by Chesham Town Council which is being 
managed by Chesham and District Natural History Society for its range of chalkland flowers. Most areas of chalkland 
flora have been lost and this is a fine example of restoration of an existing field which was close grazed to a 
flourishing and beautiful meadow.  It also contains Francis Wood which has all the characteristics of an ancient 
woodland including extensive badger setts. This could be affected by Strategic Options - see appendix 5 of the draft 
plan.   Map 13a: This has some important footpaths connecting Chesham to Lye Green and Lye Green to Botley. It 
abuts common land at the junction of Lye Green Road and Lycrome Road.   Map 14a: This is a major area of AONB. It 
incorporates the long stretch of the River Chess - which has already been noted as an important chalk stream. This 
section contains some of the prime trout fishing stretches in the country. The Wild Trout Trust held their annual 
meetings here in 2015. The landscape is part of the beautiful Chess Valley which is a tourist attraction bringing in 
walkers to walk the Chess Valley Walk proomoted by the Chiltern Conservation Board.  To the north end of the map 
is Cowcrft Wood which is owned by the Woodland Trust and there is a small BBOWT reserve here for its orchid 
population. The wood itself has some orchids and a relict primrose population.  Map 14b: This continues the Chess 
Valley and the river Chess from 14a. It is imperative to maintain this outstanding landscape and the important Chalk 
Stream.   Map16a: These woods are of important recreational value for walking and for wildlife. The boundary with 
the industrial estate is said to be irregular; this is due to a previous relaxing of the Green Belt boundaries. The area 
of the estate was once part of the Green Belt. This is a warning as to what can happen if boundaries are relaxed. 
There is an historic connection in that on the boundary of the woods overlooking Chesham was where Thomas 
Harding the local martyr was arrested. This site and that in Map 16b are part of a heritage walk developed by the 
Chesham Museum.  Map 16b: This is an important walking area for the residents of Chesham and for many visitors 
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to the area. It is criss-crossed with footpaths. Once on the ridge it is difficult to imagine that you are only some 20+ 
miles from London. It is very rural. Dungrove Farm is an historic feature as it was there that Thomas Harding the 
local martyr farmed the land. It encompasses Big Round Green which is a registered common.   Map 16c: The Moor 
is an important wedge of Green Belt reaching almost into the centre of Chesham. It is important for recreation both 
semi-formal (Chesham Athletic use it as  practice football pitches for all ages of players 6-adult) and informal for 
walking forming part of the Chess Valley Walk. It includes the River Chess and the junctions of some of its tributaries 
which is a nationally important Chalk Stream. Most of the Moor is a registered common.   Map 18a: Lott's Wood 
contains stands of Coral Root a localised plant which is characteristic of the Chilterns.  Map 18b: The beech wood 
along the Amersham Road is contains a footpath which is the original route of the road from Chesham to Amersham 
before the "New Road", i.e. the existing A416 was built. This historic feature must not be lost.  Map 22a. This covers 
the southern half of the beautiful Chess Valley - see comments under Map 14a.  Question 3: At the end of Windsor 
Road in Chesham is the Windsor Road Recreation Ground owned by CDC but managed by CTC. It is a small but 
important area of green space in a deprived area. The size means that it can be well used by children for informal 
play and by adults for "breathing fresh air" but it cannot be expanded for more formal sports. This could be fully 
exploited on Marston Fields not far away (see answer to question 2 Map 8e) but the field does not have a pavilion 
due to previous vandalism. Adjacent to Windsor Rec is the Belmont Club housed in a very dilapidated building 
owned by CDC. This gives limited games facilities (e.g. snooker). If the club premises were demolished there would 
be room on its site for possibly 4 dwellings. The monies raised by selling off the site could be used a seed fund to 
rebuild the pavilion. There are various grant funds from HLF and Sport Aid etc which could be used to build a 
pavilion which would incorporate the facilities of the Belmont Club to a higher standard and also be modern 
changing rooms and a community hub. Question 8: There is always the moot problem of how to define affordable 
housing - affordable by whom? The figures for Chiltern given in para 2.6 with somewhere between 15 and 25 % of 
new housing being affordable seem low. First time buyers and renters find it almost impossible to live in the 
Chilterns. As a community we need all levels of income and skills. The classic "low paid workers" make up the 
backbone of a community - we cannot do without street cleaners and others. The higher paid have a wider choice 
where they live. There needs to be more emphasis on affordable housing. Question 9: I support proposals a, b, f.  
Questions 11, 12: Heritage is important in giving character to a place and allowing communities to be anchored to 
their locality. As a member of Chesham Walkers are Welcome we seek to produce walks which identify both man-
made and natural heritage items.  Associated with that - almost every footpath has heritage value - why did our 
ancestors walk this route, why does the path kink here ... ?  There is much information which for Chesham has been 
gathered by Chesham WaW, Chesham Museum, the Chesham Society and local authors and historians. Radical 
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changes either to townscapes or the countryside can so easily destroy the evidence of the past. Let us be wary of 
what we decide.  Question 13: Local Green Space - Marston Field as noted above should have this designation.  
Question 17:  Within the boundaries of South Bucks and Chiltern District Council we are fortunate to have two 
significant chalk rivers, the River Misbourne and River Chess. These delicate habitats are globally rare and deserve 
protection and support. South Bucks and Chiltern District Council undertake to ensure that nothing in the Local plan 
will be detrimental to these rivers and will do all that is possible to protect and enhance these important habitats. 
I would support the Environment Agency's concern that there is no map showing water courses in the plan. The 
importance of Chalk Streams nationally and internationally is emphasised by them. There are a number of these in 
the Districts - especially the Misbourne and the Chess. These are under threat from increasing abstraction from the 
aquifer. Affinity Water import some water but are under pressure from Ofwat to supply water at the lowest cost 
which means using the aquifer. More housing means more abstraction. Also more use of water means more strain 
on sewage works. The Chesham SWT plant is under strain and there have been a number of pollution incidents. 
More housing means more pollution. As EA advise  the country is bound by the Water Framework Directive to 
improve the status of rivers, not to allow them to deteriorate.   More housing puts strain on other services, schools, 
hospitals, roads, etc. Where in the plan is this recognised? I am aware through grandchildren and friends of the 
difficulties of children finding suitable places in schools already.   
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Rep1405 
 Gabrielle Walsh, 
Rep1406 
 Imanol Walsh 
and Rep1408 
 Alona Walsh 

I reject the conclusions of the Chiltern District Council, that the village of Little Chalfont be classified as a “main 
settlement for growth” and that adjoining areas of Green Belt land should therefore be considered for release for 
housing and employment development. The main reasons for my objection to any housing/employment 
development on these identified areas of land include, but are not limited to, the following:  •  This land is 
designated as Green Belt and its development would therefore be in contravention of local and national planning 
policy. Green Belt land was specifically created to prevent urban sprawl and should not be treated as a repository of 
reserve building land. •   Except for the former golf course on Lodge Lane, all the identified areas of land are within 
the Chilterns Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB), an important national asset much appreciated by local 
residents and visitors to the area. Use of this land would be in contravention of local and national planning policy. 
•   Any housing and/or industrial development would be very detrimental to the rural character and setting of Little 
Chalfont village.  •  In recent years Little Chalfont has taken a greater share (i.e. 12.4%) of new housing compared to 
other settlements in the area (e.g. Amersham 5.3%, Chesham 4.0%, Chalfont St Peter 7.7%).  •   Any new housing 
estates would severely overload the local infrastructure including roads, road junctions, parking, train services, 
schools, healthcare, water and waste management.  In particular, I would like to draw your attention to the fields 
between Stony Lane and Westwood Park, which have been selected as a planned test area for residential 
development. Further to the objections listed above, this is an area of open rural land crossed by a well used public 
footpath and borders on mature ancient woodland to the north. A housing development would constitute an 
unacceptable form of urban sprawl that would severely impact the adjoining ancient woodland and the open space 
of Westwood Park and, furthermore, degrade the village character of Little Chalfont. It should also be noted that 
this area of land was one of the sites excluded in the Housing and Economic Land Availability Assessment (HELAA) at 
Stage 1. Of equal concern are the fields to the east of Stony Lane, Church Grove and Lodge Lane, which have been 
selected as planned test areas for employment development. In addition to the objections highlighted above, this is 
an area of open rural countryside that forms an important buffer zone between Little Chalfont and the settlements 
to the east. Any development here would be an unacceptable form of urban sprawl that would completely alter the 
rural setting of Little Chalfont. 

 The Local Plan will need to 
identify sustainable 
development options to meet 
needs taking into account the 
scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements.   
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Rep1407 
 Debbie Hodgins 

Question 17   - These comments relate specifically to Little Chalfont  - Strongly disagree with the proposed release of 
green belt land as this needs to be retained to protect the definition of Little Chalfont as a village and its boundaries. 
Release of green belt would mean Little Chalfont would in effect become joined with neighbouring villages or towns 
and would therefore lose its identity as a village.   - I live in this area because of the surrounding green areas / Areas 
of Outstanding Natural Beauty as do mnay other residents. I have no desire to see this taken away from us - I do not 
wish to live in a built up town. The green belt prevents Little Chalfont from becoming a built up town.  - The green 
belt protects the character of Little Chalfont as a small, attractive village   - The area is surrounded by small country 
lanes, which are not capable of coping with the considerable increased traffic that would be evident should more 
housing and/or industrial estates be built.  - Little Chalfont has already provided a significant level of new housing 
within the village over the last 8 years - 307 properties, an increase of 12.4%. This is considerably higher than any of 
its neighbouring villages / towns. It is time the burden of provision of new housing was shared more fairly amongst 
other areas where there is more capacity to build.  - Our infrastructure simply cannot cope with any more housing. 
 - Our schools are full and only properties very close to the schools are assured of a place for their children. Most 
years even children living in the catchment area of Little Chalfont Primary still fail to secure a place at the school. 
- Commuting after 7 / 7.30 means standing all the way into London as there are no seats on the trains.   - The station 
car parks are already full with neighbouring roads full of cars parked not only to avoid the fees but because there is 
little space in the car parks.    - The doctors and dentists would potentially be unable to take on any more patients - 
waiting time for appointments is already longer than the optimum.    - Car parking for the shops is already difficult 
and would be considerably worse with the level of additional housing being proposed.   -  Little Chalfont is a small 
village and is already full to overflowing with houses, people and traffic.  Our small village needs to protected and 
saved from the ridiculous level of development that is currently being proposed. It simply cannot cope with any 
more population or traffic. Once green belt is released, it cannot be reinstated - leave it where it is so we can 
continue to enjoy this area. 

  
The Local Plan will need to 
identify sustainable 
development options to meet 
needs taking into account the 
scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Rep1409 
 Sue Bates 

I am responding to question 2  - I do not agree that the site of Wicks Garage , Rignall Road should be made available 
for residential development .  We will loose a valuable village facility and there will be a lose of local jobs ..... So 
Wicks Garage should not be included amongst the HELAA sites deemed suitable for development.   I feel most 
strongly on this matter  
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Rep1410 
Mrs Vivienne 
Adams 
Chairman 
Flauden Parish 
Council 

FPC do not believe that Little Chalfont should be identified as a Main settlement for growth nor do they believe 
Little Chalfont can accommodate significant new development. Any development should stay within the current 
village boundary and not encroach into the Green Belt.  It already has had a 12.4% increase in development 
between 2006 and 2014 this compares with 5.3% in Amersham 4% in Chesham 7.7% in Chalfont St Peter. 
Much of the land around Little Chalfont is designated as AONB.   We believe it is important to maintain the Green 
Belt around Little Chalfont to prevent neighbouring towns merging into one another and to preserve the setting and 
special character of nearby historic villages, namely Chenies and Latimer.  The infrastructure within Little Chalfont 
could not cope with this level of increased housing, for instance the road 'Stoney Lane' which runs alongside part of 
the propsed area is very small and only has narrow passing places.   It is already impossible to park at Chalfont and 
Latimer Station during the day, the increase in the number of cars using services in  Little Chalfont would be 
unacceptable. 

 The Local Plan will need to 
identify sustainable 
development options to meet 
needs taking into account the 
scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements.   

Rep1411 
Mr Nicholas 
Fancis and 
Rep1412 
Mrs Sue Francis  

I wish to object to the possible designation of land for employment as shown on the Chalfont St Peter and Gerrards 
Cross map in Appendix 5, Areas of Search for Strategic Employment Options within the Green Belt listed in the Local 
Plan Initial Consultation document.  The proposal would cut across the lower part of the course at Gerrards Golf 
Club, including the Clubhouse, and so make the Club completely unviable.  It would further greatly reduce the 
sporting and recreational facilities in the local area and deny hundreds of members the enjoyment of playing golf in 
a beautiful part of the Misbourne valley.   Such development within the Green Belt would be considered harmful to 
the principles of such a designation while conversely, the existing use is an acceptable use within the Green Belt and 
wholly appropriate in maintaining the openness of the Green Belt.  The area is in The Colne Valley Park and is 
identified as being a particularly important green space for biodiversity and environmental priorities.  The area is 
within the Green Belt and provides the important function of separating the built-up areas of CSP and Tatling End, 
Gerrards Cross and Denham.  The A413 is a natural barrier for development.  To build to the east of it would erode 
the barrier and facilitate yet more development in the future on the open space to the east.  The area is also in a 
flood plain unsuitable for sustainable development of any significance.  The area is valued by residents and visitors 
as a green corridor and to destroy it would inevitably lead to further industrialisation and amalgamation of separate 
and distinct developed areas.  Chalfont St Peter (CSP) has had its share of new development.  CDC has already 
granted planning permission for over 600 dwellings within CSP, these include the Holy Cross site, Newland Park and 
the Audley Homes development at the Epilepsy site.  In the first three years of the previous Core Strategy (intended 
to run until 2026) CSP has already taken significantly more than its fair allocation and provides the largest single 
percentage of the development proposed for the Chiltern district as a whole.   There is a known drainage issue in 
CSP, particularly with open raw sewerage backing up in the centre of the village.  Additional developments of the 

 The Local Plan will need to 
identify sustainable 
development options to meet 
needs taking into account the 
scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements.   



Classification: OFFICIAL 
 

969 
 
Classification: OFFICIAL 

Name Summary of Representation 
Council Response (see also 

Volume 1 for generic response) 

scale proposed are simply not possible with the current infrastructure.  Development should be concentrated 
towards the centre rather than the fringes of towns and villages to be in line with green belt principles that 
brownfield sits should be developed first, along with sites closes to train, tube and bus services.  CSP has no train or 
tube station, and bus services are very limited.  All schools within Chalfont St Peter are at or very nearly at, capacity.  
They will be unable to accommodate children from the developments already scheduled within the Parish.  At 
secondary age, the Grammar schools are also full meaning that children have to travel further to reach their school 
and relationships with friends are broken.  Many other parts of the District are significantly more sustainable and 
appropriate for development.  Green Belt land is intended to provide a separation between settlements, and assist 
in the regeneration of derelict or brown field sites rather than utilising green belt land.  The proposals are focussed 
on removing green belt land rather than building on currently utilised land.  Much of the land within CSP that is 
being considered for development is currently used for recreation, particularly for children, and if development 
were to occur the demand for such open space would increase but the ability to service that demand will have been 
reduced in the area.  In addition to the recreational usage of land, much of the land being considered is farmland – 
another deemed benefit of green belt land. Specific site points include:  1 Mill Meadow:  a   The area is a much used 
amenity facility which includes the Community Centre, a football club, recreation park, sports pitches, tennis courts, 
a scout headquarters, allotments and parish council offices.  There are no areas within the centre of the village 
where any of these facilities could be relocated.    b The Chalfont St Peter Academy, adjacent to Mill Meadow, 
has no sports field of its own and uses the Meadow for daily sports lessons (team games, athletics, cross country 
etc).  The school would be unable to deliver an effective curriculum if Mill Meadow is designated for development.    
c   The area is also a much used public facility with Nature Reserve, gardens, woods and walks along the Misbourne 
to Chalfont St Giles and beyond.  These facilities could not be replaced due to both the time taken to develop them 
and their position.  d Mill Meadow is on the flood plain and regularly floods during the winter.  If there was 
further development the risk of flooding in both the immediate area and down-stream would be substantially 
increased. 2  The Epilepsy Society site (ESS):     a This is currently a Major Developed Site (MDS) within the greenbelt, 
that is the home of the Epilepsy Society, provides two new care home developments plus important recreational 
facilities with nine football pitches plus a pavilion with toilets, showers and changing facilities which are used by 
more than 24 teams, most of which are for local children.       b     The ESS could notionally be divided into two parts.  
The area to the south of Tate Road and Micholls Road (extended towards the long established and well used track 
from Tate Road to Skippings Farm) lies the current built up area (ESS South) and the  area to the north of that line 
including (for this purpose) comprises the Model Farm, Rowan’s nursery  and Brawlings Farm.  (ESS North) 
c     ESS North is within the Colne Valley Park and therefore deserves special protection in any event as part of that 
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park.  ESS South is currently used for care home and medical facilities and should be retained as such. It is an ideal 
site to provide further care home and/or medical facilities for CSP.     d The ESS Site fulfils, as a whole, all five of the 
stated purposes of the green belt and in particular provides an important buffer between the settlements of 
Chalfont St Giles, Chalfont St Peter and Horn Hill.  The ES Site contains important open views from Chesham Lane 
towards the Colne Valley Park.  It provides important agricultural, forestry and related employment uses and 
opportunities for outdoor sport and recreation, including the Model Farm, Rowan’s Nursery and Brawlings Farm 
Riding Centre.      e It is inherently unsustainable; it is not served by any appropriate bus service and is too far to 
walk to either Little Chalfont or Gerrards Cross which are the nearest rail stations.  Any development is car 
dependent.   f The ESS Site is bounded on three sides by narrow country lanes that require passing places for 
traffic; which make it even more unsuitable for development.  g    A natural boundary between ESS South and ESS 
North is easily defensible (excluding the playing fields which is identified as green open space in the Neighbourhood 
Plan). The ESS North site should be retained in the green belt and Colne Valley Park with no development.   ESS 
South should be retained as an MDS in the green belt for medical/care home use.     h The sheer size of this 
proposed development site is clearly excessive and could potentially double the number of dwellings in CSP.  i   
Several local businesses use the ESS site apart from the agricultural use.  The ESS Society is one of CSP’s largest 

employers.  3  The area identified for industrial development to the east of the A413       a The area is in The 
Colne Valley Park and is identified as being a particularly important green space for biodiversity and environmental 
priorities.  b It contains both the village Chalfont St Peter cricket club and the Golf Club. The area is within the 
Green Belt and provides the important function of separating the built-up areas of CSP and Tatling End, Gerrards 
Cross and Denham.     c The cricket club provides facilities for sport for each of the local schools’ children to play 
cricket having upto 150 junior players and also regularly fields 3 adult teams in local leagues and friendly matches.  
In addition, the facilities are used by schools and local businesses for cricket and by residents for social functions.  
There is no alternative site for the club to be relocated within the village.     d The A413 is a natural barrier for 
development. To build to the east of it would erode the barrier and facilitate yet more development in the future on 
the open space to the east.    e The area is in a flood plain, and though it does not have a history of flooding the 
very high water table suggests it would be susceptible to flooding if development up-stream were to increase water 
flow.   f   The area is valued by residents and visitors as a green corridor and to destroy it would inevitably lead to 
further industrialisation and amalgamation of separate and distinct developed areas.  g    The parkland area of the 
cricket club and golf club was originally designed by Capability Brown, and also contains Chalfont House so also has 
historical significance.      h The area is outlined for employment use.  The existing offices on this site are not 
fully let suggesting there is a limit to the demand for similar usage in this location. 
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Rep1413 
Mrs Amy Enright 

Please see my response to questions 11-12-13-17. I would like to protect areas of Green Space within the 
boundaries of my village detailed in the maps below.   Firstly, I request that the Hatched area of land owned by 
Chiltern District Council, presented on p40 of The Plan' (commonly known as Upper Stone Meadow) be protected 
from all future development and any 'change of use'.  Secondly I would like to extend the Hatched area in Fig 1.1 
and incorporate the area more commonly known as Lower Stone Meadow.   Both Upper and Lower Stone Meadow 
above in Purple (Fig 1.2) are currently owned by Chiltern District Council see Ordinance Survey Map reference 
SU9993NW. Land Registry Title Number BM294098.  I request the land in fig 1.2 have a binding and legal covenant 
imposed on it that binds Chiltern District Council to protect it for the good of the village and to never allow 
development of any kind, on any scale, including but not exclusively housing, commercial buildings or offices. 
My supporting evidence is that fig 1.2 highlights land already recognised as An Area of National Interest. It contains 
a rare and precious chalk stream, wildlife, flora and fauna, and fulfils its existing classification as An Area Of 
Outstanding Natural Beauty in Green Belt. It is physically unsuitable for any development as it is on a flood plain, 
above the proposed HS2 Tunnel, in an area safeguarded by HS2 and therefore not deliverable before 2036. 

  

Rep1414 
 Jacqueline Henry 

The Green Belt was created in 1954 to prevent the outward sprawl of London, with five key purposes.The Green Belt 
is a national asset and should be preserved for future generations. It serves its intended purposes well, and is an 
asset for the nation and for the local people, not something to be eroded or damaged because of short term 
pressures for additional housing. Once lost, it can never be regained. We therefore have a duty to protect it, and the 
Council should therefore resist any attempt to see it released.   Whilst I appreciate the pressures placed on the 
Council because of Government targets to create new homes and businesses, I believe the Council should be doing 
all in its power to seek to reverse the present policy, which I believe will otherwise serve to erode continually the 
quality of life of all in the District. We should be encouraging the development of more brown-field sites within 
London, and investing in other cities to make them more attractive as places to live and work. The Council should 
exhaust every option which utilises brown-field sites.The methodology for the Green Belt assessment, dividing areas 
into parcels, is flawed, and will encourage the continued erosion and ultimate loss of the Green Belt.   Little Chalfont 
has already taken more than its share of recent development, and further pressure on the village would be 
disproportionate and unfair, destroying the character of the village. The Parish Council has calculated that the 
dwellings’ percentage growth in that period is over 12%, significantly more than Amersham, Chesham or Chalfont St 
Peter. As a smaller community we may seem an easy target for more development, but our less developed 
infrastructure means that in fact this affects us more adversely.   The village’s infrastructure is unable to cope with 
further large scale development, either residential or commercial.Little Chalfont is characterised by minor roads, 
railway bridges that curtail traffic and road widening, and limited local services. Local roads are narrow, often 

 The councils consider that 
options in the Green Belt need 
to be considered in addition to 
the opportunities that are 
available on brownfield sites. 
 
The Local Plan will need to 
identify sustainable 
development options to meet 
needs taking into account the 
scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements.   
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country lanes, and already face severe congestion. The A404 in and out of the village is frequently a bottleneck in 
both directions (toward Amersham and in Chorleywood toward the M25).Access roads to possible new 
developments such as Burtons lane and Lodge Lane are totally unsuitable to carry significant additional traffic. 
Parking in the village is already impossible at certain times of the day with cars frequently parked illegally and 
congestion on the A404 from cars waiting for parking in the village shops – this situation would only get worse.The 
local transport infrastructure cannot cope with significant additional population.  School places at all levels are 
already in extremely short supply in the local area, which begs the question of how new places would be financed, 
and the negative impact on local people whose children may well have to travel further, to less suitable schools. The 
already over-busy roads are also not at all desirable in an area where there are numerous school children.  Areas of 
Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB) and Ancient Woodlands are enjoyed by residents, sustain wildlife and 
contribute to the clean air we currently enjoy. The Chilterns has over 55 million leisure visits a year by people 
escaping from areas that are built-up and from the pollution this brings. Our green spaces and woodlands are 
extremely valuable, cannot be replaced and  must be preserved and protected for future generations.   I strongly 
object to Little Chalfont being identified as a main settlement for growth when it has empty commerical units and is 
currently unable to provide, adequate parking at the shops and station, places for children at their first choice of 
school and commuters are unable to find seats on the trains. 

Rep1415 
Miss Helena 
Henry 

The Green Belt is a national asset and should be preserved for future generations. It is an asset for the nation and 
for the local people, not something to be eroded because of short term pressures for additional housing. Once lost, 
it can never be regained. We therefore have a duty to protect it, and the Council should therefore resist any attempt 
to see it released.   Whilst I appreciate the pressures placed on the Council because of Government targets to create 
new homes and businesses, I believe the Council should be doing all in its power to seek to reverse the present 
policy, which I believe will otherwise erode  the quality of life of all in the District. We should be encouraging the 
development of more brown-field sites within London, and investing in other cities to make them more attractive as 
places to live and work. The Council should exhaust every option which utilises brown-field sites.The methodology 
for the Green Belt assessment, dividing areas into parcels, is flawed, and will encourage the continued erosion and 
ultimate loss of the Green Belt.   Little Chalfont has already taken more than its share of recent development, and 
further pressure on the village would be disproportionate and unfair, destroying the character of the village. The 
Parish Council has calculated that the dwellings’ percentage growth in that period is over 12%, significantly more 
than Amersham, Chesham or Chalfont St Peter. As a smaller community we may seem an easy target for more 
development, but our less developed infrastructure means that in fact this affects us more adversely.   The village’s 
infrastructure is unable to cope with further large scale development, either residential or commercial.Little 

 The councils consider that 
options in the Green Belt need 
to be considered in addition to 
the opportunities that are 
available on brownfield sites. 
 
The Local Plan will need to 
identify sustainable 
development options to meet 
needs taking into account the 
scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements.   



Classification: OFFICIAL 
 

973 
 
Classification: OFFICIAL 

Name Summary of Representation 
Council Response (see also 

Volume 1 for generic response) 

Chalfont is characterised by minor roads, railway bridges, roads are narrow, often country lanes, and already face 
severe congestion. The A404 in and out of the village is frequently a bottleneck in both directions (toward 
Amersham and in Chorleywood toward the M25).Access roads to possible new developments such as Burtons lane 
and Lodge Lane are totally unsuitable to carry significant additional traffic.Parking in the village is already impossible 
at certain times of the day with cars frequently parked illegally and congestion on the A404 from cars waiting for 
parking in the village shops – this situation would only get worse.The local transport infrastructure cannot cope with 
significant additional population.   School places at all levels are already in extremely short supply in the local area 
and the negative impact on local people whose children may well have to travel further, to less suitable schools. The 
already over-busy roads are also not at all desirable in an area where there are numerous school children.  I strongly 
object to Little Chalfont being identified as a main settlement for growth. Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty 
(AONB) and Ancient Woodlands are enjoyed by residents, sustain wildlife and contribute to the clean air we 
currently enjoy. Our green spaces and woodlands are extremely valuable, cannot be replaced and  must be 
preserved and protected for future generations. 

Rep1416 
Miss Heloise 
Henry 

.The Green Belt should be preserved for future generations of young people like myself who have grown up in Little 
Chalfont. If built on we will lose it forever. The Council should stop the present policy of dividing areas into parcels 
because we will not have Green Belt.  The village cannot cope with many more houses or industrial sites. Little 
Chalfont has busy roads, country lanes and walking to school I have seen some bad driving to get around the 
congested traffic. More cars and people will make this worse.  I like the wildlife in the area and many people walk 
their dogs and go walking for pleasure. If these Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB) and Ancient Woodlands 
are taken away we cannot enjoy them anymore.   I strongly object to Little Chalfont being deveolped because it will 
turn the village into a built up area with a lot more cars and pollution. 

  

Rep1417 

I writing with regards to the proposal of development of the site in Great Missenden known as Wicks Motors, I am 
an employee of the business named Great Missenden Garage on this site, therefore I accept I have a vested interest 
in the continued trading of this company. I understand the need for more local housing to accommodate an ever 
growing population but surely not at the expense of local commerce and industry. there are very few family run 
companies in Great Missenden and the closure of the local garage would be a disaster for the community. I am 
strongly against any proposed housing development on this site. 

  

Rep1418 
Mrs Susan 
Travernor 

Re. the planning application for houses on the site of Great Missenden Garage, I am writing to oppose the 
application on the following grounds:    (1) It would reduce the opportunity for skilled employment of six men in the 
village;   (2) Access to the site would cause excessive disruption to the already narrow Rignall Road;   (3) During the 
construction of the dwellings there would be excessive congestion, disruption to traffic and nuisance to the 
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community;    (4) At present the road is already obstructed by the parking of forty cars belonging to staff of the 
Gateway school, now that they are no longer allowed to park on London Road.   I note that a number of similar 
application have been refused in the past on similar grounds.  I trust you will be able to process my objection and I 
look forward to hearing from you in due course. 

Rep1419 
 Rufus Madge 

I am writing to voice my concern at the possibility of additional development in the vicinity of Little Chalfont. I have 
lived in Latimer all my life and, while I really appreciate the locality and the surrounding countryside, I am concerned 
at the recent growth in population and traffic and even more concerned at the suggestion that this growth might 
increase. I travel to work by car everyday and already the local roads are very busy and prone to traffic jams. I do 
not think that there is any scope for further increases.   In addition, the local shopping facilities, and local amenities 
including health services, are only just sufficient for the current population. Parking in Little Chalfont is always 
difficult, and is shortly to become even worse as the space next to the parade that could have been used for 
additional parking has instead been sold for housing development (that will bring even more cars to the area). The 
locality is already full and further development should not even be considered unless and until there are substantial 
changes to the total infrastructure including, importantly, the roads. Changing the roads would, nonetheless, not be 
recommended as their nature is an important characteristic of what is an attractive location.  More broadly, I am 
astonished at the suggestion that parts of the Green Belt, notably in the beautiful Chess Valley, might disappear. The 
location has been designated an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (which I couldn’t agree with more) and surely 
that status points to the absurdity of the current considerations. I am very strongly opposed to releasing any of the 
areas of Green Belt in the area surrounding Little Chalfont. The natural qualities of the environment should be 
preserved at all costs. 

  

Rep1420 
Miss Patricia Key 
and Rep1421 
Mrs Muriel Key 

The Town has had more than  its fair share of new development over the years. Chiltern DC has already granted 
planning permission for over 600 dwellings within CSP, which include the Holy Cross site, Newland Park and the 
Audley Homes development at the Epilepsy site.  In the first three years of the previous Core Strategy (intended to 
run until 2026) Chalfont St Peter has already taken significantly more than its fair allocation and provides the largest 
single percentage of the development proposed for Chiltern District as a whole.   There is a known drainage issue in 
CSP, particularly with open raw sewerage backing up in the centre of the village.  Additional developments of the 
scale proposed are simply not possible.   Development should be concentrated towards the centre rather than the 
fringes of towns and villages to be in line with green belt principles that brownfield sites should be developed first, 
along with sites closest to train, tube and bus services. Sites should be chosen which already have an existing 
footprint.  Care shoud be taken to fully explore all brownsites which are available.  Building may be in disuse or have 
been demolished and this creates available opportunity for construction.  There are available sites for this purpose. 
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The schools in Chalfont St Peter are at, or very nearly at, full capacity. They will be unable to accommodate children 
from the developments already scheduled within the Parish, let alone extra housing developments.  There are two 
doctors surgeries in Chalfont St Peter; a small practice on Church Lane and a  larger practice on Hampden Road.  The 
proposed scale of proposed development is huge and there will be a severe problem in these two surgeries being 
able to cope with such a large influx of the population created by the extra housing created. GREEN BELT - The Local 
Plan is considering change of land use, particularly for Green Belt areas.  According to the National Planning Policy 
Framework there are five stated purposes of including land within the green belt.  Once an area of land has been 
defined as green belt the stated opportunities and benefits include:  1 Providing opportunities for access to the 
open countryside for the urban population.  2 Providing opportunities for outdoor sport and outdoor recreation in 
the urban areas.  3 Retention of attractive landscapes and enhanced landscapes common to near where people live.  
4 Improvement of damaged and derelict land around towns.  5 The securing of nature conservation interests.  6 The 
retention of land in agricultural, forestry and related uses. PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT OF MILL MEADOW, 
CHALFONT ST PETER - This meadow is a much used area which contains the Community Centre, a football club, 
recreation park, playing pitches (football and cricket), tennis courts, a scout headquarters and parish council offices.  
Where in the centre of Chalfont St Peter is it proposed these facilities would be relocated?  Is more Green Belt to be 
taken up providing facilities which are already in place? There is no need to relocate something simply in order to 
develop the meadow.  Any relocation would have to be in the village centre and this would not be possible. If 
housing is to be built, amenities will need to be provided.  People also walk their dogs through the meadow.  Is it 
proposed that dogs are walked through the streets with nowhere to have a run?  Chalfont St Peter C of E Academy, 
which is next to Mill Meadow, does not have a playing field within the school grounds. The school currently uses Mill 
Meadow for physical education lessons on a daily basis and for team games, athletics and cross country activities. 
The school would be unable to deliver an effective curriculum if Mill Meadow is designated for development.  Again, 
no purpose is served forcing school children to only have a concrete or tarmac playing area and no facilities for field 
games.  This is unhealthy and, as the school cannot expand, too many children will be playing in the playground at 
one time with very little space.  I was under the assumption that sports field could not be built upon unless they are 
surplus to requirement and this certainly cannot be the case here as it is the only site we have.  The area is also a 
much used public facility with a Nature Reserve, Jubilee Garden and The Lady Gibb Millennium Wood and with the 
ability to walk alongside the Misbourne from the Village Centre, across Mill Meadow and through to Chalfont St 
Giles.  These amenities are simply irreplaceable due to the length of time taken for them to develop and their very 
position.   Mill Meadow is on the flood plain and development would cause a serious risk of flooding.  Chalfont St 
Peter town centre is at high risk of flooding without any expansion of the drainage infrastructure, which has never 
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been undertaken.  This causes sewage to flood the village which, again, is extremely environmentally unhealthy. 
PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT OF THE EPILEPSY SOCIETY SITE - This is currently a Major Developed Site (“MDS”) within 
the green belt, is the home of the Epilepsy Society, and provides two new care home developments as well as 
important recreational facilities with nine football pitches plus a pavilion with toilets, showers and changing facilities 
which are used by more than 24 teams.  This site has the possiblity of being divided into two parts.  The area to the 
south of Tate Road and Micholls road  (extended towards the long established and well used track from Tate Road 
to Skippings Farm)  lies the current built up area (“ES South”) and the  area to the north of that line including (for 
this purpose) comprises the Model Farm, Rowan’s nursery  and Brawlings Farm.  (“ES North”).   It is within the Colne 
Valley Park and should have permanent special protection. ES South is currently used for care home and medical 
facilities and should be retained as such. It is, however, an ideal site for providing further care homes with any 
medical facilities required for those care homes within Chalfont St Peter.  This could take some of the pressure off 
the only two surgeries in Chalfont St Peter if the Epilepsy Centre had their own medical facilities.   The ES Site fulfils 
all five of the stated purposes of the green belt and, most importantly provides an important buffer between the 
settlements of Chalfont St Giles, Chalfont St Peter and Horn Hill.  The site contains open views from Chesham Lane 
towards the Colne Valley Park.  It provides important agricultural, forestry and related employment uses and 
opportunities for outdoor sport and recreation, including the Model Farm, Rowan’s Nursery and Brawlings Farm 
Riding Centre.   It is inherently unsustainable; it is not served by any appropriate bus service and is too far to walk to 
either Little Chalfont or Gerrards Cross which are the nearest rail stations.  Any development would require travel by 
car.   The ES Site is bounded on three sides by narrow and dangerous country lanes which make it even more 
unsuitable for development.    A natural boundary between ES South and ES North is easily defensible (excluding the 
playing fields which is identified as green open space in the Neighbourhood Plan). The ES North site should be 
retained in the green belt and Colne Valley Park with no development.   ES South should be retained as an MDS in 
the green belt for medical/care home use.    The size of this proposed development site is excessive and could 
potentially double the number of dwellings in Chalfont St Peter.   This is a ridiculous proposal and would turn a 
Village into a huge town with no barrier between Chalfont St Peter and other villages and towns.  Several local 
businesses use the ES site apart from the agricultural use.  The Society is one of Chalfont St Peter’s largest 
employers.  There are old buildings on this site which could be taken down and, as there is an existing footprint, 
perhaps extra care home and medical facilities could be built. PROPOSED INDUSTRIAL DEVELOPMENT  ON LAND TO 
THE EAST OF THE A413 - The area is in The Colne Valley Park and is identified as being a particularly important green 
space for biodiversity and environmental priorities.  This area is within the Green Belt and provides the important 
function of separating the built-up areas of Chalfont St Peter and Tatling End, Gerrards Cross and Denham. The A413 
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is a natural barrier for development. To build to the east of it would erode the barrier and facilitate yet more 
development in the future on the open space to the east. The area is in a flood plain.  The area is valued by residents 
and visitors as a green corridor and to destroy it would inevitably lead to further industrialisation and amalgamation 
of separate and distinct developed areas. I was under the impression there are Tree Preservation Orders in place on 
that land and all through Hogtrough Wood either side of the A413.  The Eastern Regional Office of the Departments 
of the Environment and Transport (authorised by the Secretary of State for the Environment) found against building 
on that land in December 1988 (on an appeal against the original decision not to build), when a previous application 
was made for development.  There is no case for any other applications to be made to development through that 
natural barrier.  The old road is never properly repaired and frequently floods when it rains.  The noise from 
development and the extra traffic during and post development would be unbearable for the houses along that 
road.  We have not been informed of the nature of industrial development proposed but understand it may be 
warehousing and offices.  That area is not suitable for that type of development and erodes any corridor between 
residents along the Lower Road up to Tatling End on the A40.  The A40 towards London is more appropriate for 
industrial development.  Neither are more offices required.  A huge complex of offices was built in Chalfont Park, 
most of which we understand to be available to let.  There are three office buildings at 2-4 High Street, Chalfont St 
Peter, two of which are unoccupied and have been for some considerable time.  This would rather indicate that 
office space is not required if existing office space is not being taken up.  No new land is required for building houses 
or offices in Chalfont St Peter and certainly no Green Belt needs to be taken up for this purpose.  It is recognised 
that developers like new land, as it does not need any cleansing from previous use.  However, that is no excuse for 
releasing any of the Green Belt. PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT OF NEWLANDS PARK - Application for development on 
this site for 350 homes appears to be being considered. This site is of great historic value and has been a centre of 
education since the 1940s, having previously been a private residence.  It is a natural environment for education 
and, along with its grounds, historical background and natural beauty, should remain an educational site, where 
there is a school and adventure centre on the site already in use running, as I understand it, quite successfully by 
Academy Residences.  What is the proposal for the Chiltern Open Air Museum site?  As I understand it, this is due to 
re-open for the Summer in March 2016.  Is the Newlands Park development proposing to do away with the Museum 
which is great fun.  PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT AT ROWAN GARDEN CENTRE - This is already classified as 
employment centre and there should be no permissible development and it also meets the principal purposes of the 
green belt. DEVELOPMENT AT THE GRANGE, CHALFONT ST PETER - This is the site of the Convent School, on which it 
is proposed to build several hundred houses.  This is a ridiculous idea, as the site was already used as a school and 
moving Chalfont Academy onto this site would have been more appropriate.  If the Academy are to lose their 
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playing fields for development of houses, why were they not moved onto the Grange site where there was an 
existing school with playing fields.  A better use of the land in addition to the School would have been to put Calcot 
Medical Centre and the Clinic next door.  This would have released land where the Academy is currently for housing 
and the land on which Calcot and the Clinic stand.  In addition, there would probably be enough land to build a new 
local hospital so, as now, it is in close proximity to Calcot for patients.  There is no infrastructure for housing of this 
size in Chalfont St Peter and the flooding will become worse in the Village and along the Lower Road. 
TRAVELLER SITES - Chalfont St Peter has already a greater per capita proportion of sites for Gypsies, Travellers and 
Travelling Show People than any other defined area within the district.  I agree with SENSE4CSP that we should not 
and will not support any increase in provision in Chalfont St Peter.  Such sites should be more evenly distributed 
throughout the district. PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT AT WINKERS FARM  - I know the Club has planning permission 
for four houses, however, to develop all the land around there would then join all the way through to Chalfont 
Heights with no Green Belt Barrier.  This would become one of the largest housing estates in the country.  There is 
also a Scout Club here.  If it is proposed to build on this site, where is the Scout Club going? GENERAL COMMENTS - 
A village cannot be turned into a large town without all the facilities required being put in place.  The building on the 
scale envisaged is so enormous, the whole area would be housing with little or no infrastructure.  Chalfont St Peter 
has had more than enough new housing for its size.  The new proposals are disproportionate in the extreme.  
Chalfont St Peter has no station and all new housing would mean a massive increase of vehicles on the road 
travelling to either Gerrards Cross, Beaconsfield or Amersham Stations to commute or for shoppers.  There would 
be a massive increase of traffice at school start and finish, creating huge bottle necks and causing further traffic on 
rat runs where vehicles try to bypass the main roads because of congestion.  Councils more and more are 
redesignating Green Belt into land able to be build upon.  This is in direct contravention of the 1938 Act which was 
to create a barrier to prevent mass urban sprawl and create barriers between villages, towns and London.  
Successive government have eroded this, which is detrimental to our local way of life. As the amount of building in 
Chalfont St Peter is disproportionate, have all of the Councils in Buckinghamshire consulted fully with one another?  
There is no plan of action for a hospital.  Between Wexham and High Wycombe there are no viable hospitals.  High 
Wycombe no longer has an A&E, nor do they any longer have maternity facilities.  The Chalfonts & Gerrards Cross 
Hospital is mainly clinics and physiotherapy, although it does supply a very useful purpose to the local community.  
Where are all the people from the homes to be built going to go for treatment if and when required?  The housing 
being built is poor quality and the density is too great. 
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Rep1422 
Mrs Shalaka Joshi 

I wish to register my strong opposition to the major development plans for the area.  The proposed additional 
development on Green Belt and Area of Outstanding beauty is totally unjustified. We are already facing traffic issues 
due to recent housing development. I do not feel that that the infrastructure can support any more housing or 
industrial estates. I suggest that the land and area should not be released for development so that it keeps its 
character and natural beauty. 

  

Rep1423 
 Nicola Madge 

I have lived in Latimer for 28 years and moved here because of its tranquillity and green countryside. I appreciate 
the setting every day (as do other locals and visitors), and frequently get my exercise by walking around the 
surrounding area. A Norwegian woman I met in the village recently, who was staying at Latimer House, said she had 
been all round the world but this was the most beautiful spot anywhere.  As my first point, I strongly oppose any 
release of Green Belt areas in the vicinity of Little Chalfont and its environs. Quite apart from the importance of 
preserving the unrivalled countryside, there are no justified grounds for removing the Green Belt designation in the 
areas under consideration. Paragraph 83 of the NPPF says that, once established, Green Belt boundaries should only 
be altered in exceptional circumstances. First, recent reviews have confirmed that the areas in question continue to 
meet the five purposes of the Green Belt as outlined in the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF). Second, and 
so far as I can see, the only reason put forward as exceptional circumstances is the ‘need’ for more housing in the 
locality. This appears to be very dubious evidence. Even if there were development needs (which, see below, is 
challenged), this holds no direct implication for the removal of the Green Belt designation which is governed by 
other criteria. The House of Commons Library Briefing Paper on Green Belt of January 2015 confirms this view. It 
states: ‘Unmet housing need (including for traveller sites) is unlikely to outweigh the harm to the Green Belt and 
other harm to constitute the “very special circumstances” justifying inappropriate development on a site within the 
Green Belt.’  There are no nationally accepted guidelines for undertaking a Green Belt assessment, and it is fully 
apparent that the method of assessment used by Arup is not in the spirit of the NPPF.    I am also, as my second 
point, calling for the legal requirements of the Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty in the vicinity of Little Chalfont 
and its environs to be observed. These have essentially been overlooked and ignored in the assessment by Arup and 
others. The purpose of this designation has been outlined by the National Parks and Access to the Countryside Act of 
1949 as well as the Countryside and Rights of Way Act 2000. Furthermore, the Chairman of the Chilterns 
Conservation Board writes in the Chilterns AONB Management Plan 2014-2019: ‘The Chilterns AONB is nationally 
protected as one of the finest areas of countryside in the UK’ … ‘This plan will help us all to care for it better on 
behalf of future generations’.  As a third point, I am asking for Little Chalfont to be removed from the list of Main 
Settlements for Growth. It has been claimed (by the Buckinghamshire Housing and Economic Needs Assessment: 
HEDNA) that there is a need for further housing in the Little Chalfont area, but this assessment has been based on 
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the county as a whole and has not looked beyond District Council level. There are, however, counter-claims by the 
Chiltern District Council that we have increased our housing stock to a greater extent than other larger surrounding 
areas over recent years. Moreover, we are evidently not able to have a ‘nationally representative’ housing density in 
an area that has a high designation of Green Belt and Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty areas: 88% of Chiltern 
District Council area is in the Green Belt and 72% has AONB status.   The feasibility of any local development has also 
to be viewed in the context of the existing infrastructure which, in the case of the Little Chalfont area, is already at 
capacity. For example: the local shopping area is small and seriously under-provided with car parking; the commuter 
trains to London are already crowded and there is again insufficient car parking; the local schools are full to capacity; 
there is a poor local bus service; and GP services are limited. Quite apart from the other reasons listed above, 
further development in the Little Chalfont area is inappropriate unless local services are radically improved.  
The roads, moreover, are totally unsuitable in relation to any of the development areas considered. These largely 
consist of small roads and lanes. Accommodating extra persons and their cars would not only be a major structural 
enterprise but would also seriously spoil the charm of the locality.  If there is to be any additional local development, 
this should be restricted to infill within the existing village boundaries. 

Rep1424 
 Micheal Parker 

Question 1.   a) Although this question appears to be of academic interest only, I have strong reservations about  the 
inclusion of all of  South Bucks District Council‘s area within the Central Buckinghamshire Housing and Economic 
Market area, particularly because of its association with the Slough housing market.  I would have preferred a 
division of SBDC to avoid this potential conflict   b) The housing need shown in the draft HEDNA, being significantly 
greater than that shown in the previous Regional Spatial Strategy, makes me doubt the assumptions now being  
used.  Although the figures are not directly comparable, it would have been helpful to show some reconciliation 
and/or some explanation of why the difference is so large.   c) The decision to combine the Local Plans for both 
Chiltern District Council and South Bucks District Council areas has already been made, but will make it difficult to 
reflect the major differences between the two districts - CDC's unique 72% extent AONB and 88% Green Belt, and  
the large Employment need for SBDC relative to CDC;  the joint responsibility must not result in meeting SBDC's 
employment need with CDC's precious Green Belt and AONB.   It is vital that measures are put in place to ensure the 
unique characteristics of CDC are protected through the drafting of the new Joint Local Plan.    
2.   a) The Sustainability Appraisal is inconclusive and there are significant deficiencies in the methodology.  It is not 
fit for purpose.   b) Green Belt Assessment:  In the absence of the full report on the Green Belt Assessment, 
incredibly not published until today*, 10 March 2016; the lack of any justification for the manipulation of ARUP's 
initially selected parcels of land;  and the general lack of linkage and clarity, I suggest that the Initial Consultation 
(Regulation 18) has not been carried out in accordance with Chiltern District Council's Statement of Community 
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Involvement adopted in January 2012, in particular the commitment at 1.1 that 'Community involvement lies at the 
heart of the planning system.'    Even though I strongly disagree that the Green Belt Assessment was required by 
"exceptional circumstances"**,  I have no personal objection to the concept of a Green Belt Assessment, particularly 
if this helps in discussions with neighbouring authorities under  the ‘Duty to Co-operate’. However, rather than just a 
detailed search for sites for release from the Green Belt,  as part of the review CDC should have paid similar 
attention to its obligation to protect and enhance the Green Belt.  It is inevitable that any scoring system, 
particularly the highly subjective system used by ARUP, will result in scores for some areas being lower than those 
for other areas, but any parcels of land identified as having a weak Green Belt score (but nonetheless satisfying a 
Green Belt function) could and should be targeted by CDC with new measures to protect, enhance or reinstate the 
land to its original Green Belt value, rather than CDC simply viewing them as a target for development.**  
The lack of justification for the reshaping and merging of various bits of ARUP's original parcels and including bits of 
other Green Belt land leads to recommendations that do not meet an inspector's requirement of being "evidence 
based".  Furthermore, there does not appear to be any identifiable link between the sites deemed performing less 
strongly as Green Belt in the Green Belt Assessment and the sites proposed in the Green Belt Review. For example, 
there are several sites which  score very highly (i.e. perform strongly) in the Assessment , and according to ARUP's 
rule of thumb should be excluded from further consideration, yet they are nevertheless proposed for ‘testing’ for 
release in the Issues and Options paper. I object to the undisclosed methodology and rationale. To my mind, these 
irregularities raise serious doubts about the necessary impartiality and reliability of the Assessment itself.   
Green Belt land that serves a Green Belt function is a precious asset and the Assessment should not have been 
viewed as a means of identifying  a land bank** for future development (which appears to me to be the objective of 
the current Assessment). This is particularly worrying because even if  any land is removed from the Green Belt but 
not allocated for housing in the proposed ‘Preferred Options’, it is highly likely that such land will be the ‘first call’ 
for additional allocation in any subsequent revision of the Plan. I strongly oppose the proposal of further 
investigation for development of  the Green Belt sites in or adjacent to Little Chalfont.   *Although I have had less 
than 1 day to review the report, finally made available today, I note that para 4.3.5 now refers to agreement being 
sought from members of the Steering Group to changes in the boundaries of  Green Belt areas, whereas the 
previously published version of this wording indicated that all changes were agreed by of the Steering Group. This 
change of wording suggests the unacceptable non-disclosure of some lack of agreement within the Steering Group.  
I also note that in para 4.4.4 the previously indicated method of assessment has been changed (just 3 days before 
the deadline for responses) to allow a strongly scoring area for one or more  NPPF purpose to be identified for 
further review where a possible sub-division was identified. This is clearly a subterfuge to achieve the goal of 
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targeting areas of Green Belt for unmet housing needs.  ** Government Guidance states that once objectively 
assessed needs are assessed, the local planning authority should look to meet the needs ‘unless any adverse impacts 
of doing so would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits when assessed against the NPPF's policies 
taken as a whole, including constraints such as Green Belt, which indicate that development should be restricted 
and which may restrain the ability of an authority to meets its need. Government Guidance goes further by stating 
that unmet housing need (including for traveller sites) is unlikely to outweigh the harm to the Green Belt and other 
harm to constitute the “very special circumstances” justifying inappropriate development on a site within the Green 
Belt”.  To allow unmet general housing need to constitute ‘exceptional circumstances’ , as suggested in this 
Consultation, effectively reduces the Green Belt to little more than a land bank for future development. 
5.   The Little Chalfont Community Association and the Little Chalfont Parish Council has produced evidence of the 
disproportionate housing contributions made by Little Chalfont in recent years. There are also at least 4 sites in the 
village under construction or with extant planning permission that will each add tens of more dwellings in the village 
centre . These developments in Little Chalfont have not been supported by any new infrastructure. 
Since there is a  lack of site availability, and sustainability and infrastructure issues, such as traffic congestion, 
parking, education and medical provision, further  significant development in or around Little Chalfont is not 
sustainable. Therefore,  Little Chalfont must be removed as a main settlement for growth from the Core Strategy . 
6. In March 2013 Chiltern District Council undertook a review of Green Belt boundaries to test if exceptional 
circumstances exist to merit a change to the Green Belt. The outcome was that no fundamental review was 
required. I know of  no  change in circumstances over the three years since that review which justify a different 
outcome, and I find it difficult to accept that no explanation has been given in this consultation for CDC's apparent 
change of mind in relation to the massive review now in progress.   In view of the references in para 2.3 of the Part 
1A Methodology paper to the importance of landscape quality in planning considerations, I find it both surprising 
and frustrating that the initial evidence base does not include a landscape character assessment.  Please confirm 
that  landscape character will be taken into account in any second stage review.  I fully support all the detailed 
comments provided on the sites in, and adjacent to, Little Chalfont that have been proposed  for review.  The 
additional points that I wish to record are:  BUILT AREA EXTENSION OPTION: LAND AT STONY LANE.  HELAA site CD0 
135.  Green Belt Assessment (GBA) General Area 22a.  Site is both Green Belt and AONB.  a)  On the evidence 
provided, it is illogical and perverse to include this site.  b)  Any development on or even adjacent to the playing 
fields and other sporting facilities in Westward Park  would contravene the proposed Development Management 
Policy on Sports, Recreation and Leisure Facilities in App. 7 of the Issues and Options document, as well as Policy CS 
28 of the existing Core Strategy.   BUILT AREA EXTENSION OPTION: LAND WEST OF LODGE LANE, SOUTH OF THE 
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RAILWAY, LITTLE CHALFONT.  HELAA site CD0082. Green Belt Assessment (GBA) general area 35.     a) Although this 
site is identified by ARUP, as having a relatively weak Green Belt score (a score with which I disagree), it is 
nonetheless accepted as satisfying a Green Belt function. Therefore this site could and should be targeted by CDC 
with new measures to protect, enhance or reinstate the land to its original Green Belt value, and the fact that part 
of the land has been allowed to contribute less to a Green Belt function by neglect by the owner should not in itself 
constitute grounds for release.  b)  Access to and from this site must use  Lodge lane, which has effectively a  single 
lane carriage way under the railway bridge and would not cope with inevitable high volumes of traffic from a 
housing development on the edge of the village .  Broadening of this Lane and widening of the bridge would not be 
affordable and would change the rural nature of the area. For this reason alone, any large development on this site 
would be  inappropriate and unsustainable.    BUILT AREA EXTENSION OPTION BETWEEN MAPLEFIELD LANE AND 
SNELLS LANE   a)  On the evidence provided, it is illogical and perverse to include this site.  b) This area includes or is 
adjacent to a high proportion of the small amount of listed buildings  in Little Chalfont, and it would be unacceptable 
to spoil the character of the area with any significant development.   EMPLOYMENT AREA OF SEARCH EAST OF 
FINCH LANE: The site is Green Belt and adjacent to the AONB from which it is visible.   a)  On the evidence provided, 
it is illogical and perverse to include this site.   b) This area includes or is adjacent to several of the small number of 
listed buildings , and it would be unacceptable to spoil the character of the area with any significant development.    
EMPLOYMENT AREA OF SEARCH ON LAND NORTH AND SOUTH OF A404, BORDERING ON STONY LANE AND CHURCH 
GROVE. Green Belt Assessment (GBA) General Areas 14b and 28. Identified in Appendix 5 of the Consultation 
Document as an ‘Area of Search for Strategic Employment Options’. The site is both Green Belt and AONB.   a) The 
sites are important to the openness of the area from travel on either  the main A404 or the railway line to and from 
Little Chalfont.  They are a key part of the visual and physical break between Little Chalfont and Chorleywood and 
Chenies, a  key NPPF purpose of the Green Belt.   b) If these sites were to be designated as ‘employment sites’ it is 
highly likely that they will remain undeveloped until such time as they could be redesignated as being  for 
‘residential use’. Therefore, the long term outcome would be that the land allocated in the Preferred Options as 
employment sites would eventually become housing sites. In turn, this would lead to further demands for 
replacement employment sites, so the exercise would be self-defeating. 16.  a) The opening paragraph of the Study 
defines its aim to be "to assess the scope of different settlements for accommodating the potential for new growth 
associated with the new Local Plan, including the capacity of existing infrastructure, whether there were particular 
trigger points where infrastructure capacity would be reached and whether infrastructure improvements could 
enhance capacity". Paragraph 14  then expands on this aim by recording  that "one of its main purposes was (is) to 
identify settlement infrastructure capacity and trigger points for specific settlements linked to different preliminary 



Classification: OFFICIAL 
 

984 
 
Classification: OFFICIAL 

Name Summary of Representation 
Council Response (see also 

Volume 1 for generic response) 

growth scenarios (not just limited to housing)".  However, this Study has gathered totally inadequate data to achieve 
this aim, with vast swathes of infrastructure issues identified with a status "insufficient information is currently 
available either at the District or the settlement level". Therefore the Study fails to achieve its intended purpose.    
b)  The analysis does not follow its described methodology and, at least in relation to the Little Chalfont sites, the 
summary is riddled with significant errors and omissions. This makes both the individual and relative assessments of 
the Little Chalfont sites at best highly questionable.   c) The recent significant growth of Little Chalfont has not been 
supported by any new supporting infrastructure.  There are already significant site developments (for tens of more 
dwellings in total) within the village that are either in progress or have extant planning permission, and an expected 
massive development at Newland Park which will impact further on the village's infrastructure. Recent surveys have 
identified the current infrastructure deficit with respect to roads, transport, parking, schools and medical facilities as 
a major concern of respondents.  CDC's failure to address these infrastructure issues, and consideration of 
development of huge areas of land in or adjacent to the village which would undoubtedly exacerbate them,  
indicates serious neglect and a failure by CDC to follow its own published ‘Statement of Community Involvement’.     
d) I consider it a grave deficiency that no data or comment is included in the Study about the serious parking 
problems throughout many settlements in the district, and particularly those which affect Little Chalfont village 
centre, the high street shops and the railway station. 

Rep1425 
 Frazer Lee 

I have been a loyal and happy customer of Great Missenden Garage for several years. I am dismayed to hear of plans 
to redevelop the Wicks Garage site, where the business is based, into new housing. There is no other garage in our 
local and very rural community and to lose this valued, family run business would be utterly devastating. Local 
residents rely on their vehicles to travel to work and to do the school run. Great Missenden Garage offers a service 
that is second to none, and which far outweighs any need for yet more houses in the area. If the Wicks Garage site is 
built upon the business would have nowhere to go as there is no commercial land nearby. I urge you to please take 
my comments into consideration regarding the proposed Wicks Garage site redevelopment. 

  

Rep1426 
 Laura Lee 

I have been a customer of Great Missenden Garage (the site known as Wicks Garage) for several years and was 
horrified to hear of their landlord's plans to develop the site into new housing.   This is the only garage in the vicinity 
and provides a hugely valuable and essential service to the local community and beyond. Moreover the garage is run 
by a local family who are very much part of the community and who would not be able to continue trading locally as 
there is no equivalent commercial land in the area.   As a predominantly rural area, Great Missenden relies hugely 
on motor vehicles and therefore a local service to repair and maintain them. Losing this service would be a massive 
blow to the community and force residents to take their business out of the local community. This would be far 
more detrimental to the village as a whole than any advantage gained by a few additional houses. 
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Rep1427 
 Anthony Vurdien 

I wish to comment on the proposal to reclassify areas of green belt land as non-green belt in the Little Chalfont area. 
While I accept that more housing in the south-east is a priority, in my opinion the proposal to reclassify green belt 
land as non green belt around Little Chalfont should be rejected at the first opportunity. Points to consider are: 
1. Other neighbouring districts that are not in the green belt should be the first choice (to avoid building on green 
belt land)    2. Little Chalfont has had more than it's fair share of new developments in the recent past (eg. 
development on the donkey field along Burtons Lane aka Harvard Grange) and despite Little Chalfont's much smaller 
population than Amersham or Chesham, it seems to be taking an unfairly large proportion of new proposed 
developments.   3. The area between Little Chalfont Golf Club and Burtons Lane has several major impediments to 
development (not including the fact that it is green belt land)    a) The area is an area of outstanding natural beauty 
and a new development on that land which would be most visible along Burtons Lane would not be in keeping with 
the area (especially if it is similar in nature to the Harvard Grange development further up Burtons Lane at the 
donkey field)   b) Burtons Lane is a country road and the Harvard Grange development on Burtons Lane will already 
significantly increase traffic along Burtons Lane, especially at the junction with the A404, so adding to this further 
with yet more development along Burtons Lane will exasperate the problem even more.   c) The wooded area on 
the site (as well as the various individual tree specimens dotted across the site) is extremely beautiful and I trust 
would be subject to being protected (especially due to the habitat for wild animals and plants that it provides eg. 
pheasant and deer are often seen on the site).   d) The land dips significantly at this site so any new homes would be 
likely to flooding - which surely must be a consideration when deciding on the location of new developments. 
e) Any exit/entrance point on Burtons Lane at this point that is used by more than a few vehicles is likely to be 
dangerous due to the dip in the road at this point.   I trust you will take my opinions above into consideration when 
deciding on the new local plan. 

 The Local Plan will need to 
identify sustainable 
development options to meet 
needs taking into account the 
scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements.   

Rep1428 
Mr Richard 
Kightley, Rep1429 
Mrs Charlotte 
Kightley,  
Rep1432 
Mrs Susan 
Kightley and 
Rep1433 
Mr Micheal 

Question 1: challenge the numbers. No idea how the consultants arrived at the numbers of households or 
employment areas. Question 2: No comment Question 3: The Ridgeway Estate in its entirety. This could be mixed 
residential and commercials but not HGV generating. Employment – Businesses we would like to see and those we 
would not like to see or would like removed. NOT REQUIRED: HGV / logistics and freight haulage, Scrap metal / 
Concrete or minerals, Recycling / waste management, Railway orientated maintenance etc. REQUIRED:Office based 
/ Comms / Hi-Tech Hotel and Leisure Infrastructure businesses:- Walk in medical centre,  School(s), Banking               
Question 4: SBDCs approach to public consultation has been woefully inadequate and underfunded it terms of 
finance, time and resource. The local population are generally unaware as to what is going on. This was pointed out 
at the launch of the consultation on January 19th but has been totally ignored by SBDC. Question 5: objections to 
the following options.   Option B – Iver High Street to remain as a conservation area. Option D – no encroachment 
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Kightley towards Slough or Uxbridge.  Option E – no extension to current built up areas in Iver Option I – as above (E).  
Option J – see comment for Parcel SB0043.  Option K – The only acceptable sub-option is (v). All others would 
intensify the current problems arising from our existing employment sites.  Option L – see above for details. 
Question 6 on Specific Sites.  • Parcel SB0043 Thorney Business Park :Ideal for the proposed Richings Park North 
Garden Village and an associated HGV relief road. Shouldalso include SB0065.  • Parcel SB0295 Thorney Mill: Ideal 
for an hotel serving an expanded Heathrow should that come to pass.  • Parcel SB0292 Area south of canal, east of 
M25: High Density starter homes similar to West Drayton canal-side properties.  • Parcel SB0177 As above • Parcel 
SB0116: Suitable for the proposed dementia care facility being discussed.  • Parcel SB0035: Drawn too widely and 
should be sub-divided. In particular the Recreation Ground and pavilion need to be preserved. • Parcel SB0221 
Evreham + Parcel SB0036: Ideal for an all through school combining pre-school through to secondary.  • Parcel 
SB0127: Ideal for commercial freight operation businesses due to its proximity to the motorway network without 
the need to pass through residential districts. Question 7: We are unable to meet our own needs without using 
green belt land and thus cannot meet the unmet needs from adjacent authorities. Question 8: Close working with 
multiple housing associations to administer and possibly construct affordable housing funded by developer 
contributions and allocated to either persons with existing residential qualifications or to key workers required in 
the area. Utilising a mixture of shared equity purchase and rental. Question 9: This is a specialist area and SBDC 
should be in discussion with an appropriate organisation such as www.gypsy-traveller.org. Question 10: It is 
recommended that SBDC engage with organisations such as AGE UK and specialist developers such as Mccarthy and 
Stone to ascertain the type and location of elderly persons accommodation needs. In particular we feel that 
dementia is becoming a priority in this demographic. Question 11: The old walls and trees impart a particular street 
scene and character unique to the Ivers. These need to be designated as heritage assets and preserved. Question 
12: See the answer to question 11. A survey needs to be conducted. Question 13: Existing recreation grounds in Iver 
Village, Iver Heath and Richings Park need to be retained. Question 14: An Iver Parish neighbourhood plan is being 
formulated and will be submitted. Question 15: No comment Question 16: We definitely require a Community 
Infrastructure Levy to be implemented in order to fund the provision of infrastructure such as schools, libraries, 
health centres and a relief road. Question 17: The challenge is to get the infrastructure in before the development of 
housing and commercial use that requires it  

http://www.gypsy-traveller.org/
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Rep1430 
 Ian Lynch 

I am a Chesham resident ,residing on the North side of Chesham overlooking the Vale.  I have looked over the plan 
and am concerned about certain aspects.  1/ I object to the building on Green Belt land.  2/ I would first like to see 
all Brownfield sites optomised and higher rise apartment style buildings used if needed to increase density of 
dwellings and efficiency.   3/ I approve of building in the Lycrome Rd area as this area is not overlooked and is not 
used a lot by the local population for walks or recreation.  4/ Conversly i do object to the proposed "Employment" 
area on thr North side of Chesham east of Vale Road. This area is used extensively by the local population as a 
walking and recreational area allowing direct access to the countryside.The views are very beautiful and many 
people moved here because of them. Frankly it would be a blight.Housing would be bad enough but Factories and 
ugly metal structures would be odious   5/ The roads are already jammed and services stretched in the area,This 
would have a very negative impact on the area. 

 The councils consider that 
options in the Green Belt need 
to be considered in addition to 
the opportunities that are 
available on brownfield sites. 

Rep1431 
 Louise Stockdale 

I write with regard to the devastating news I received today, stating that the Landlord of Great Missenden Garage 
has applied for planning permission for houses to be built on the current garage site. Firstly, this is appalling 
behaviour, since he did not  consult the garage about his intentions.  Secondly, the Great Missenden Garage is an 
enormous part of the village. There are few people who do not either use the facility on a regular basis to keep their 
cars in good working order, or who would feel quite happy to pop in and ask for regular advice and help.  
The staff there are always friendly and willing to help, no matter how big or small the problem is and whether you 
are a regular customer or not.   I think that replacing this essential business with more houses, would be a sad 
moment for the local community. There is no other site that the garage can move to in the village and it would be 
mean that the service would be lost and local people would have to travel far further afield.   Please do put this 
request for planning into very careful consideration, it would be a very sad moment for the local community and 
indeed for the garage itself, which has served the local community in such a positive way for such a long time.  

  

Rep1434 
Mrs  Klair 

I am writing to you to confirm my support for your original proposal and rejection of the parish councils suggestion 
of removing and selling off Plough Lane playing fields.  , I believe that the Plough Lane playing fields fulfil the green 
belt land criteria, particularly but not only, because they prevent the sprawling urban build up around one of the 
already very populated pays off Stoke Poges. It is also a very small plot which further supports your initial plot 
choice by Grays Inn Road for development.  
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Rep1435 
 Chris Hare 

I am writing to voice my concerns regarding the planned testing of land for release for housing & industrial 
development in the Chilterns area as  a whole. Whilst looking mainly at the Little Chalfont area I see that other 
towns are also under threat of development. This invasion of Green Belt and AONB is unacceptable. These areas 
were put aside to protect the natural landscape of the country,  protect it from unwelcomed development and not 
to be a store of development land for the future. This local asset should not be destroyed and the area become an 
outpost of London.  Little Chalfont has been under threat from developers for many years and has recently seen 2 
estates built totally 298 homes plus the continued increase in back garden development and demolishing of houses 
to make way for flats and apartments, an increase of 12.4% and considerably more than adjoining towns where 
increases of 2-4% are typical.   With regards to the practicability’s of a significant increase in dwellings  little 
consideration seems to have been taken with regard to the infrastructure. The road network is already to capacity 
with any minor incident causing gridlock as the A404 is a major link to the M25 already bringing a significant influx of 
non-local traffic through the village. The Stoney Lane/ Lodge Lane/ Rough wood Lane route is already used as a 
significant rat run to bypass the M25. With congestion of both routes significantly enhanced when the M25 or M40  
have issues.   Any increase in housing or industrial capacity will also put considerable strain on our education 
system, medical provision and utility services let alone the parking and shopping issues this will create.  In addition 
the areas highlighted in the plan provide a significant capture area for rainwater feeding both the Misbourne and 
chess rivers plus groundwater supply to the aqua flow below ground feeding local water provision.  The proposal of 
employment development on the land between Little Chalfont and Chorleywood will provide an unsightly ‘Welcome 
to the Chilterns’ and should not be  allowed.  In this area of south Bucks and the Chilterns we are already under 
threat with HS2, Heathrow’s 3rd runway and now this proposal. Is the intent to destroy the Chilterns ?  I am 57 years 
of age and have lived and enjoyed the openness, exceptional scenery and wildlife of the Chilterns for 53 years of my 
life having lived in Chesham & Little Chalfont since 1963 it will be a crime to ruin what we have…we only have it 
once and when it is gone its gone forever. 

 The Local Plan will need to 
identify sustainable 
development options to meet 
needs taking into account the 
scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements.   

Rep1436 
Mrs Jordana 
Barnett 

Re: Little Chalfont planning consultation    I refer to the above planning consultation, and wish to note my feelings 
regarding the release of green belt land in Little Chalfont.  The green belt land around Little Chalfont should not be 
released for housing, commercial or any other purposes. The aim of the Green Belt Act is “to prevent urban sprawl 
by keeping land permanently open.” This land, once designated, was never meant to be released. It’s primary aim 
around the village is to prevent Little Chalfont sprawling into other villages. This is an objective it currently fulfils. In 
particular, the land opposite Church Grove on the A404 and on Lodge Lane both currently prevent us from sprawling 
into Chorleywood. Other sites such as towards Rough Wood Lane prevent us from sprawling into Chalfont St Giles. 
The other sites also serve a green belt purpose as stated by the act.  I have concerns over how green belt land has 
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been highlighted for development in and around the village. It seems that small areas of land have been segregated 
from within larger designations of land within the green belt so that justification criterion can be met. For example, 
the land around the golf course is currently a “green wedge” into the village and it is an area where the railway acts 
as a natural barrier limiting development. This area is also visible from an AONB area and any development would 
remove this beauty. In addition, the site is important as a water drainage area and Lodge Lane is subject to flooding 
already. Safety is an issue at this site too. There are no street lights, pavements or footpaths. There is a danger of 
unauthorised access to the railway bridge and road visibility is poor with an increased probability of accidents when 
vehicles turn into the road.  Little Chalfont has already had new housing built (253 new homes on the old timber 
yard on Bell Lane and 45 on Donkey Field). I feel we have already had our fair share on new developments and any 
further developments will significantly change the characteristics of Little Chalfont. These developments have 
already placed extra pressure on the village and the areas that have been recommended as part of this consultation 
will place significant extra pressure on the village infrastructure. Some examples include: there will be a lack of 
school places, doctor availability, increased traffic (there is already only one main way in and out of the village and 
in peak times this is extremely busy). There will also be an increased need for traffic calming measures such as the 
lights on White Lion Road by the junction with Bell Lane. Again, these cause traffic problems in the morning and 
evening rush and other peak times during the day. Some of the other designated sites are along long winding roads 
with limited passing spaces and this would cause unacceptable damage to the environment and increased 
congestion. Church Grove’s intersection with the A404 and Rough Wood Lane are examples of this.  Environment 
issues raised at our public meetings include that water supplies only just meet the needs of the village. Increasing 
the size of the village will lead to another amenity issue that will cause unnecessary problems and long term 
negative effects on the River Chess drainage basin.  Many areas are AONB designated. This, by definition is, “to 
conserve and enhance the natural beauty.” Building on or near goes against the aim of this designation and will have 
severe impacts on bio diversity in the area. Finally, there is unbroken ancient woodland in Little Chalfont. This acts 
as a habitat for numerous animals. Removing this woodland will have impacts om nutrient cycles, food webs and 
affect vulnerable species. On a large scale, any removal of forests is unsustainable in the long term and may affect 
health, climate change and pollution.   I hope that you will take on my concerns. I have severe reservations as to the 
benefits of building on green belt land in this area and hope that removal of designations will not occur due to the 
reasons listed above. 
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Rep1437 
Mr Daniel Barnett 

Re: Little Chalfont planning consultation   I feel that it is important to write to you to register my views on the local 
planning consultation regarding the removal of green belt status on land in Little Chalfont.  The green belt land 
around Little Chalfont should not be released for housing, commercial or any other purposes. The point of the green 
belt was to constrain building. Housing or any other development should not justify its release. My concern would 
be that if this designation were removed then Little Chalfont would potentially join up with other local villages such 
as Chorleywood or Chalfont St Giles. Surely this would go against the point of green belt land?  At the public meeting 
the areas suggested for green belt removal were shown. Many of these seem to lie in areas which meet all the green 
belt criteria. However, there are parcels of land within these areas that have been earmarked for removal from the 
green belt. The methodology for choosing these sites seems unclear. Many of the sites have natural barriers which 
would make them ideal green belt areas. They also include areas of AONB status and ancient woodlands. I am 
concerned about why these particular areas have been chosen and wonder as to the methodology used to highlight 
them.   Our infrastructure in the village has already had to support an extra 300 homes over the last few years. I feel 
we have already had our fair share of new developments and any further developments will significantly change the 
characteristics of Little Chalfont. Some examples include: there will be a lack of school places, doctor availability, 
pressure on available parking and increased traffic. The A404, the major “A” route through the village, is already 
congested at peak times and is often very difficult to safely come of the side roads onto this main route. There will 
also be an increased need for traffic calming measures such as the lights on White Lion Road by the junction with 
Bell Lane. Again, these cause traffic problems in the morning and evening rush and other peak times during the day. 
Some of the other designated sites are along long winding roads with limited passing spaces and this would cause 
unacceptable damage to the environment and increased congestion. Church Grove’s intersection with the A404 and 
Rough Wood Lane are examples of this.  Environment issues raised at our public meetings include the fact that 
water supplies only just meet the needs of the village. Increasing the size of the village will lead to other amenity 
issues that will cause unnecessary problems and long term negative effects on the River Chess drainage basin.  Many 
areas are AONB designated such as the site west of Stoney Lane and the site next to the A404 to the east of the 
village. An AONB has been designated as such because of its beauty and importance to the local flora and fauna. 
Building on or near goes against the aim of this designation and will have severe impacts on bio diversity in the area.  
I hope that you will take on my concerns. I have severe reservations as to the benefits of building on green belt land 
in this area and hope that removal of designations will not occur due to the reasons listed above. 
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Rep1438 
 Joy Stockdale 

I have lived in this area for many years.... A garage is essential to keep a small community going, and  an important 
service .... One of many basic ones that will be lost forever if we don't stand up for them.  Only when the basic 
necessities to keep a village going have gone , will we realise that certain things are vital locally. I totally agree with 
filling in to build more houses, but not at the expense of small local businesses.  

  

Rep1439 
 John Axon 

I am writing following a public meeting with some Chiltern District Councillors held at the Old School , Ashley Green 
on the evening of Thursday 3 March 2016.   At that meeting the sole issue at stake was discussion of the recently 
published consultation by CDC about the potential zoning for industrial development of a large (?100+ hectares ) 
area of land to the south of the village of Ashley Green, essentially in the green belt that currently separates the 
northwest of Chesham from Ashley Green. At the meeting Councillors were at pains to say that currently the pink ( 
on some maps red) area shown in the consultation papers was merely one of several similar potential industrial 
development sites in the combined Chiltern  and South Bucks District Councils' area. It could not be assumed, they 
said, that any of the land highlighted in pink would end up allocated for such development in the final version of the 
Council's plan 2014 to 2036. Furthermore it was stated that the likely need in Chiltern for Industrial land, following 
the reallocation of some industrial land in the centre of Chesham ( Asheridge road) to residential development, was 
merely some 2 hectares.   My concerns as a resident of Ashley Green are:  1) It is not good for the the green belt to 
be eroded in this way: leading in future to the Village of AG becoming a satellite of Chesham, and continuous 
developed land - whether residential or industrial from the cente of Chesham almost to the junction of the A416 and 
the main A41 just outside Berkhamsted.   2) Why, if only 2 hectares might be needed for industrial use in future, is 
100+ hectares highlighted as potentially zoned? Surely that will frighten local residents and be open to 
misinterpretation at best or, at worst, an expectation that maybe not in the current  plan 2014-36 but in the future 
after that plan we are being softened up for major use of landfor industry and warehousing in the years after 2036. 
It is obvious to many that  Chesham as a town would like to divert more industrial and feeder traffic away from its 
centre and the proximity of the A41 and the M25 and Motorway network beyond would make the parish of Ashley 
Green a very useful place to zone industrial development.     3) I do not understand why the statement in the 
consultation papers suggests up to 15 Hectares of 'employement land ' (industrial and warehousing) has been 
assessed as likely by the BCC HEDNA survey -together with the 15100 potential extra homes- whilst Councillors were 
suggesting 2 or less Hectares  last week in AG.    4) I was most surprised to observe little awareness of the 
development ambitions of Berkhamsted Town Council / Dacorum when CDC Councillors were questioned last week. 
There is a huge housing development under way along Shooters Way, Berkhamsted  as I write. As a resident of Hog 
Lane just a mile away I am already aware of how many vehicles from Berkhamsted heading south in the mornings 
and north in the evenings use the country lanes ( John's Lane/ Hog Lane ) to reach schools and employment to the 

 The Local Plan will need to plan 
to meet employment needs 
over the Plan period to 2036. 
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south of Berkhamsted. These tiny lanes, especially through the Hockeridge/Pancake woods, have wrecked muddy 
verges and the junction of Hog Lane with the A416 is over loaded at these times. The Shooters Way development 
will add another 600 homes, many with 2 or more cars per household. A significant proportion of these cars will 
start joining the existing scramble to reach Chesham, Amersham,  and the M40 beyond within the next 2 years.  
5) The traffic in 4 above is of course seeking to avoid the congensted junctions with the A416 nearer to Berkhamsted 
centre. And the A416 is already stressed with heavy vehicles seeking to join the A41 both north and southbound. 
The road infrastructure around Ashley Green cannot cope with current loads let alone the traffic the new 
developments  in Berkhamsted will bring, and before a spade has been turned for potential industrial development 
in the CDC plan 2014-36.  6) Because Ashley Green is sited so far to the north of CDC's area it is often omitted from 
consideration or ignored by from local papers on planning appliction reporting. There is a grave suspicion emerging 
that this mindset affects Councillors and planners. Hence the notion that unattractive development can to 
scheduled to meet Government quotas by zoning it far away from the more sensitive areas like Amersham , 
Beaconsfield  or Chesham. That notion needs to be countered by CDC or there will be a more public backlash to 
what is seen as a somewhat arbitrary allocation of a huge potential industrial zone to the village and its environs.  
7) It is my strong recommendation that Planners make much stronger efforts to identify existing brownfield sites 
and obsolete developed areas within the district when seeking to meet identified quotas for housing and industrial 
development and not fall back on the easy option of moving the Green Belt boundaries in this area of outstanding 
natural beauty. 

Rep1440 
 Mary Phillips 

The answers to this questionnaire relate to the Village of Chalfont St Giles, where I have been a resident for 25 
years.   Question 1.   I agree that the plan should go forward jointly on the basis of the Buckinghamshire Housing 
Market Area and the Functional Market Area comprising Chiltern, South Bucks, Wycombe and Aylesbury Vale 
districts. I support the implementation of a Duty to Co-operate between each of these Buckinghamshire authorities. 
Question 2.  The HELAA has identified an area at Blizzards Yard Car Park in Chalfont St Giles as being suitable for 
between 9 - 12 dwellings. I would submit that the site is unsuitable for the following reasons:   a) It is located on the 
flood plain of the River Misbourne. Indeed during both 1999 and 2014 it was submerged in flood water for some 
two months. This is referred to in the Environment Agency Response to SA Scoping Report (January 2016) which 
forms part of the Local Plan evidence base. Even if dwellings were built above ground level, access would still be an 
issue during times of flood.  b) Blizzards Yard car park is the only public facility for car parking in the village. Without 
public car parking the shops in the High Street will lose their trade and slowly the village will die. It is necessary for 
the village centre to be vibrant and to contain shops because of the poor public transport facilities available. 
c) Blizzards Yard is directly above the proposed HS2 tunnel and is in the safeguarded zone.   Cherry Tree Corner, 
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Puers Lane Jordans has been included as a suitable site for housing development. I understand that Jordans Village 
Ltd support development on that site and I have no objection.  Orchard in Bowstridge Lane (site CD0023) has also 
been identified in the call for sites. I support development on that site, provided that it is used to provide sheltered 
housing and/or a care facility for the elderly. It is the only suitable plot of land left in the village for such a scheme. 
being within easy reach of shops, including a pharmacy, churches, doctor's surgery, dentist, bus stop etc. However a 
Roman Road crosses the site, parts of which are visible, so some archaeological research would need to be 
undertaken before work began. http://www.chalfonthistory.co.uk/roman_road.html. Question 3.  Whilst 
acknowledging that some intrusion into Green Belt land may be inevitable, there are no known sites within Chalfont 
St Giles large enough to accommodate significant housing development without destroying the general character of 
the area. Chalfont St Giles is a village and wishes to retain its village atmosphere and remain distinct from other 
nearby settlements. There are some sites, as indicated in the HELAA call for sites that may allow for some individual 
in-fill developments which should be small scale and in keeping with the surrounding buildings. There are no 
recreational areas that could be relocated elsewhere. Question 4.  I agree although the draft is lacking in detail. The 
sustainability appraisal should be included so that there can be no criticism that there is inconsistency between the 
evidence base and the plan itself. Question 5.  Chalfont St Giles is a village of historical significance surrounded by 
open countryside and wishes to remain so, rather than becoming joined with neighbouring villages into one urban 
sprawl thus losing their individual identity. It is a medieval village set on undulating ground, With this in mind, 
Option A should be limited to some in-fill development. Increasing the height of buildings will destroy the nature of 
the surroundings and be inappropriate. Option B will not reveal any useful development opportunities. Option E, the 
area currently identified for consideration - Blizzards Yard or fields to the rear - are not suitable for the reasons given 
in answer to question 2. Options F-J. None of these options will result in areas large enough to deliver the number of 
houses assessed as necessary.   In order of acceptability the options you should consider are a) b) c) d).  It is 
essential that the Duty to Co-operate is pursued with neighbouring authorities.  In section K I support options iii) and 
iv) Question 6.   Over the last 20  years or so planning permission has been given in the Chalfont St Giles area for the 
demolition of many family sized homes and for the erection of enormous multi-million pound homes set in acres of 
parkland. This is one reason why there is now such a shortage of land suitable for the construction of "ordinary" 
houses. There should be a complete ban on granting any more permissions for dwellings that are outside the 
financial reach of local people with average incomes. The village attracts newcomers with much larger incomes from 
London and it is these new residents, often looking for larger more expensive homes, that drive the prices up 
beyond the reach of local people. It should also be borne in mind that any large scale developments in or near train 
stations will have repercussions in terms of car parking and other infrastructure. Question 7 and 10.   In Chalfont St 

http://www.chalfonthistory.co.uk/roman_road.html
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Giles there are NO sheltered/care homes for the elderly, and this is sorely needed. If local people were given 
preferential opportunities to secure a place in such a facility, that would free up other affordable houses in the 
village. Local elderly people complain that they live in houses that are too large for them, but there is nowhere in 
the village within their price bracket for them to downsize to. Chalfont St Giles has already given some Green Belt 
land for affordable housng at Lapraik Grove, so we are not averse to the idea if absolutely necessary and if local 
residents will directly and inperpetuity benefit, but it must be sympathetic to the local area. Question 8.  Housing 
Associations should be banned from selling off housing stock on the open market. If this is Government Policy, then 
the local authority should be vociferously challenging it. Question 9.  I support options a) and c). I oppose option d) 
as I believe gypsy, traveller and travelling show people prefer to live in sites exclusive to them. I also believe that it 
would cause disharmony in the community. Question 11.  I believe that who we are today is defined by our history. 
People may be more of less interested in pursuing this, but the whole feel of an area - particularly one as rich in 
heritage as Chalfont St Giles, is defined by its heritage. Any previously undeveloped land should be subject of 
archaeological survey prior to any work being undertaken. Question 12.  Chalfont St Giles is a medieval village with a 
Conservation area at its centre. Many of the medieval buildings still exist and many local street names recall the 
history of the area. Important assets which should be protected include: i) The Stone (rare example of Georgian 
Regency architecture but also where thousands of locals were born during the time when it was a Maternity Home)   
ii) The Rectory - also Georgian Regency and former home to many rectors whose names are listed in Chalfont St 
Giles Parish Church.   iii) Chalfont Grove   iv) the Grade 2 listed Granary on Bottom House Farm Lane,  v) the Captain 
Cook monument off Nightingales Lane,  vi) Stonewells Farm in Deanway - known to be the oldest house in the 
village,  vii) the Parish Church - medieval with wall paintings, viii) Deanway United Church, formerly used by the 
Fleetwood family (Lords of the Manor)  ix) Milton's Cottage - former home of John Milton and housing a museum.  
x) the buildings in Jordans associated with the Quaker Movement,  xi) the old Mill cottage on Mill Lane by the ford - 
has a history going back to the 1600's when it was used to mill flour for the village,  xii) the ford in Mill Lane,  xiii) the 
brick kiln near Kiln Cottage on Bottrells Lane - last remaining evidence of local brick making - most local houses built 
at the turn of the 19th/20th centure were built of red bricks that were hand made there from clay dug at the nearby 
quarry,  xiv) the infant school - great example of a Victorian village School attended by many people still living 
locally, xi) the alms houses (Jubliee Homes) in School Lane,  xv) the three houses - Emmas Cottage, Ivys Cottage and 
Mauds cottage which together give the name to the hamlet of Three Households in Chalfont St Giles. 
Question 13  i) Without doubt the most important areas of Green Space in Chalfont St Giles are the meadows along 
the banks of the River Misbourne from Chalfont St Peter to Chalfont St Giles and from Chalfont St Giles to Bottom 
House Farm Lane which is the Parish boundary. Close to the centre of Chalfont St Giles these fields bear the names 
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Silsden Meadow, Stone Meadow and Upper Stone Meadow.  These meadows form the green boundary maintaining 
the separation between the settlements of Chalfont St Giles and Chalfont StPeter to the East, and between Chalfont 
St Giles and Amersham to the West. There is historical evidence linking them to events connected with Oliver 
Cromwell. They are home to abundant wild life, (including a dew pond in Silsden Meadow that is home to Great 
Crested Newts) and are in the AONB. Much of the land is also safeguarded by HS2 Ltd. The fields on both sides of 
the River Misbourne between Chalfont St Peter and Amersham provide a Green Infrastructure that is important for 
the well-being of residents and for visitors to our villages. For this reason I request that they be designated as Local 
Green Space under the National Planning Policy Framework Planning Policy Guidelines.  Other areas which should 
also be designated as Local Green Space include: ii) The River Misbourne - rare example of a chalk stream iii) 
Chalfont St Giles Village Green and pond - focal point of the village iv) Jordans Village Green - focal point of the 
village and a design feature of Jordans Village Settlement  v) The green space outside Willliam Shakman House on 
Bottrells Lane - provides open space outside this housing for the elderly that sets it back from the road  vi) The green 
space along Narcot Lane that separates Chalfont St Giles from Chalfont St Peter   vii) The green space in Narcot Road 
- crescent shaped with  houses around and a developmental design feature   viii) Shakman Field at the rear of  the 
Memorial Hall in School Lane - left in trust for the use of the First School   ix) Milton's Cottage Field - maintains the 
ambience of this historical cottage now a museum, and is itself a feature of the village which maintains the village 
feel. A Roman Road runs across the top of this field.  x) The playing fields at Crossleys off Bowstridge Lane - this is 
public open space with facilities for bowls, cricket, football, tennis, multipurpose ball court and children's play 
equipment. There are associated club houses. This is widely used and is the only place in the village where such a 
facility can be provided.   xi) The allotment gardens in Back Lane which provide recreation, fresh air, exercise and an 
important fresh food source for villagers.  xii) Shortenhills Environmental Centre in Nightingales Lane - Offers an 
interesting and safe environment for residential and day visits enabling schools to integrate outdoor learning into 
their "broad and balanced" curriculum.   xiii) Oaklands Golf Course, Deanway Chalfont St Giles and  xiv) Harewood 
Downs Golf Course, Cokes Lane - both of which provide recreation for local people and for people travelling from 
London and the suburbs to enjoy the fresh air.  xv) All land traversed by public footpaths (particularly national trails 
such as the South Bucks Way) and bridleways which are regularly used for recreation. Question 14.  It is essential to 
include: i) the Parish Plan (The Market Town Health Check Action Plan 2008) and the Vision for Chalfont St Giles in 
the Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan. this is to be found on page 21 paragraph 5.11 of the Core Strategy adopted 
in November 2011.  ii) The Chalfont St Giles Neighbourhood Plan - still being drafted and subject to referendum.  iii) 
Jordans Neighbourhood Plan Question 15.  I reserve the right to comment on the precise wording of policies in due 
course.     Queston 16.  Any new development will need to have associated parking spaces. There is an urgent need 
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for better public transport to assist those who cannot afford to run a car and for our youth and the elderly. Currently 
there is no bus service to connect the village with the local train stations of Chalfont and Latimer and Seer Green 
and buses through the village only run once per two hours. This means that local residents who wish to travel by 
train need to access the station by car. Increased numbers of residents of working age will cause increased problems 
for parking at the stations. The local schools are at capacity. Some areas of the village are still total blackspots for 
mobile phone and internet signals. The village is prone to flooding at times of heavy rainfall because the drains 
overflow as they cannot cope with the downhill flow to the village centre which is the lowest point. The basement 
cellars of The Feathers pub were dangerously full of flood water in 2014 which had to be pumped out before it 
reached the height of the electrics.  The River Misbourne also regularly floods and this most affects the areas of 
Uppoer Stone Meadow, Stone Meadow and Silsden Meadow, and Blizzards Yard car park. For this reason these 
areas are not considered suitable for development. Flooding will be exacerbated by new developments, particularly 
in areas currently undeveloped, because the run off of flood water from areas where it cannot naturally drain will 
run downhill directly to the village centre. Question 17   The Parish Council is a key stakeholder in the preparation of 
the Local Plan and it is important both for  transparency in plan making and to ensure buy-in from all parts of the 
community that the Councils work closely with their residents in evolving the Local Plan. This they have tried to do, 
however the short timescale, complexity and sheer quantity of material on which to comment has made it almost 
impossible for them to consult widely.  This Local Plan is a great opportunity for residents to  have a say in creating 
planning policy for the future. However all the documentation is virtually impossible for the man in the street to 
understand. The sheer volume of relevant material has also caused great difficulties, with each document running as 
it does to some 70 - 100 pages. The entire process has been landed on the local community so suddenly, and with 
such short time scales, that many people with genuine opinions and concerns will have been disenfranchised.   
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Rep1441 
 Christopher 
Ingham 

1. I have comments on Questions 2, 6, 13, 14 and 17.  2. I am grateful for the opportunity to comment on the Local 
Plan, and appreciate the hard work of Council members and officers who are producing this under external 
pressures. I hope Planning Policy will find time to look in particular at my case in paragraphs 12-18 and 19-25 below 
against the release from the Green Belt of two particular Little Chalfont sites. I have tried to make my arguments 
practical rather than emotional. Please would you also draw the attention of those concerned with transport in the 
Local Plan to my point about Church Grove in paragraph 25. QUESTION 2 (Green Belt Assessment)  3. Fundamental 
to the Green Belt Assessment is the well-known passage from Planning Practice Guidance, Housing and Economic 
Land Availability Assessment, Methodology – Stage 5: Final evidence base. Current version: In decision taking, can 
unmet need for housing outweigh Green Belt Protection?  Unmet need for housing (including for traveller sites) is 
unlikely to outweigh the harm to the Green Belt and other harm to constitute the “very special circumstances” 
justifying inappropriate development on a site within the Green Belt.     4. In my view housing need should not 
justify release of Green Belt land. The Green Belt was created as a constraint to building, not a bank of reserve 
building land.  I support the idea of a Green Belt Assessment (GBA) if it shows that the Green Belt has been 
independently and objectively assessed against the aims of the NPPF, reaches the conclusion that no Green Belt in 
Chiltern is releasable for housing, and thus puts the District Council in a stronger position to negotiate over the Duty 
to Cooperate. The GBA should be carried out with full transparency so that we can follow the path from process to 
conclusions.   5. Great care should be taken to distinguish between the performance of the Green Belt against its 
NPPF purposes on the one hand, and the desires of developers, or other factors, on the other. That is one reason 
why transparency is essential to the public. Unfortunately I do not think the transparency has been adequate.   
6. The documentation on your website until today gives only a very limited and general explanation for the 
substantial differences between the Green Belt Assessment (GBA) Stage 1 outcome and the areas marked in maps 
6.1a and 6.1b ‘Areas for Further Consideration at Stage 2 of the Green Belt Assessment.’ No explanation is given for 
the selection of most of the Little Chalfont site options for testing in Appendices 2 and 5 of the Issues and Options 
document.  Three of them are not even mentioned in the HELAA.   7. I know Section 1.6 of the Issues and Options 
document says the Councils may include other sites for testing as part of the Part 2 Study, but this seems to have 
occurred on such a scale that the public should have been given the chance to comment on the reasons site by site, 
if the consultation process is to be sound.   8. The late publication, three working days before the end of the 
consultation period, of the Buckinghamshire Green Belt Assessment Part 1: Methodology and Assessment of Land 
Parcels full report’, is very unsatisfactory and gives us no proper chance to digest the new information and comment 
on it. This absence of transparency is not consistent with the Council’s ‘Statement of Community Involvement’ 
which makes a commitment that ‘Community involvement lies at the heart of the planning system.’    9. The General 
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Areas assessed in the GBA Stage 1 were broken down into smaller parcels for consideration at Stage 2. It appears 
that the only reason for the fragmentation was to create sites more suitable for presentation as weak Green Belt.  
That seems unnecessary and against the spirit, probably also the letter, of the NPPF.  I give two examples under 
Question 6 below. QUESTION 6   10. I oppose release from the Green Belt of any of the 5 sites identified at Little 
Chalfont in the maps at Appendices 2 and 5 of the Issues and Option document.  I support the reasons given for 
protecting all 5 sites in the main response and annexes which you will receive from the Little Chalfont Community 
Association and Parish Council (LCCA/PC).  11. In this response I want to comment on two of those sites in 
particular, the land west of Stony Lane and the land west of Lodge Lane south of the railway.   LAND AT STONY LANE.  
HELAA site CDO 135.  Green Belt Assessment (GBA) General Area 22a.  Site is both Green Belt and AONB.   12. I 
oppose release of this site from the Green Belt, on its own or combined with Westwood Park.   13. The site 
appears in three forms in the documentation. First, it is part of General Area 22a, which was assessed in the GBA 
Stage 1 and found to meet the NPPF Green Belt purposes strongly.   14. Secondly, the site appears on its own in 
Appendix 2 to the Issues and Options document. I believe this is the precise area wanted by a developer.  In this 
form I think the site would also meet the NPPF purposes very strongly, scoring 5/5 on Purpose 3 according to the 
criteria defined in the Methodology. It has less than 5% built form (one small agricultural building), a strong unspoilt 
rural character, even topography and no internal woodland restricting views.  Landscape quality is high (AONB). It is 
an open area not under urban influence and fits the definition of countryside. The eye is drawn naturally to the 
AONB woodland to the north and the open AONB areas to the east and west. As a site visit will show, the houses of 
Chessfield Park to the south are not prominent in the scene.  15. Lastly, the site appears in the map ‘Areas for 
Further Consideration at Stage 2 of the GBA’ (now also on page 120 of the final GBA report as RSA 7) in a third form, 
joined with Westwood Park.     16.  The reasons now given in the final report (pages 120-121) for the 
‘weakness’ of RSA 7 do not stand up.  The provision of playing fields in green belt on the edge of a settlement does 
not give a ‘semi-urban feel’ because it does not reduce the openness of the Green Belt. Recreational buildings of 
various kinds are quite often permitted in Green Belt, and we are not told that this reduces its quality.  As a site visit 
will show, in Westwood Park the visual focus is always on the surrounding woods and fields; the local housing is not 
a prominent feature of the scene.       17. If the only reason to combine the Stony Lane site with Westwood 
Park was to try to create a weaker parcel, I regard that as deplorable and unnecessary.  To release the combined site 
from the Green Belt in order to allow building on the Stony Lane part would be wrong.     18. There are many 
other good reasons for retaining both the Stony Lane site and Westwood Park in the Green Belt: both match the 
Green Belt Purposes well, are in the AONB, adjoin the Chess Valley, carry important recreational walking routes, 
present sustainability problems if developed etc.  I believe the LCCA/PC response will expand on these points for 
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reasons I support.  LAND WEST OF LODGE LANE, SOUTH OF THE RAILWAY, LITTLE CHALFONT.  HELAA site CD0082. 
Green Belt Assessment (GBA) general area 35.  The whole site is Green Belt, and visible from the AONB on the other 
side of Lodge Lane.       19. I oppose release of this site from the Green Belt, on its own or combined with part 
of general Area 29.   20. The site appears in two forms in the documentation. First, as General Area 35 in GBA Stage 
1 assessment, it scores moderately well against the Green Belt Purposes, including 3/5 for Purpose 3. I think the 
score for Purpose 2 could be increased to at least 2/5. The present houses along Lodge Lane and Long Walk are 
‘rows of dwellings in the Green Belt’ with that special status. So a move of regular housing out to Lodge Lane would 
be a very significant advance towards Chorleywood.         21. The former golf course forming the northern part of 
the site meets Purpose 3 particularly well. In my view, taken on its own it could earn a score of 4/5. It has well under 
5% built form, well defined boundaries, is mainly open internally and forms a charming green scene on the margins 
of Little Chalfont, projecting tranquillity where it penetrates well into the village. Its loss would damage the amenity 
of the houses in Village Way, Loudhams Wood Lane, Burtons Lane, and Oakington Avenue, and the tranquillity of 
the wood on the eastern side of Lodge Lane, which contains a beautiful and much used footpath to Chenies.  From 
Lodge Lane the golf club site appears very much part of the open countryside to the east, because the houses on its 
western edge are invisible behind trees.   22. General Area 35 appears in a different form in the map of Areas for 
Further Consideration at Stage 2 of the GBA (now also on page 124 of the final GBA report). There it is merged with 
part of General Area 29, which has been broken up by division along Lodge Lane. The western part of General Area 
29 has been identified as an option suitable for testing for housing, and extended along Roughwood Lane which is 
not an effective boundary, nor is it a road which could accommodate traffic from new housing.  The intention must 
be to suggest that the western part is weaker Green Belt than the rest.    23. The reasons given in the final GBA 
report (pages 124-5) for the ‘weakness’ of RSA 10 do not stand up. Paddocks and a former golf course (now grazing 
land) do not diminish rurality at all.  They are quite normal occurrences in the wider green belt in the UK, and do not 
reduce  openness. The residential developments and ‘ribbon developments’ mentioned are established ‘rows of 
dwellings in the Green Belt’ which conform to normal planning practice. Extended development in Area 29 along 
Lodge Lane and Roughwood Lane would bring merger with Chalfont St Giles very close.     24. There are many 
other reasons, which I support, in the LCCA/PC response for retaining General Areas 29 and 35 in the Green Belt. 
Area 29 is in the AONB, Area 35 adjacent to the AONB and visible from it. Transport access would be a particular 
problem of any development. 25. As a resident of Church Grove I expect that, if General Area 35 were 
developed, traffic congestion would become acute. Lodge Lane is narrow, especially under the railway bridge, which 
could almost certainly not be widened because of the high cost.  Cars usually wait until the way under the bridge is 
clear. The congestion would also affect the narrow section of Church Grove between the A404 and the junction with 
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Amersham Way, where passing is so difficult that cars wait at one end until the way is clear.  QUESTION 13      26.
 The following are important as open green places providing recreational space and various community uses.  
Their loss would greatly detract from the appearance and amenity of the village. Please can they all to be designated 
as Local Green Space in the new Local Plan?  •The Little Chalfont Nature Park • Westwood Park • Land between 
Amersham Way and the A404, including the small wood between Amersham Way and Church Grove  •The village 
green  • The green area around Cavendish Close bordered to the north by Elizabeth Avenue • The pond area in Finch 
Lane (adjacent to St. Aidan’s Catholic Church) and the green area reaching down to White Lion Road • Burtons 
Wood (Burtons Lane), which has formal Village Green status • The lawn area to the front of the GE Healthcare 
building in the centre of the village  • The green area in the centre of The Retreat. • The green triangle where 
Chalfont Avenue meets the A404. QUESTION 14  27. I support:  •the Nature Park off Cokes Lane; • the plan for a 
new Community Centre to replace the small village hall in Cokes Lane.  QUESTION 17  28. I support those points 
made in the LCCA/PC response which I have not covered above. In particular I agree that because Little Chalfont has 
taken more than its share of new housing in the last few years, and because our infrastructure is so inadequate, the 
village should now be removed from the list of ’Main Settlements for development’ 

Rep1442 
Dr Rosie Lockyer 

 My parents have lived in Little Chalfont for over 19 Years and I grew up and went to school in the village. Although I 
currently do not live in Little Chalfont, I have an aspiration to move back when I can afford to live here.  My parents 
wanted to move to Little Chalfont to give us access to good schools and also make use of the lovely countryside on 
our doorstep. These areas of natural beauty must be preserved both for the existing residents of Chiltern district but 
also the wider population who come from far and wide to this part of the county for recreation and enjoyment.   
I remember when we first moved to Little Chalfont my parents had to fight very hard to get school places for my 
brother and I as the existing schools had long waiting lists. Given the growth in households in Little Chalfont over the 
last few years and lack of any new schools, I do not see how the infrastructure will cope with any more households.  
I urge Chiltern District Council to fulfil its obligations to protect and enhance the Green Belt and Area of Outstanding 
Natural Beauty  and reject any proposal to undertake any significant housing or economic development in or 
immediately adjacent to Little Chalfont. 
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Rep1443 
 N Hodgins 

Local Plan Consultation – Little Chalfont.   The purpose of this letter is to bring to your attention certain aspects of 
the proposed areas under consideration for a release from “Green Belt” around little Chalfont which need to be 
understood, recognised and respected as, once green belt is re-designated, there is no going back. Little Chalfont is 
a village not a town. It is defined by its current boundaries with green belt land which protects it from merger into 
other conurbations. To retain Little Chalfont as a village by retaining its existing green belt boundaries is therefore 
fundamental to avoid loss of identity and merger into other areas.  Already the village has seen a significantly higher 
level, in percentage terms, of development than surrounding areas in the last 8 years and the infrastructure is 
already suffering be it schools, surgeries or parking. The schools are full and, under the proximity to the school rule, 
only properties extremely close to the schools are assured of securing a place. The size of the village has expanded 
to a point where retaining the community identity has become a significant challenge. In addition traffic through the 
village is already at an all time high and any development will see this increase still further. Commuting from Little 
Chalfont on the trains in the morning post 7.00am means standing all the way to London despite Chalfont & Latimer 
being only the second stop on the line. In addition the station car park, which is probably the largest on the network, 
is full and the neighbouring roads are also full of cars parked to avoid the car parking fees. This would get worse with 
more houses in the village and more people commuting.  Green Belt is there for all to enjoy and cannot be returned 
once developed. The proposed areas for “testing” are green belt – the definition has not changed and neither has 
the need to retain green belt areas to create definition to settlements, villages and towns. The nature and character 
of the village should be maintained at all costs and this means ensuring that it does not grow beyond its present 
boundaries and infrastructure capabilities. People live in the village because they like community and the adjacent 
Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty and see it as their duty to protect such areas for future generations. The areas 
around the village are therefore protected for a reason and must remain so and so should the fact that Little 
Chalfont is a village not an ever expanding conurbation with little identity. Residents now & in the future have to 
protect the green belt because once it is gone it will never be reinstated & never be available for future generations. 

 The Local Plan will need to 
identify sustainable 
development options to meet 
needs taking into account the 
scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements.   

Rep1444 
Mrs E Mace 

I would be very grateful for your consideration of my points below against development on the Green Belt land.  As 
a Little Chalfont resident, I am extremely concerned to hear of the proposal to declassify Green Belt land , which will 
lead to development in the future, and am completely against this proposal.  I strongly respect the importance of 
Green Belt land and the need to protect such land to prevent the destruction of our environment.  I live in a 
property on Loudhams Wood Lane which borders an area that is being considered for development. One of the 
main reasons that we bought this property is because of the views of this field from our property and the quiet that 
it brings. Any development on this land would bedevastating to us and our dream home.  We have two children who 
would definitely be disturbed by noise pollution and general chaos that a development this large would bring. I 

 The Local Plan will need to 
identify sustainable 
development options to meet 
needs taking into account the 
scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements.   



Classification: OFFICIAL 
 

1002 
 
Classification: OFFICIAL 

Name Summary of Representation 
Council Response (see also 

Volume 1 for generic response) 

would also be really concerned about living next to such a large construction site, and the air pollution that this 
would undoubtedly bring with it; lorries, construction machinery, dust, materials used etc etc. As a doctor I 
recognise that ambient air pollution is a significant cause of chronic respiratory disorders and cardio-pulmonary 
disorders(see 1-4 below).  The field behind Loudhams Wood Lane is definitely an area of outstanding beauty, and is 
an asset to the community. It contains an abundance of wildlife that we see daily, and that often visit our garden 
too. There are muntjac deer, rabbits, pheasant and the trees are home to owls and woodpeckers. The children had 
never seen these animals at such close contact before, and they are so worried that these animals will be displaced, 
and loose their homes too. Surely, this is part of the reason why Green Belt land was protected in the first place. 
Building housing at the expense of countryside that has been protected for so long is not justified; and where will it 
end?  Who is really going to benefit from these developments? - I fear that that the major players are the 
developers themselves, who are no doubt paying lawyers to secure development rites. They will of course be 
informing everyone of the importance of developing these sites, to help others with housing, but this is of course 
not through any altruistic thought but to line their pockets.  Little Chalfont has already had a huge amount of new 
houses built in recent times, and we have already had a huge amount of disruption from the build on the Donkey 
Field on Burtons Lane. The roads are crumbling under the weight of the constant heavy goods vehicles/lorries that 
arrive all day long.  Water drainage at the site already seems to be an issue with the road flooding regularly now that 
the field has gone. The infrastructure of Little Chalfont is already at breaking point in this area, with schools, local 
GP's, and hospitals at breaking point.  The trains for commuters from Chalfont and Latimer are inadequate to 
accommodate an increased population, with no seats available at peak times all year round already.  There is 
insufficient parking in the village already, with elderly people struggling. The schools are also overrun in this and the 
surrounding area.  Surely I have said enough to convince you that this is an inappropriate proposal which will have 
widespread negative impacts on the community.   References:   1.Brunekreef B. Health effects of air pollution 
observed in cohort studies in Europe. J Expo Sci Environ Epidemiol. 2007;17(Suppl 2):S61–S65.   2.Cohen AJ. Outdoor 
air pollution and lung cancer. Environ Health Perspect. 2000;108(Suppl 4):743–50.  3. Pope CA, III, Dockery DW. 
Health effects of fine particulate air pollution: lines that connect. J Air Waste Manag Assoc. 2006;56:709–42. 4.Vineis 
P, Forastiere F, Hoek G, Lipsett M. Outdoor air pollution and lung cancer: recent epidemiologic evidence.Int J Cancer. 
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Rep1445 
 Stephen Murrell 

I wish to raise a strong objection to the proposed Green Belt Strategic Option for Beaconsfield in particular the land 
designated as Built Area Extension Option.  The land identified in your plan is not only an area of outstanding beauty 
which needs protecting but part of it also has a significant community use as it has a long historic use as the home 
for Beaconsfield Rugby Club.  The area directly behind Lakes Lane and Hedgerley Lane is considered natural parkland 
which benefits from a Natural England Higher level Stewardship scheme which the owners Hall Barn Estates own 
and manage. There are to my knowledge nesting birds, deer and other wildlife which all inhabit the woodland and 
surrounding area.  This area must remain protected and full scale development such as that proposed must not be 
allowed. 
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Rep1446 
 Andrew Stoll and 
Rep1447 
 Shelley Stoll 

I reject the conclusions of the Chiltern District Council, that the village of Little Cha lfont be classified as a "main 
settlement for growth" and that adjoining areas of Green Belt land should therefore be considered for release for 
housing and employment development.  The main reasons for my objection to any housing/employment 
development on these identified areas of land include, but are not limited to, the following:   o This land is 
designated as Green Belt anci its development would therefore be in contravention of local and national planning 
policy. Green Belt land was specifically created to prevent urban sprawland should not be treated as a repository of 
reserve building land.  o Except for the former golf course on Lodge Lane, all the identified areas of land are within 
the Chilterns Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB), an important national asset much appreciated by local 
residents and visitors to the area. Use of this land would be in contravention of local and national planning policy. 
Any housing and/or industrial development would be very detrimental to the rural character and setting of Little 
Chalfont village.  In recent years Little Chalfont has taken a greater share (i.e. 12.4%) of new housing compared to 
other settlements in the area (e.g. Amersham 5.3%, Chesham 4.0/o, Chalfont StPeter 7.7%|.  Any new housing 
estates would severely overload the local infrastructure including roads, road junctions, parking, train services, 
schools, healthcare, water and waste management.  In particular, I would like to draw your attention to the fields 
between Stony Lane and Westwood Park, which have been selected as a planned test area for residential 
development. Further to the objections listed above, this is an area of open rural land crossed by a well used public 
footpath and borders on mature ancient woodland to the north. A housing development would constitute an 
unacceptable form of urban sprawl that would severely impact the adjoining ancient woodland and the open space 
of Westwood Park and, furthermore, degrade the village character of Little Chalfont.  It should also be noted that 
this area of land was one of the sites excluded in the Housing and Economic Land Availability Assessment (HELAA) at 
Stage 1.  Of equalconcern are the fields to the east of Stony Lane, Church Grove and Lodge Lane, which have been 
selected as planned test areas for employment development. In addition to the objections highlighted above, this is 
an area of open rural countryside that forms an important buffer zone between Little Chalfont and the settlements 
to the east. Any development here would be an unacceptable form of urban sprawl that would completely alter the 
rural setting of Little Chalfont. 

 The Local Plan will need to 
identify sustainable 
development options to meet 
needs taking into account the 
scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements.   
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Rep1448 
Mrs Caroline 
Durden 

Clearly it’s important to explore more housing & commercial dev & to ensure that it is sustainable and mixed. There 
seems little point in developing an open recreation area (Farnham Park Playing fields) as increased housing will 
require recreational areas to be made available elsewhere in any case.  Similarly there is no point converting small, 
local offices to housing and then asking people to drive miles to a business park. We must have integrated uses.  
Another concern is the encroachment of the Slough conurbation to the point where Farnham Royal & Farnham 
Common become entirely absorbed by it. A belt of green - or buffer - at this point has a very clear purpose - It is not 
about expanding the built areas Farnham Royal or Farnham Common, but more about to containing Slough town’s 
borders to the north. Assuming some of the area identified to the north of the Farnham Park public open space 
could be released for development, access would need to be via the A355 only. Access via Farnham Park Lane will 
put unsustainable traffic stress on what is (clue is in the name) a country lane. Equally, Purton Lane, which runs 
north off Farnham Park Lane, and parallel to the A355 would be affected and this is a single track country lane with 
no passing places and therefore, again, any development is in danger of causing unsustainable traffic stress.  Existing 
road infrastructure needs to be considered. It could be that other local areas are better suited to development, to 
the west of the A355 and south of Farnham Common. Opportunities for intensification exist immediately within the 
heart of Farnham Common. The car park could be developed intensively. Maintaining parking with mixed uses 
above, making a substantial contribution to the requirement. The private playing fields to the west of the A355 
could be further developed and this would be a preference to areas further to the south of the Parish in order to 
maintain the vital buffer previously described. In a final note, with regards to the proposed development of land 
between the A355 and Purton Lane, it should be noted that these fields are a haven for wildlife-deer,hedgehogs etc. 

  

Rep1449 
 Harvey Way 

When the planning committee visited my plot of land in Plough Lane, I was told that they would like to build on the 
park but the deeds were subject to covenant to the development on the park.  
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Rep1450 
 Baiba Sejejs 

I have lived in Little Chalfont for almost 20 Years. There were two mains reasons why we wanted to move to Little 
Chalfont, (1) Access to good schools, (2) Proximity to the woods and land making up the Area of Outstanding Beauty 
and Green Belt.  These areas of natural beauty must be preserved both for the residents of Chiltern district but also 
for the wider population who come to this part of the county for recreation and enjoyment from far and wide. The 
methodology to determine which parcels of green belt could potentially be released is flawed and just used to 
obtain the desired result without heed of the Green Belt rules. Over the twenty or so years we have lived here, I 
have seen many building developments in the village. The number of households has grown significantly with over a 
10% increase in the last few years. Since this percentage increase is significantly more than any other of the 
surrounding villages, Little Chalfont should not be asked to take on yet more housing development.  Even when we 
first came to Little Chalfont twenty years ago, the infrastructure struggled to cope with the existing number of 
households. There were long waiting lists to register with a doctor and get into local schools.  I had to fight very hard 
to get a primary school place at the local school which was already overcrowded. The same situation occurred when 
I had to get a secondary school place. In the end we only got a place for our daughter in the village after appeal. The 
number of schools and doctors has not increased despite the recent increase in population and certainly will not 
cope with any more households.  The A404 gets very busy during the day and is particularly bad during school drop 
off/pick up times and evenings are jam packed. I have to commute to my local place of work and the bottle-neck 
along White Lion Road in the morning is horrendous. This will get significantly worse if more houses or industrial 
complexes are built as the majority of households will have to commute by car to where they work. The argument 
that new commuters can use the train service is flawed as (a) there is insufficient parking and (b) trains are already 
too full at peak times.  I urge Chiltern District Council to fulfil its obligations to protect and enhance the Green Belt 
and Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty  and reject any proposal to undertake any significant housing or economic 
development in or immediately adjacent to Little Chalfont. 

 The Local Plan will need to 
identify sustainable 
development options to meet 
needs taking into account the 
scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements.   

Rep1451 
Mr Colin Pearce 

I wish to object to the possible designation of land for employment as shown on the Chalfont St Peter and Gerrards 
Cross map in Appendix 5, Areas of Search for Strategic Employment Options within the Green Belt listed in the Local 
Plan Initial Consultation document. The proposal would cut across the lower part of the course at Gerrards Golf 
Club, including the Clubhouse, and so make the Club completely unviable. It would further greatly reduce the 
sporting and recreational facilities in the local area and deny hundreds of members the enjoyment of playing golf in 
a beautiful part of the Misbourne valley. Such development within the Green Belt would be considered harmful to 
the principles of such a designation while conversely, the existing use is an acceptable use within the Green Belt and 
wholly appropriate in maintaining the openness of the Green Belt.  The area is in The Colne Valley Park and is 
identified as being a particularly important green space for biodiversity and environmental priorities. The area is 
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within the Green Belt and provides the important function of separating the built-up areas of CSP and Tatling End, 
Gerrards Cross and Denham. The A413 is a natural barrier for development. To build to the east of it would erode 
the barrier and facilitate yet more development in the future on the open space to the east. The area is also in a 
flood plain unsuitable for sustainable development of any significance. The area is valued by residents and visitors as 
a green corridor and to destroy it would inevitably lead to further industrialisation. 

Rep1452 
 Mick Taylor; 
Rep1454 
 Lorna Taylor 

I am writing to add my objection to the proposed industrial and residential developments in and around Little 
Chalfont.  We already have severe issues with lack of parking spaces, lack of school spaces and lack of local facilities; 
the proposed developments will only serve to exaggerate these problems. We have already taken on board 300 new 
homes in the village, meaning that the parking and school problems are already intensified. There is no place for 
further expansion. The green belt was devised to protect England from exactly this situation and fundamental 
breaches of the green belt will cause a rapid decline in the overall quality of life  in the country. As responsible 
councillors, I ask you to take this issue on board and therefore reject the proposed developments in their entirety. 

  

Rep1453 
 Brian Nichols 

I write to register my strongest objection to your local Plan proposals and see no reason why ‘apparent’ housing 
needs should destroy some of the Green Belt land in the Little Chalfont area.  My main reasons of concern are    
- Public services, ie hospitals, schools, doctors, dentists etc. cannot cope at present as our community is full.  - Why 
propose residential and employment development on Green Belt which is here to constrain building.  Living in an 
area of outstanding natural beauty we wish to preserve this. Only brown field sites should be considered for this if in 
fact needed. - Two new housing estates have appeared locally in recent years, ie Bell Lane and Burtons Lane. The 
latter is typical of development for financial gain and is totally unnecessary.  - Driving on the A404 from Little 
Chalfont towards Chorley Wood passing open fields demonstrates how the CDC have done so well to maintain this 
part of the Green Belt . Traffic is busy and just about acceptable at peak times; additional housing in this area would 
require higher capacity roads and add yet another nail into the coffin for the local community.  Watching 
development around here during the past 30 years, and comparing it with eg the Camberley / Yateley area of 
Surrey, clearly shows what has been done to protect the beauty of the Chilterns. The Surrey area to which we refer 
and where we once lived, is almost unrecognisable because of wide scale development with seemingly total 
disregard for the environment.  I urge you to reject these proposals so that the area which we are all so proud to live 
in can be passed on to our children and grandchildren with pride. We lost the argument on HS2 – please don’t let 
this happen again by approving this Plan. 

 The Local Plan will need to 
identify sustainable 
development options to meet 
needs taking into account the 
scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements.   

Rep1455 
 Alison 
Wheelhouse 

QUESTION 1    Our comments on the definition of housing and economic market areas being used in the draft 
HEDNA and on the needs assessment are set out below, based on evaluation of the following documents included in 
the Evidence Base and elsewhere:     • Sustainability Appraisal of the Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan January 

 The Local Plan will need to 
identify sustainable 
development options to meet 
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Chairperson 
Local Plan Watch 

2016 • Core Strategy 2011   • HEDNA January 2016  • Right Move   • Existing South Bucks Local Plan  •  Chiltern 
and South Bucks Infrastructure Capacity Study  • Townscape Character Study 2015.      1.    According to the 
Sustainability Appraisal of the Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan January 2016 (numbering and quotations in the 
following boxes are taken from the Sustainability Appraisal):     1.3  “The Local Plan will seek to deliver sustainable , 
high quality , designed development that respects the valued and quality environments, not just the countryside but 
equally the character and setting for the towns and villages and the wealth of natural and heritage assets. It will also 
seek to maximize development opportunities locally whilst maintaining the important function and purpose of the 
Green Belt.”    Development at proposed sites at B1 (beyond the original Wilton Park area), B2 and the proposed 
Employment Site would not respect the surrounding quality environments, Conservation Area of Beaconsfield Old 
Town nor the wealth of natural and heritage assets in close proximity to the proposal areas for all the reasons stated 
in this Response document. In addition, the function and propose of the Green Belt would not be upheld in that 
proposed development at these sites would involve a huge expansion program beyond the existing boundary of the 
A355 heading outwards to close proximity to Seer Green to the north and the M40 to the south, creating a very 
large area of urban sprawl and destroying the buffer between these communities and also the motorway -  against 
the function of the Green Belt. Beaconsfield would lose its unique character and instead resemble a New Town. 
The employment area under consideration at Beaconsfield makes no economic sense at all for the following 
reasons: Office development has quite rightly been ruled out and it can be seen that the former offices of Cirkle in 
Beaconsfield Old Town are being converted to residential use, as are the former offices of the Housing Association in 
the New Town and along the A40 towards High Wycombe a large high rise former office building (Westfields) is also 
being converted to flats.   2.6.10 “No site visits have been undertaken to survey and record habitats or species 
information at each site.’  Habitats and species such as birds, bats, glis glis, foxes, rabbits, dormice and voles 
associated with woodland, meadows and hedgerows would be destroyed by the proposals.  2.6.11 ‘Loss of ancient 
semi-natural woodland and ancient replanted woodland represents a permanent loss and cannot be mitigated or 
recreated.’  This would be a severe loss of quality environment and ancient woodland cannot be replaced. 
2.6.24 Maximum allowable distances to facilities are given as:  Local Park – 600 m, Leisure centre – 2 km, Doctor – 1 
km, Hospital - 8 km.    Apart from the hospital at Wycombe (which no longer has an A&E department and which is 
heavily inundated due to a growing town and influx of flats for the elderly already), the other facilities listed above 
are not within the maximum distances or are so small as to be inadequate for the proposed population increase 
which development at the proposal sites would entail. 3.5 BEACONSFIELD AREA 1 (WILTON PARK PLUS)  -  Our 
comments as to why this site is unsuitable for development and Green Belt release are (note these comments are 
based on the evidence of your Sustainability Appraisal (SA)): • There are three listed buildings on site and two on the 

needs taking into account the 
scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements.   
 
The Local Plan will need to plan 
to meet employment needs 
over the Plan period to 2036. 
 
The existing Development Plan 
can be a consideration in the 
preparation of the new Local 
Plan however the new Local 
Plan does not need to accord 
with the current Development 
Plan and will need to deviate 
from it in a number of respects.  
The new Local Plan needs to be 
prepared taking into account 
the National Planning Policy 
Framework (which post-dates 
the current Development Plan) 
and an up todate evidence 
base. 
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edge.  • Beaconsfield Conservation Area is located within Area 1. • Beaconsfield Historic Core (ANS) is located to the 
southwest of this site and the Sustainability Appraisal states: ‘Development may impact the wider area of the ANS 
which as yet has not been fully explored.’  • Two public footpaths cross the site.  • Development will lead to loss 
of green belt and undermine its purpose and function.  • ‘Development will encroach on …. the mosaic of woodland, 
farmland and parkland.’   • It is NOT well screened from adjacent roads and homes and is open to the view 
from the A355. See photo:      • There are allotments in the western area of this site     • ‘Development of the site is 
likely to result in a loss of habitats of principal importance and species of principal importance associated with such 
habitats.’  • ‘Habitat connectivity at the site is likely to be reduced due to a loss of habitat corridors.’ • ‘According 
to the South Buck District Transport Strategy (2010), the A40, A355 and adjoining roundabout…..are seen as highly 
congested.’ The SA states: ‘Services from these bus stops offer access to surrounding towns…such as Slough and 
Uxbridge.’ Beaconsfield bus services are poor and the majority of those living in Beaconsfield do not travel by bus 
and the majority do not travel to Slough and Uxbridge for work or pleasure. Most commuters commute by rail to 
London or by car. The surrounding roads (e.g from jct.2 of the M40) are highly congested at peak times, trains are 
overcrowded and the station car park is full, as are the town car parks and road-side parking. Proposed 
development would add to an already inadequate and over-burdened commuter network, even taking into account 
the proposed relief road which will also see 7 years of HS2 traffic.  • Query whether farmland is Grade 3a or 3b. ‘It is 
unknown whether this is …the best and most versatile (agricultural land)’ ‘As such, it is uncertain whether 
development would result in the loss of the best and most versatile land.’ It is essential that the best grades of land 
are not lost to development.  • The site is within Buckinghamshire Mineral Safeguarding Area. “It is therefore likely 
that development at this site will sterilize important mineral resources.” Again it is essential that mineral resources 
be protected.    ‘A significant pollution incident at this site was recorded by the Environment Agency in 2005…..and it 
is not known whether this has been remediated.’  • ‘The Beaconsfield Golf Club lies adjacent to the site which 
may provide a local recreation opportunity for some residents. ‘ This is a members only club which requires a high 
fee for subscription and also golfing ability and as such is not therefore available to all; local recreation is extremely 
limited.  •  ‘Alternative sports facilities such as a leisure centre are further than 2 km from the site.’ The “Maximum 
Distance” for sports facilities is therefore exceeded.  • ‘There are no areas of public green space or parks within 
600 m of the site.’ The “Maximum Distance” for parks is therefore exceeded.    • ‘With the exception of the golf 
course, sports and recreation facilities are limited.’   • Doctors’ surgeries are already at capacity and inundated by 
the large numbers of elderly residents who are now living in the over large and overbearing new residential homes 
along Station Road. •  School places - at least 190 places needed. This need cannot be met locally.  • It is 
imperative that existing playing fields at Wilton Park are retained due to the poor offering locally of leisure and sport 
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facilities.  In addition the cricket club should be retained for the same reason.  3.6 BEACONSFIELD AREA 2 (A40 STRIP 
AND BEYOND)  Listed buildings – ‘There are a number of listed buildings. There is also a conservation area.’ 
‘Beaconsfield historic core ANS is located adjacent to the northern boundary of this site.’  Our comments as to why 
this site is unsuitable for development and Green Belt release are (note these comments are based on the evidence 
of your Sustainability Appraisal (SA)):  Loss of Green Belt.  A public footpath crosses the site. Loss of habitats and 
species of principal importance. The A355 is ‘highly congested’ - see above. The A40 and area around jct. 2 of the 
M40 are also highly congested. It is unknown whether the land is class 3a or 3b farming land. The best categories of 
land should be preserved.  The site is located within Buckinghamshire Mineral Safeguarding Area.’ ‘It is therefore 
likely that development ….will sterilize important mineral resources.’ The M40 nearby is a designated AQMA - 
development would exacerbate air pollution in the AQMA.  There is very limited public green space on the opposite 
side of the A40, dangerous for children to cross. The Beacon Centre is 1.5 km away (across the A40) and other 
opportunities for recreation are extremely limited. The Doctor’s surgery is more than 1 km away and not within the 
“Maximum Distance” specified. It is imperative that all Beaconsfield Rugby Club pitches should be retained as it 
makes a huge contribution to the town and given that there is a poor offering locally of leisure and sport facilities. 
BEACONSFIELD EMPLOYMENT SITE (JCT.2 AREA)   Our comments as to why this site is unsuitable for development 
and Green Belt release are (note these comments are based on the evidence of your Sustainability Appraisal (SA)): 1. 
Hall Barn Grade 2 listed buildings are on this site and an ANS. 2. This is described as ‘A relatively large site.”  But 
there is no economic justification for this proposal.  3. Public footpaths cross the site.  4. Green Belt would be lost. 5. 
It encroaches on character, pockets of ancient woodland and hedgerow ‘which provide and maintain the remaining 
areas of tranquillity.’ Our areas of tranquillity are dwindling away. With the M40 Services, massive landfill, M40 
itself, huge numbers of flats…what else must Beaconsfield suffer?   6. Burtley Wood, Bower and Burtley Woods LWS 
are in this area.  7. The site is also within the south Bucks Heaths and Parkland BOA.  8. Development would lead to 
‘loss of habitats of principal importance and a loss in habitat connectivity. Any species of principal importance… may 
be lost.’  9. South Bucks District Transport Strategy (2010) states the ‘A355 and A40 which surround the site are 
considered to be highly congested roads.’ Why add to this when infrastructure is already at capacity - the relief road 
will not ease congestion between the motorway and Pyebush roundabout.   9. ‘The site contains Grade 2 and 3 
agricultural land.’ ‘Grade 2….is classified as the best and most versatile agricultural land.’ Development at this site 
will cause a loss of this important resource.’ 10. It also lies within Buckinghamshire Mineral Safeguarding Area. It is 
likely that development at this site will sterilize important mineral resources.’   10. ‘This site contains Pyebush Lane 
Landfill.’ ‘Gerrard’s Cross Landfill is currently operating at this site.’ ‘There is potential for residual contamination 
from landfill operations at this site which may affect the new development.’    11. Workers would contribute to 
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traffic and therefore air pollution in the ACQMA    12. Part of the site lies within groundwater source protection zone 
(SPZ 1) SA 5.2.2  ‘Any harm or loss of features of architectural or historic interest would require clear and convincing 
justification.’  Given the massive amount of evidence for potential damage and intrusion to heritage, architectural, 
historic, ancient woodland, green belt, minerals, farmland, habitats and species, no convincing justification has been 
made for release of these areas.    5.2.3 ‘Para 131 of the NPPF states that ‘substantial harm to or loss of a grade 2 
listed building park or garden should be exceptional.’  Given that the proposal areas contain listed buildings, no 
exceptional case has been made for the development of these sites. 5.2.6 ‘Development that may affect the setting 
of a heritage asset may need to consider the implications of cumulative change.’  The development of the proposed 
sites would bring about massive change. Cumulative change such as intensification along Station Road and infill 
development is changing the character of the town and this must stop before its character is destroyed forever.   
5.3.1 Para 17 of the NPPF states the requirement ‘to recognize the intrinsic character and beauty of the 
countryside.’   The truly huge areas under consideration completely ignore the intrinsic character and beauty of the 
countryside and therefore the proposals go against this requirement of the NPPF.    5.3.4 ‘The Green Belt may be 
reviewed if it’s not considered to be fulfilling the five purposes stated in the NPFF.’  It is continuing to fulfil its 
purposes.   5.7.5 ‘Grade 1, 2 or 3a agricultural land should be maintained.’ 
Loss of this land should therefore not be permitted.  5.10.2 ‘Development should avoid contributing to congestion 
issues in the area.’   With the potential advent of 350 dwellings at Wilton Park each with an average of 2 cars, this 
means an increase of at least 700 cars plus additional vehicular movements associated with this increased number 
of dwellings such as online-purchase and other deliveries, post, refuse collection, visitors and tradesmen etc,. This 
will increase congestion despite the relief road.   According to the Core Strategy 2011:   1.2.22 ‘The Metropolitan 
Green Belt serves to protect the countryside in South Bucks from inappropriate development, helping to retain its 
open and undeveloped character.’ This purpose is still relevant and policy requires protection of character and 
heritage.    2. According to the HEDNA January 2016 (NUMBERING AND QUOTATIONS ARE FROM THE HEDNA)  
Impact of Joint Plan   Therefore, any increased development of housing will add to the already overburdened roads 
and Beaconsfield rail services and parking. It also means that the proposal for an employment/industrial site would 
be ill founded as the vast majority of residents of Beaconsfield are not employed in this sector.   18 ‘Over a third 
(37%) of people moving to the area previously lived in London boroughs.’   The HEDNA fails to take into account that 
the demographic of Beaconsfield is mostly families, many of whom move to Beaconsfield from London for more 
space, family housing and good schools.    6. Long term migration trends are ‘more likely to provide a more reliable 
estimate of future households’.  Also, looking at the demographic for Beaconsfield alone and not district wide would 
show the truly massive impact of these proposals on the town and how inappropriate they are for the town - and 
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also show the true need (or lack of it) rather than perceived need. Generally, evidence for Beaconsfield alone has 
not been provided by the Evidence Base.    Contrast need with ‘want’ or ‘desire’. Beaconsfield is not an area which 
has a shortfall in the need for affordable housing - there may be some people who desire an expensive home 
overlooking Beaconsfield Golf Club (and an even smaller percentage of the population who could afford it) but 
surely this is not addressing any local housing need. The local economics, demographic and land prices make 
Beaconsfield completely unsuitable for higher density housing. The only people set to gain from release of this land 
are the developers and original land owners.   31 ‘It is important to note that the overall housing need was increased 
substantially from the CLG starting point, partly to balance jobs and workers and partly in response to market signal 
indicators. The affordable housing needs assessment identified that a number of households unable to afford their 
housing costs are likely to move away from the area and some might prefer to stay in the area if housing costs were 
less expensive or if more affordable housing was available. This trend is particularly evident in Chiltern and South 
Bucks where housing costs are highest.’  Development of Green Belt of high value land therefore plays into the 
hands of developers and landowners because the local property market is based on expensive, low density housing 
bought, by and large, by families moving from London with corporate salaries.  2.65 In Chiltern District – 41%, and in 
South Bucks  -37% of residents hold qualifications of NVQ 4 plus which is higher than the South East average.   Many 
lower paid jobs in Beaconsfield (e.g. supermarket and restaurant work) are done by students living with their 
families in Beaconsfield. Those students then graduate and move to London or elsewhere to pursue higher qualified 
jobs and professions. There is no need locally for low paid jobs in industrial units on high cost land - such jobs would 
be carried out by those commuting into Beaconsfield placing even greater stress on the roads and rail services.   
2.66 Chiltern District is – 312th, and South Bucks -  290th  out of the least deprived areas in the country (out of 326). 
Both have a low unemployment rate - Chiltern 4.7 % and South Bucks 3.6% (2014), 8% work from home, 65% 
commute by car. In South Bucks 70% work outside the FEMA.  So there is no need for Affordable Housing and light 
industrial units in Beaconsfield.   But young people of Beaconsfield (most with higher level qualifications) move away 
after qualifying into professional jobs. The size of the natural population is steady - building more homes would 
cause more inward migration not satisfy a naturally growing population.   2.80 ‘The South Bucks employment land 
review identified the real estate renting and business activities, and wholesale and retailing sectors, employed the 
largest number of people in South Bucks.’   This does not relate to Beaconsfield where the demographic mainly 
consists of professional, high earners.    3.3 ‘it is important to recognize that the OAN (Objectively Assessed Need) 
does not take in to account any possible constraints to future housing supplies’ i.e., cost of land and houses, 
prevailing density and character and demographics in Beaconsfield itself have not been taken into account and if 
they were then these should restrain development and show lack of need for such a massive increase in housing 
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supply on expensive land in a characterful heritage area.   3.5 The average annual growth in the whole of South 
Bucks over 25 years (2012-37) is 320 households.  But Beaconsfield will have 350 dwellings in Wilton Park alone – 
and all of the Station Road flats which have been built over recent years. Here are photos of flats built in 
Beaconsfield in recent years. There has been too much intensification of development already and the character of 
the town is threatened. See photos showing this intensification – one or two houses have in each case been 
replaced by large blocks of flats.  Other examples of over intensification include:     1. Lord Reith Place at the 
bottom of Lakes Lane where three houses were demolished and replaced by eighteen houses (although 13 houses 
were approved initially).   2. Thirteen properties at Orchard Green off Windsor End.  These 31 extra houses plus 
a small gated community of two house further up Lakes Lane have added to the bottle neck at the top of Lakes Lane.  
The cumulative effect of all development in the town has meant that infrastructure and traffic is under extreme 
stress.    The rate of change and impact of change are damaging the character of Beaconsfield and imposing an 
unfair burden on the town to accept yet more unwelcome development at the cost of town cramming, over 
intensity of development, loss of character, over obtrusiveness, over density and now potential loss of green belt 
and further stress on infrastructure. Beaconsfield is being asked to take a disproportionate and unfair proportion of 
development and the proposal that a larger settlement should take more and more development means that at 
some point that settlement no longer resembles the historic town that it is. There has already been enough 
cumulative change and development in the town. It is time now for a period of restraint and for protection of the 
character of Beaconsfield.    Beaconsfield housing is mostly family homes. Young students normally leave the family 
home. The population flow is that students will leave to seek first professional jobs and accommodation elsewhere, 
outside the town. Annual population growth does not necessarily mean that more houses are needed - and certainly 
not at the rate proposed for Beaconsfield. Also, take into account the building boom on Station Road. This is an area 
where we have successful grammar schools, a high proportion of students going to university and graduating into 
successful, graduate-level jobs. Average house price is high, over £1,000,000 (see below).    3.56 South Bucks 
population trends – ‘The local authority’s population did not change significantly over the 1980 and 1990s. The ONS 
mid-year estimates for the period since 2001 estimated a period of slow population growth after the 2001 census, 
which was broadly consistent with the population estimate based on the 2011 census. In the light of the census 
data, the estimates were marginally revised – but this adjustment averaged less than 100 persons annually.’  Again, 
the population trend does not support such a high increase in housing in Beaconsfield where the Wilton Park 
development alone would bring an additional 350 dwellings.   3.59 Natural change of population in South Bucks has 
remained steady since 2006, increases have been mainly due to migration.   There is no inherent need for a housing 
explosion in Beaconsfield - this would only play into the hands of property developers and original land owners.   4.7 
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“It is evident that statutory homelessness has not become significantly worse in Buckinghamshire over the period 
since 2001.”   According to these Figures, therefore, the need for large numbers of Affordable Housing in 
Beaconsfield is simply not there.   4.33 ‘Numbers of households registering for affordable housing ….have been 
relatively stable in Chiltern and South Bucks.’  So there is no need for a large increase.  the figures for those 
households in a ‘reasonable preference category’ are very low in South Bucks and Chiltern districts and the lowest in 
the entire district.   4.50 ‘households assumed to be unable to afford housing include: all households that are 
currently homeless…..in temporary accommodation and people in a reasonable preference category.’  ‘Unable to 
access market housing’ does not mean a need for affordable housing in an area like Beaconsfield where land prices 
are so high. The Council’s Affordable Housing Supplementary Planning Document states ‘A commuted sum payment 
would enable the delivery of better housing outcomes than would have been provided on-site.’ Therefore, better 
Affordable Housing provision could be made where land prices are cheaper. 5.6 ‘The FEMA is not considered to be a 
prime office market.’   Neither office nor industrial units are needed or required on such expensive land which 
would mean loss of Green Belt for no justified reason whatsoever.    5.16 ‘Beaconsfield town centre is a popular 
location which has seen some investment in recent years, while Gerrard’s Cross offers better public transport links.’  
Industrial units are simply not needed and transport links are relatively poor in Beaconsfield.    5.18 ‘The FEMA’s 
office market is relatively weak’  compared with Oxford, Milton Keynes and Watford.   5.28   High Wycombe has the 
largest volume of leased office floor space (40%) followed by Marlow (17%). Beaconsfield has no significant need for 
commercial property.  5.49  In terms of commercial property: ‘neighbouring areas of High Wycombe, Maidenhead, 
Slough, Uxbridge …. are more attractive locations….owing to the better transport connectivity and amenities.’  The 
area is not therefore suitable for industrial use.    5.51 ‘South Bucks is not a significant industrial location.’ ‘The 
district’s relatively high land values result in a preference for office uses and the conversion to residential use.’  The 
area is not therefore suitable for industrial use.    5.52 ‘Along the M40…..this continues to a be second choice 
location due to its relatively poor transport links. ’  The area is not therefore suitable for industrial use.    5.54 
‘Minimal demands for larger office space’ ‘The FEMA is not considered to be a prime office market.’  Beaconsfield 
has therefore no need for office space.  5.65 ‘South Bucks is not a significant industrial location.’  Beaconsfield has 
therefore no need for industrial units.  Under the ‘trend’ based growth scenario, this forecasts a significant decline 
in B8 requirement.   South Bucks is the highest of the area. It is therefore inappropriate to use expensive land in 
Beaconsfield, or to release Green Belt for un-needed industrial space or higher density housing which goes against 
the character of the town.   7.80 ‘The combined rate for Chiltern, South bucks and Wycombe, is 10.5 x lower quartile 
earnings – around 60% higher than the national rate.’  The land in Beaconsfield is simply too expensive to be used 
other than being developed for lower density housing and therefore inappropriate for industrial or higher density 
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uses.    7.88 ‘It is necessary to consider whether a higher rate of housing delivery may be needed to help address 
market housing problems.’  An uplift of 20% is being proposed in response to market signals. Why should we be 
required to take additional 20% of housing solely because of higher land values? There is absolutely no justification 
for this. The prevailing density of the town is of lower density and imposing higher density housing would be 
damaging to the character of this historic town..   3. According to Right Move data:   “The majority of sales in 
Beaconsfield during the last year were detached properties, selling for an average price of £1,406,357. Flats sold for 
an average of £571,975, with semi-detached properties fetching £580,780.” (Right Move figures)   The proposals 
would only benefit property developers and original land owners as the price of land and housing locally is so high 
whilst local densities and character require protection too.   4. According to the Sustainability Appraisal Jan 2016 
(numbers and quotes in boxes are from the Sustainability Appraisal):    Aims of the local plan include:   1.3.1 
Development should respect ‘valued and quality environments, not just the countryside but equally the wealth of 
natural and heritage assets…..whilst maintaining the important function and purpose of the green belt.’  This should 
be maintained.     Annexe of the SEA Directive: criteria for determining the likely significance of effect referred to in 
Article 3 (5) of the SEA directive. These include:   ‘Characteristics of the effects and of the area likely to be affected, 
having regard, in particular, to: -   The probability, duration, frequency and reversibility of the effects.  The 
cumulative nature of the effects.  The transboundary nature of the effects.  The risks to human health or to the 
environment (e.g., due to accidents).  The magnitude and spatial extent of the effect (geographical area and size of 
population).  The value and vulnerability of the area likely to be affected due to:       * special natural characteristics 
or cultural heritage      * exceeded environmental quality standards or limit values     * intensive land use      *the 
effects on areas or landscapes which have a recognised national, community or international protection status.   The 
effects of the proposals are irreversible. The cumulative nature development of this scale would have on 
Beaconsfield is such that its character would be destroyed forever. The magnitude (both geographically and in terms 
of potential population increase) of the proposals is unfair compared with other areas and such that the proposals 
would have a disastrous effect on the heritage, historical importance, Conservation Area, character, infrastructure, 
facilities (such as schooling, transport, health), wildlife habitats and species, ancient woodland, pollution and air 
quality of the town. The proposal areas adjoin the Conservation Area of Beaconsfield Old Town and contain 
numerous listed buildings, ancient woodlands, pubic rights of way, green belt land obviously and which acts as a 
buffer between Beaconsfield and the M40 and the nearby village of Seer Green. Beaconsfield has seen 
intensification along Station road and has had more than its fair share of intensification already. It is a case of “if you 
build it, they will come” rather than meeting a real need for housing in Beaconsfield.   SA Objective 3. 2.6.11 ‘Loss of 
ancient semi-natural woodland and ancient replanted woodland represents a permanent loss and cannot be 
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mitigated or recreated.’   2.6.12 Many species and habitats are associated with woodland, grassland and hedgerows 
and these would be destroyed.    2.6.13 SA Objective 6 ‘It is assumed that development within the Buckinghamshire 
Mineral Safeguarding Area will sterilise important mineral resources.’  It’s wrong to assume that development at 
Beaconsfield Site B 1 (Wilton Park Plus) will have no impact on cultural heritage or pollution. It is adjacent to and 
visible from the Beaconsfield Old Town Conservation Area, the oldest designated Conservation Area in the district. It 
is wrong to assume transport impact will be positive – 350 dwellings at Wilton Park alone with an average of two 
cars per household equals at least 700 additional cars and a development that resembles a whole new town which 
would have a huge impact on infrastructure and facilities and also the character of the town. As Beaconsfield is a 
town of families by and large, there would be a large number of children requiring school places - and there are 
none available locally. The plans to expand Holtspur School are inadequate given that at least 190 places are 
required. The recently built Sunrise residential home for the elderly has already lead to a drastic increase in elderly 
population but no increase in GP provision. There is already under construction a new residential care home at 
Knotty Green and this will add to elderly care home provision already existing at Sunrise, Harrias House and other 
residential homes in the town.  It is wrong to assume that mitigation will negate these negative impacts because 
mitigation will not change the facts of car ownership or prevent spoiling of the conservation area and character of 
the town and the listed buildings on the sites; and will not replace ancient woodland and high quality farmland and 
minerals.   8.2.6  It is entirely incorrect that the proposals will ‘Lead to an increase in economic activity and 
employment opportunities in the district’ because the idea that industrial units on Green Belt in Beaconsfield will 
provide job opportunities for the town is ill conceived due to the fact that the town is populated largely by workers 
commuting to professional or high profile jobs in London and larger conurbations; and land is expensive in 
Beaconsfield. EMPLOYMENT SITE APPRAISALS (Numbers and quotes are taken from the Sustainability Appraisal)   
3.13 The economy is clearly under pressure - ‘Anecdotal evidence indicates that occupiers continue to be reluctant 
to leasing decisions while the economy remains under pressure.’  This reluctance does not translate into a need for 
industrial units in Beaconsfield, in fact quite the opposite.    3.11 ‘The economic outlook suggests that we should not 
expect a significant bounce back in development in the short term.’  Again, evidence for not releasing Green Belt for 
industrial use in Beaconsfield.   3.12 ‘The outlook for credit conditions for commercial property improved in mid-
2011. However, appears to have deteriorated since.’  Again, evidence for not releasing Green Belt land for industrial 
use in Beaconsfield.      3.28 Prime industrial rents declined by an average of 0.8% in 2011. The secondary market fell 
by an average of 3.4%.   Again, more evidence against releasing Green Belt for industrial use in Beaconsfield.   4.2 
‘There is still a degree of out-commuting to higher paid jobs.’   This is precisely the case in Beaconsfield and thus 
there is no need for industrial units in Beaconsfield. According to the Core Strategy 2011: para. 1.2.33 ‘Many 
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residents have high paid occupations as managers or professionals and earnings are significant higher than average.’ 
And also at para.3.4.2 ‘Approximately two thirds of the resident workforce in South Bucks ….commute out of the 
district on a daily basis.’    4.3 ‘The skills profile of residents is above average with 37% qualified to degree level… 
48% of the resident workforce is employed in managerial and professional occupations reflecting the high housing 
cost and quality of life offered in the district.’   Again, this is evidence why there is no need for industrial units in 
Beaconsfield.     Existing SOUTH BUCKS LOCAL PLAN states:   1.6 ‘Of the resident population …..Around 60% of those 
in work commute out of the district …principally to Slough and Greater London. Conversely about 60% of the jobs in 
the district are taken by people commuting in to South Bucks.’   Therefore, additional development of housing or 
industrial units will only add to the numbers commuting in or out of the distinct, largely by car and this type of 
industrial provision is not needed.    Chiltern and South Bucks Infrastructure Capacity Study (numbers and quotes 
are taken from the Infrastructure Capacity Study)    9. ‘The scope for accommodating future potential growth in 
population or housing seems very limited…..unless there are significant improvements/increased capacity for 
provision. For example, roads, railway, GPs, water infrastructure and education are particular areas where capacity 
is under pressure already.’ ‘A critical issue is the impact of new care-homes/nursing homes on GP capacity.’ 
An additional 350 homes at Wilton Park alone would cause extreme stress on local infrastructure which is already 
adversely affected by cumulative development which has already taken place e.g. along Station Road which has 
seem over-intensification with individual houses being replaced by massive blocks of flats with basement carparks 
and the huge Sunrise. How many ‘Sunrises’ does a town need? Surely only one - and we already have one plus an 
assortment of other residential homes.     10. ‘It cannot simply be assumed that additional capacity will 
automatically be created in response to the growth associated with the local plan.’  No information has been given 
in the Evidence Base for increase of a minimum of 350 school places (at least 350 - a minimum of one per home on 
Wilton Park given that Beaconsfield is largely a town of families), increase in GP provision and leisure facilities and a 
radical overhaul of infrastructure such as water, waste, parking provision and transport (e.g. more trains). All of this, 
of course, would negatively impact the character of Beaconsfield which would be changed from an historic market 
town into a sprawling, dense conurbation resembling an entire new town - which is not the intention of the NPPF. 
Hence, the proposals are not in line with the NPPF and go way beyond it.    Figure 4 - The only areas specified as 
having no capacity issues are telecommunications (mobile phones) and flood alleviation. In Beaconsfield, transport – 
rail, drinking and waste water, electricity and gas and waste are all specifically ‘capacity-dependent on planned 
measure or improvements.’   No information has been given as to how the capacity issues would be dealt with 
should the proposal areas go forward. Capacity does not support the proposals. Even the capacity for data that cell 
transmitters can receive and send for mobile phones will become stressed due to increased volume.  Other headings 
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state ‘insufficient information is current available on the constraint” -  e.g. education, health and transport 
constraints have not been addressed and current provision of which is completely inadequate to support 350 homes 
at Wilton Park, let alone any further development.     38 ‘The most severely affected roads being part of the A355 
between Amersham and Beaconsfield’    Adding 350 extra dwellings will only add to this, relief road or no relief 
road, as most workers commute out of district; the trains are at capacity; parking is at capacity and the school run 
will become impossible.    39 ‘In South Bucks the most severely affected roads ….are part of the A355 south of 
Beaconsfield….’  Extra housing and industrial units would only add to this problem. The roads around Beaconsfield 
are some of the most severely affected roads in the district. Adding the potential for development beyond the 
Wilton Park area is sheer madness.      49 ‘Buckinghamshire County Council education pupil yield estimates give a 
broad indication that the approximately 700 homes would generate a form of entry of primary aged pupils.’ 
As Beaconsfield is a town largely consisting of families with school age children, far more than one form of entry for 
primary school pupils would be needed. 350 homes in Wilton Park would equal at least 350 children.   58. 
Beaconsfield and Gerrard’s Cross stations are two of the busiest stations in the area with car parks frequently at full 
capacity. Beaconsfield simply cannot accommodate the scale of development release of the huge area of land would 
entail:   Page 53 ‘At present Beaconsfield and Burnham primary planning areas are at capacity.’  P 54 ‘If increased 
housing levels are proposed in Chiltern and South Bucks then it is likely that the LPA will need to provide additional 
school places…’  ‘Buckinghamshire County Council has very limited capital funding to provide additional school 
places and there is no guarantee that this funding will be available in future years.’   There are simply not enough 
school places for the number of homes which release of this large area of Green Belt would entail. The parking and 
school drop off areas around Wattleton Road and Holtspur are dangerously over full and the Fire Service has 
complained of lack of access in case of emergency.  This safety issue is being ignored.   ‘B 2018/19 there will be a 
deficit of places (education primary) in relation to existing housing growth …..There is no current capacity to address 
future growth beyond this….’ ‘By 2022/23 there will be a deficit of upper school places.’  There would in practice be 
a deficit in school places as soon as the Wilton Park homes are built.  Health – ‘Capacity …..Does not currently 
account for potential growth associated with the new local plan.’ ‘Widespread pressure across the district on the GP 
capacity.’   The system is already at capacity and there is no local A&E provision since Wycombe hospital closed its 
department. Last week, as an example, an admission at Wexham Park A&E had to wait 10 hours for a bed and that 
was at a relatively quiet time in the early hours of the morning.   Transport: considerable peak period congestion 
exists.’ ‘Capacity does not take account of future growth implications from the new local plan.’ 
According to the Core Strategy 2011 para. 1.2.17 ‘…..Many roads experience peak time congestion ….there are 
articular traffic problems in the Beaconsfield and Iver/Ritchings areas’ and at para. 1.2.37 ‘Car ownership is high, 
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with 53% of households owning two or more cars….the larger than average houses in South Bucks tend to use more 
energy.’   Utilities/waste water: ‘The trunk sewer terminating in Maple Lodge only serves a small area within South 
Bucks district but is close to capacity south of Maple Lodge.’  The existing water and waste infrastructure would not 
support the level of development which the release of such a large area of Green Belt would entail. According to the 
Core Strategy 2011, para. 1.2.39 ‘Water demand exceeds the volume licenced for abstraction….and South Bucks has 
been identified and area of “serious water stress” by the Environment Agency. Waste water capacity is also an issue 
in parts of the district.’ And at para. 3.5.14 :’South Bucks is within an area of severe water stress.’  According to the 
Core Strategy 2011: 2.2.10 ‘There is an issue with the availability of parking for rail users, and evidence to suggest 
that there are public car parking issues in Beaconsfield Old Town.’  Parking provision is deficient around the town 
generally.  Also according to the Core Strategy 2011: para.1.2.36 ‘South Bucks residents have one of her highest per 
capita domestic carbon footprint of any local authority area.’  This is due to size of homes. More houses will mean 
more demand on an already creaking infrastructure. Also, at para.1.2.37: ‘Car ownership is high, with 53% of 
households owning two or more cars….the larger than average houses in South Bucks tend to use more energy.’ 
In addition, there would be a massively negative impact on the character of the town by over dense development 
and a larger population. Beaconsfield Old Town was designated in 1969 as a Conservation Area - the oldest 
designation in South Bucks District and it should be protected. Further new conservation areas should also be 
designated to protect the town which has faced and is still facing intense pressure from development - e.g. Penn 
Road from Ledborough Lane to Cosy Corner - with individual listings of the highly attractive individual older houses. 
Core Strategy 2011 states:  1.2.12 ‘In 2009 the population of SBD was around 64,000. Objections prepared in 2007 
suggest that whilst the overall population will change very little in the period to 2026, there will be some significant 
changes in the demographic makeup of the district.’   ‘By 2026…there might be a 39% increase in those over 65, a 
38% increase in those over 80…’  Given that the evidence is that the overall population will change very little in the 
period to 2026, the HEDNA is over estimating housing need. QUESTION 2   For our comments on the draft HELAA, 
please see all of our comments above in reply to Question 1 which should be read as being repeated here and which 
apply equally to the HEDNA and the HELAA.  The combined area of the proposed sites is so large, there is no need 
for such an extensive proposal area nor indeed for any additions to it - it would lead to a massive over provision of 
housing (not based on need and posing an unfair burden on the town comparative to other areas), turning 
Beaconsfield into something resembling a New Town and destroying its character completely and forever.  We 
welcome the plan annexed to the draft HELAA of February 2016 which reduces the huge swathes of land under 
consideration - no further provision is needed, wanted nor possible given the restraints of infrastructure, character 
and cumulative effect development has already exerted on the town. However Beaconsfield Rugby Club should be 
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protected because leisure nad sports facilities are so limited in the town.  The following quotes are from the Core 
Strategy 2011.  According to the Core Strategy 2011, para.3.6.2 Wilton Park is described as “large in South Bucks 
terms”.’  Given that the original Wilton Park site is so large it is unfair, inequitable and unnecessary for Beaconsfield 
to be required to take an even larger release of Green Belt.  And at para.3.66 ‘Wilton Park is approximate 44 
hectares, half of which has previously been developed.”  By any reckoning this is a large development and enough is 
enough.  And at para.3.6.8 ‘The council will need to be satisfied that the …..proposed development has no greater 
impact (and preferably a lesser impact) than existing development on the openness of the Green Belt.’  Therefore, 
the release of Green Belt should reflect this policy and limit Green Belt release to the original Wilton Park developed 
area but with the existing playing fields protected. CORE policy 14. – Wilton Park should ‘result in no greater impact 
on the openness of the green belt.’ ‘Retain the existing level of sports and recreational facilities with qualitative 
improvement where appropriate.  A large proportion of open space on the site should be provide in the form of a 
good quality local parks.’ Given the size of the Wilton Park area, no further release is needed from Green Belt.   
APP.4 ‘The town and villages in South Bucks will be high quality places surrounded by protected landscape. 
Residential intensification in Beaconsfield and Gerrards Cross will have been managed to protect and enhance their 
distinctive character.’  This policy from the Core Strategy should be upheld.   There will be an increased demand on 
school places, as evidenced by the Core Strategy: – ‘190 if the Wilton Park opportunity site comes forward.’   190 
school places = at least 6 new classes of 30 each. Where are the school children going to attend school? There is no 
provision for them. QUESTION 3 -   No. The evidence provided by your consultants supports our view that leisure 
facilities and public open spaces currently are very limited and of poor quality; and infrastructure, school places, GP 
provision and parking facilities would be inadequate to support both the currently proposed sites or any additional 
areas of consideration. Beaconsfield Cricket Club, Beaconsfield Rugby Club, the playing fields at Wilton Park and all 
leisure and sporting facilities should be protected and retained because there are few such facilities in the town. 
According to the Core Strategy 2011:   1.1.14 ‘There are no public swimming pools in the district and only two sports 
halls with full public access.’  And: 2.2.9 ‘Much of the settlement – (Beaconsfield) is deficient in parks and gardens 
and several of the existing parks are of poor quality.’ Therefore we should not lose any more open space or leisure 
sites. QUESTION 4    The Vision and Objectives should:  • Protect the character of Beaconsfield from intensification. 
• List further buildings and designate further Conservation Areas to protect those areas which have faced 
considerable threat to their character from developers e.g. Penn Road. This area should be protected from 
intensification and loss of older, attractive houses. The older, characterful homes on Penn road should be listed. 
• Protect the setting, view from and Conservation Area of Beaconsfield Old Town.  • Protect the heritage of 
Beaconsfield. • Protect the buffer of the Green Belt which provides a buffer between the town and the M40; and 
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between the town and the neighbouring settlements. • Protect ancient woodland and hedgerows and their habitats 
and species. • Not allow Beaconsfield to come to resemble an over-developed New Town.  • Protect those areas 
which represent “green fingers” extending out from Beaconsfield e.g. Penn Road and the area between jct.2 M40 
and Pyebush Roundabout which give the impression of entering a small rural town which basically is the character of 
the town. •  Protect the countryside for future generations. • Protect Woodlands Roads as designated in the 
Townscape Character Study 2015. • Support infrastructure - see evidence provided above. 
QUESTION 5 - Our comments on the Options listed are as follows:  Option A - We do not support increasing building 
density or heights within the existing Areas of Special Character as designated by the Townscape Character Study 
2015 because cumulative development in the town is destroying its character. For this reason, no more flats should 
be built in the Areas of Special Character. We do not want another Station Road. Penn Road is a Woodlands Road; it 
adds to the feel of the town being semi-rural in nature and is one of the green fingers of the town, lending it a green 
edge.  Option B - The Residential Areas of Exceptional Character as amended by the Areas of Special Character in the 
Townscape Character Study 2015 should be retained because cumulative development in the town is destroying its 
character. For this reason, no more flats should be built in the Areas of Special Character. We do not want another 
Station Road. Penn Road is a Woodlands Road; it adds to the feel of the town being semi-rural in nature and is one 
of the green fingers of the town, lending it a green edge.  Option C - The release from Green Belt of the site of the 
original Wilton Park area is broadly acceptable provided that the existing playing fields are retained. However, the 
other areas proposed for release from Green Belt (eg the rest of site B1, B2 and the Employment Site) should be 
retained as green buffers. We would similarly support some release from Green Belt around Amersham, Chesham, 
Little Chalfont, Chalfont St Peter, Gerrards Cross and Burnham on the basis that Beaconsfield cannot countenance 
more and more development and bear an unfair share of the burden.    Options D to G - These options are generally 
supported.  Option H - Generally supported subject to suitable Green Belt buffers and protection of green fingers 
around settlement edges.  Option I - Generally accepted.  Option J - Generally accepted subject to suitable Green 
Belt buffers and protection of Beaconsfield around settlement edges and subject as mentioned above and below. 
Option K - According to the Sustainability Appraisal Jan 2016:    3.13 The economy is clearly under pressure - 
‘Anecdotal evidence indicates that occupiers continue to be reluctant to leasing decisions while the economy 
remains under pressure.’  This reluctance does not translate into a need for industrial units in Beaconsfield, in fact 
quite the opposite.    3.11 ‘The economic outlook suggests that we should not expect a significant bounce back in 
development in the short term.’  Again, evidence for not releasing Green Belt for industrial use in Beaconsfield. 
3.12 ‘The outlook for credit conditions for commercial property improved in mid-2011. However, appears to have 
deteriorated since.’  Again, evidence for not releasing Green Belt land for industrial use in Beaconsfield.  3.28 Prime 
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industrial rents declined by an average of 0.8% in 2011. The secondary market fell by an average of 3.4%.  Again, 
more evidence against releasing Green Belt for industrial use in Beaconsfield.     4.2 ‘There is still a degree of out-
commuting to higher paid jobs.’   This is precisely the case in Beaconsfield and thus there is no need for industrial 
units in Beaconsfield. According to the Core Strategy 2011: para. 1.2.33 ‘Many residents have high paid occupations 
as managers or professionals and earnings are significant higher than average.’ And also at para.3.4.2 
‘Approximately two thirds of the resident workforce in South Bucks ….commute out of the district on a daily basis.’ 
4.3 ‘The skills profile of residents is above average with 37% qualified to degree level… 48% of the resident 
workforce is employed in managerial and professional occupations reflecting the high housing cost and quality of life 
offered in the district.’  Again, this is evidence why there is no need for industrial units in Beaconsfield.  Existing 
SOUTH BUCKS LOCAL PLAN states:    1.6 ‘Of the resident population …..Around 60% of those in work commute out 
of the district …principally to Slough and Greater London. Conversely about 60% of the jobs in the district are taken 
by people commuting in to South Bucks.’   Therefore, additional development of housing or industrial units will only 
add to the numbers commuting in or out of the distinct, largely by car and this type of industrial provision is not 
needed.   Option L - It is imperative that the Areas of Special Character as designated in the Townscape Character 
Scheme 2015 are protected from increased intensification, density and height because of the adverse impact 
cumulative development has had on the character of Beaconsfield. However, we would support release from the 
green belt of the original Wilton Park site provided that the existing playing fields are retained (ie not the whole of 
site B1). We do not support the release of site B2 and the Employment Site. It is essential to retain the green fingers 
into and out of the town and its semi-rural nature. QUESTION 6 - Our comments made in answer to Questions 1 and 
2 should be read as repeated here. The option for the original Wilton Park area to be released from Green Belt (see 
the plan to draft HELAA February 2016 version) is broadly acceptable subject to the protective measures already 
mentioned to provide infrastructure, transport, school places, GP provision, parking, leisure, public open space/park 
and parking facilities to mitigate against and provide for the proposed 350 new homes in prospect and also to 
support the rest of the town and protect the Green Belt buffer. The Employment Site is neither needed nor wanted 
for the reasons given above. Release of further areas of Green Belt additional to the original Wilton Park area is 
neither needed nor wanted for the reasons given above.  Our comments on the Options listed are as follows:   
QUESTION 7  -  We understand that Aylesbury Vale are willing to accept unmet needs in Chiltern/South Bucks. We 
welcome this.   The level of unmet needs of course is dependent on correct assessment of need in the first place. 
We assert that the level of need has been incorrectly applied to Beaconsfield for the reasons set out in Question 1 
above. QUESTION 8  -  The Council can continue to meet its local affordable housing need by:  • Assessing the 
geographical areas where affordable housing need actually exists and not having such dwellings built in areas where 
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there is no such need or where value of land is such that affordable housing is not economically viable. • Section 106 
contributions and CIL. • Making some housing provision dedicated for key workers.   The Council’s Affordable 
Housing Supplementary Planning Document states “a commuted sum payment would enable the delivery of better 
housing outcomes than would have been provided on-site.” This means that Affordable Housing would be better 
provided elsewhere where land is cheaper. QUESTION 9 - According to the Core Strategy 2011: para. 3.3.2.30 ‘There 
should be a reduced requirement for South Bucks to provide additional pitches (i.e., Travellers’ Pitches) given that it 
already provides 87 pitches, the third highest rate of provision in the whole of the south east region.’  As South 
Bucks has already made the large provision for Travellers, it is inequitable and unnecessary for South Bucks to be 
called on to make further provision for this. No credible evidence has been produced to support extra provision for 
Travellers etc. in South Bucks. If any additional pitches are to be provided these should be kept in the same areas as 
existing rather than the creation of new sites. QUESTION 10 No consideration has been given in the evidence base 
to:  • The increased prevalence of multi-generational living which gives optimal support to elderly relatives. • the 
increased use of care agencies (such as Universal and Carewatch, just 2 examples of such agencies in Beaconsfield) 
which support elderly people and allow them to continue to live in their own homes. • what people actually want 
for their futures. Most would see living in a residential care home as a last resort. • the number of such homes 
already existing in Beaconsfield and nearby. There is existing capacity in these homes. • how elderly people will be 
able to afford to live in these care homes which cost around £1,000 per week. Arguably the people who really 
benefit most from these developments are the developers, land owners and companies who run them. At often 
around £1,000 per week, that would pay for a lot of support in one’s own home. Also consider the “exit fees” 
commonly charged by the providers of homes for the elderly (e.g. Peverel) when these units change hands and the 
level of service charges, increasing the supply of such housing is not such a benefit to the elderly.   • the large 
number of places for the elderly currently existing in Beaconsfield - e.g. Sunrise, Harrias House, the new home being 
built at Knotty Green at present in addition to others in the town. QUESTION 11 - Chiltern District Council and SBDC 
Draft Heritage Strategy Jan 2016 (quotes and numbering are from the Heritage Strategy)   3.2 ‘A heritage asset is any 
building, monument, site, place, area or landscape which helps to shape the character of the district…..’  
Beaconsfield has a wealth of such assets which should be protected from intensification such as the Old Town 
Conservation Area, ancient woodland and hedgerows, countryside, listed buildings - and we would like to see areas 
under threat such as Penn Road protected as a Conservation Area with new listings of the attractive old houses 
along that road.    4.2 ‘NPPF states that councils should plan to meet their objectively assessed housing needs unless 
any adverse impacts in doing so would outweigh the benefits or specific policies in the NPPF.’  Designated heritage 
assets are a specific issue to be protected and should restrict development. The adverse impacts of loss of or 
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damage to listed buildings and their settings, ancient woodland and hedgerows, open countryside and farmland, 
Conservation Area of the Old Town and its setting, Woodlands Roads and Areas of Special Character of Beaconsfield 
all outweigh the benefits and policies of the NPPF to cram more unneeded and unwanted housing in an area already 
full to capacity. The NPPF is being used as a tool by developers and landowners to generate profit rather than meet 
genuine need for housing in economically suitable areas. How many people NEED a home costing over £1,000,000 
overlooking Beaconsfield Golf Club on former Green Belt land involving loss of countryside, farming land, ancient 
woodland, habitats and species?    4.4 Action 1 – ‘Whilst protecting the historical environment …..Through an 
appropriate policy, planning controls and overall scale of planned development.’  The scale of loss of Green Belt land 
proposed is so huge as to adversely impact the setting and character and heritage of Beaconsfield which should be 
protected for future generations.   5.4 Action 5 – ‘To protect individual trees and/or woodland which forms part of 
the two districts’ heritage….’  The proposal areas include ancient woodland and hedgerows which should be 
protected as part of the town’s heritage.     5.5 ‘ When considering the importance of all heritage assets it is also 
important to consider their setting…..in some cases a new development close to, or within sight of a heritage assets 
could affect its setting ‘   – e.g. Beaconsfield old Town Conservation Area is within sight of Beaconsfield Site 1 and 
Site 2 which would have a negative impact on the heritage value of the Old Town.  Action 6 – ‘To protect the views 
of and setting of all heritage assets.” The setting of and view of Beaconsfield Old Town Conservation Area should be 
protected in addition to the area itself.   6.1 ‘In the combined districts it is particularly likely that examples will, for 
instance, include buildings of the Edwardian period, Metroland and early modern…..’  There is a need to protect the 
area of Penn Road which has come under huge pressure from developers seeking to demolish older housing stock 
and intensify development in this designated Area of Special Character. Developers (eg Fusion) have written to 
owners offering to buy their properties. We do not want Penn Road turned into another Station Road with flats built 
in this area which would destroy the character of the road. We would like Penn Road to become a new Conservation 
Area and to see listings of the older properties.    South Bucks townscape character study – part 2, revision A, July 
2015 states:   1.0.5 ‘Identify which if any of these areas have a special character that should be protected from 
intensification and other forms of development.’   We would like to see Penn Road protected, as above.   2.1.2 
Origins of Beaconsfield date back to the medieval period.   It has been the site of a market since the mid-13th 
Century. The town should be protected from over development.    2.1.6 ‘Lower density development along 
settlement edges allow a high degree of planting and create a transition to the built up area.’   The settlement edges 
between the M40 and Pyebush Roundabout and alongside the A355 should remain Green Belt to provide this 
transition.  ‘Blocks of ancient woodland’ and Green Belt provide green fingers around the edge of the town and 
should be protected.   2.1.8 Areas of Special Character should be protected from intensification, especially flats, as 
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the town has seen intense intensification in some areas already (e.g. Station Road and the part of Gregories Road 
nearer the town).  According to the Core Strategy 2011, para.2.2.8 ‘More new dwellings will have been built in 
Beaconsfield over the first five years of the plan period …..than in any other part of the district. There is a concern 
that the form, scale, and rate of new development in Beaconsfield is having an adverse impact on the character of 
the town.’  In addition, the Core Strategy 2011 states at para.3.3.2 ‘However, the increased level of housing 
development that has occurred in some settlements in recent years, for example Beaconsfield and Gerrard’s Cross, 
has led to some public concern that this character is gradually changing ….’ ‘There is evidence that …..the character 
of some towns and villages is being eroded. It will therefore be essential to provide sustainable communities whilst 
respecting our settlements’ character and local distinctiveness.’  The huge proposal areas will add to this to 
completely destroy the character of the town. The rate of development in Beaconsfield has reached saturation point 
and now a period of restraint is required to protect the town from intensification, over development and loss of its 
unique character.   And: 3.3.3 ‘To achieve this, the Council will manage development in a positive way……by 
protecting areas that are particularly sensitive to change, for example Conservation areas and other areas with 
exceptional character.’  This protection is absolutely essential and the town must be protected from the proposed 
massive release of Green Belt and over- intensification generally   And: 3.3.4 ‘The net average density of permitted 
development was between 22 and 34 dwellings per hectare’ (2004-9).  In many parts of Beaconsfield the density is 
at the lowest end of the scale and this is part of its character - large, characterful, individual family homes on large 
plots - and this character should be protected.   Core Policy 8 – ‘The protection and where appropriate 
enhancements of the district’s historic environment is of paramount importance.’  The environment includes 
listings, ancient woodland and townscapes and these should be protected.   Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes 
Historic Towns project states:   The heritage value of Beaconsfield old town is stated to be ‘high’ (the highest 
designation)  Therefore, the protection of the town’s character is paramount and is to be protected under the NPPF 
QUESTION 12 - Penn Road should be designated as a Conservation Area, with the older, attractive houses listed. This 
is because Station Road has had its character changed by intensification and we do not want the beautiful Penn 
Road to be lost in the same way. The road is under constant threat from developers who are bombarding the 
owners with requests to buy up their properties. The road has been identified as an Area Of Special Character by the 
Townscape Character Study 2015 and also a Woodlands Road and its character should be protected.  There have 
been 2 Appeals dismissed in recent times against applications for blocks of flats at 40 Penn Road and on the corner 
of Penn Road and Blyton Close and the extra level of protection that a Conservation Area and Listings would provide 
would be welcomed and avoid opportunistic planning applications by developers which would destroy the character 
of the road as one of the green fingers of the town forever. QUESTION 13 -  All open areas at Wilton Park should be 
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designated Local Green Space, including the existing playing fields and leisure facilities. QUESTION 14 -  Penn Road 
should be designated as a Conservation Area, with the older, attractive houses listed. This is because Station Road 
has had its character changed by intensification and we do not want the beautiful Penn Road to be lost in the same 
way. The road is under constant threat from developers who are bombarding the owners with requests to buy up 
their properties. The road has been identified as an Area Of Special Character by the Townscape Character Study 
2015 and also a Woodlands Road and its character should be protected.  There have been 2 Appeals dismissed in 
recent times against applications for blocks of flats at 40 Penn Road and on the corner of Penn Road and Blyton 
Close and the extra level of protection that a Conservation Area and Listings would provide would be welcomed and 
avoid opportunistic planning applications by developers which would destroy the character of the road as one of the 
green fingers of the town forever. QUESTION 15 - Penn Road should be designated as a Conservation Area, with the 
older, attractive houses listed. This is because Station Road has had its character changed by intensification and we 
do not want the beautiful Penn Road to be lost in the same way. The road is under constant threat from developers 
who are bombarding the owners with requests to buy up their properties. The road has been identified as an Area 
Of Special Character by the Townscape Character Study 2015 and also a Woodlands Road and its character should 
be protected.  There have been 2 Appeals dismissed in recent times against applications for blocks of flats at 40 
Penn Road and on the corner of Penn Road and Blyton Close and the extra level of protection that a Conservation 
Area and Listings would provide would be welcomed and avoid opportunistic planning applications by developers 
which would destroy the character of the road as one of the green fingers of the town forever.   The town has faced 
an enormous amount of development in recent years and we need robust policies to protect its character. In 
addition, we would therefore like to see the continuation of protective policies such as the following from the 
current Local Plan (quotes and numbering are from the Local Plan):   2.4 The Council’s aims include ‘to protect and 
enhance the district’s landscape, heritage and character.’  These aims should be continued.   2.6 The stated 
objectives include: ‘to prevent the sprawl of built up areas and to prevent neighbouring towns from merging into 
each other.’ ‘To avoid town cramming’. ‘To maintain and enhance the districts’ high quality landscape’  ‘To minimise 
the impact of urbanisation at settlements’ edges.’ ‘To safeguard areas of special character.’  All of those objectives 
should be continued.   3.2 – ‘to preserve the setting and special character of historic towns.’   The view from the old 
town and the A355 is an open view across open Green Belt to historic woodland. This should be protected.   3.9 PPG 
2 ‘The quality of the landscape is not relevant to the inclusion of land within a green belt or to its continued 
protection.’ Green Belt should therefore be protected notwithstanding its quality.  ‘Land which has been built on is 
lost for ever as open land.’ ‘The fact that the Green Belt is so fragmented is not therefore a justification for allowing 
further development’   In particular, the Green Belt which acts as a buffer zone between Wilton Park and the A355 
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and also between the Pyebush roundabout and the M40 is highly important as a buffer zone and provides green 
fingers around the settlement edges of Beaconsfield. It should be protected.   3.11 ‘Some towns have a special 
historic character and setting which needs to be preserved by the Green Belt. Beaconsfield (is an example) where 
historic cores …..lie immediately adjacent to open and undeveloped land in the green belt.’   Policies EP3 (use, 
design and layout of development), EP4 (landscaping), H9 (residential layout and design) and H10 (RAECs/Areas of 
Special Character as expanded by the Townscape Character Study 2015) and the Townscape Character Study 2015 
itself- all of these policies are of the highest importance going forward to protect the character of Beaconsfield from 
intensification.  New policies are needed to govern and limit basement excavations which are becoming ever more 
prevalent in the area - for example to govern size, proximity to neighbours, noise, land stability, water table, spoil 
extraction and to ensure that mature, deep screening can be planted. QUESTION 16 - Chiltern and South Bucks 
Infrastructure Capacity Study (quotes and numbering are from the Capacity Study)    9. ‘The scope for 
accommodating future potential growth in population or housing seems very limited…..unless there are significant 
improvements/increased capacity for provision. For example, roads, railway, GPs, water infrastructure and 
education are particular areas where capacity is under pressure already.’ ‘A critical issue is the impact of new care-
homes/nursing homes on GP capacity.’  An additional 350 homes at Wilton Park alone would cause extreme stress 
on local infrastructure which is already adversely affected by cumulative development which has already taken place 
e.g. along Station Road which has seem over-intensification with individual houses being replaced by massive blocks 
of flats with basement carparks and the huge Sunrise. How many Sunrises does a town need? Surely only one - and 
we already have one plus an assortment of other residential homes.    10. ‘It cannot simply be assumed that 
additional capacity will automatically be created in response to the growth associated with the local plan.’  No 
information has been given in the Evidence Base for increase of a minimum of 350 school places (at least 350 - a 
minimum of one per home on Wilton Park given that Beaconsfield is largely a town of families), increase in GP 
provision and leisure facilities and a radical overhaul of infrastructure such as water, waste, parking provision and 
transport (e.g more trains). All of this, of course would negatively impact the character of Beaconsfield which would 
be changed from an historic market town into a sprawling, dense conurbation resembling an entire new town - 
which is not the intention of the NPPF. Hence, the proposals are not in line with the NPPF and go way beyond it.   
Figure 4 - The only areas specified as having no capacity issues are telecommunications (mobile phones) and flood 
alleviation. In Beaconsfield, transport – rail, drinking and waste water, electricity and gas and waste are all 
specifically ‘capacity-dependent on planned measure or improvements.’ No information has been given as to how 
the capacity issues would be dealt with should the proposal areas go forward. Capacity does not support the 
proposals. Even the capacity for data that cell transmitters can receive and send for mobile phones will become 
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stressed due to increased volume.  Other headings state ‘insufficient information is current available on the 
constraint” -  e.g. education, health and transport constraints have not been addressed and current provision of 
which is completely inadequate to support 350 homes at Wilton Park, let alone any further development.    38 ‘The 
most severely affected roads being part of the A355 between Amersham and Beaconsfield’   Adding 350 extra 
dwellings will only add to this, relief road or no relief road, as most workers commute out of district; the trains are 
at capacity; parking is at capacity and the school run will become impossible. 39 ‘In South Bucks the most severely 
affected roads ….are part of the A355 south of Beaconsfield….’  Extra housing and industrial units would only add to 
this problem. The roads around Beaconsfield are some of the most severely affected roads in the district. Adding the 
potential for development beyond the Wilton Park area is sheer madness. 49 ‘Buckinghamshire County Council 
education pupil yield estimates give a broad indication that the approximately 700 homes would generate a form of 
entry of primary aged pupils.’  As Beaconsfield is a town largely consisting of families with school age children, far 
more than one form of entry for primary school pupils would be needed. 350 homes in Wilton Park would equal at 
least 350 children.   58. Beaconsfield and Gerrard’s Cross stations are two of the busiest stations in the area with car 
parks frequently at full capacity. Beaconsfield simply cannot accommodate the scale of development release of the 
huge area of land would entail:   Page 53 ‘At present Beaconsfield and Burnham primary planning areas are at 
capacity.’  P 54 ‘If increased housing levels are proposed in Chiltern and South Bucks then it is likely that the LPA will 
need to provide additional school places…’  ‘Buckinghamshire County Council has very limited capital funding to 
provide additional school places and there is no guarantee that this funding will be available in future years.’  There 
are simply not enough school places for the number of homes which release of this large area of Green Belt would 
entail.   ‘B 2018/19 there will be a deficit of places (education primary) in relation to existing housing growth 
…..There is no current capacity to address future growth beyond this….’ ‘By 2022/23 there will be a deficit of upper 
school places.’  There would in practice be a deficit in school places as soon as the Wilton Park homes are built.  
Health – ‘Capacity …..Does not currently account for potential growth associated with the new local plan.’ 
‘Widespread pressure across the district on the GP capacity.’ The system is already at capacity and there is no local 
A&E provision since Wycombe hospital closed its department. Last week, as an example, an admission at Wexham 
Park A&E had to wait 10 hours for a bed and that was at a relatively quiet time in the early hours of the morning.    
Transport: considerable peak period congestion exists.’ ‘Capacity does not take account of future growth 
implications from the new local plan.’   According to the Core Strategy 2011 para. 1.2.17 ‘…..Many roads experience 
peak time congestion ….there are articular traffic problems in the Beaconsfield and Iver/Ritchings areas’ and at para. 
1.2.37 ‘Car ownership is high, with 53% of households owning two or more cars….the larger than average houses in 
South Bucks tend to use more energy.’   Utilities/waste water: ‘The trunk sewer terminating in Maple Lodge only 
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serves a small area within South Bucks district but is close to capacity south of Maple Lodge.’   The existing water 
and waste infrastructure would not support the level of development which the release of such a large area of 
Green Belt would entail. According to the Core Strategy 2011, para. 1.2.39 ‘Water demand exceeds the volume 
licenced for abstraction….and South Bucks has been identified and area of “serious water stress” by the 
Environment Agency. Waste water capacity is also an issue in parts of the district.’ And at para. 3.5.14 :’South Bucks 
is within an area of severe water stress.’    According to the Core Strategy 2011: 2.2.10 ‘There is an issue with the 
availability of parking for rail users, and evidence to suggest that there are public car parking issues in Beaconsfield 
Old Town.’   Parking provision is deficient in the town generally.  Also according to the Core Strategy 201: 
para.1.2.36 ‘South Bucks residents have one of her highest per capita domestic carbon footprint of any local 
authority area.’  This is due to size of homes. More houses will mean more demand on an already creaking 
infrastructure. Also, at para.1.2.37: ‘Car ownership is high, with 53% of households owning two or more cars….the 
larger than average houses in South Bucks tend to use more energy.’   In addition, there would be a massively 
negative impact on the character of the town by over dense development and a larger population. Beaconsfield Old 
Town was designated in 1969 as a Conservation Area - the oldest designation in South Bucks District and it should be 
protected. Further new conservation areas should also be designated to protect the town which has faced and is still 
facing intense pressure from development - e.g Penn Road from Ledborough Lane to Cosy Corner - with individual 
listings of the highly attractive individual older houses.  Core Strategy 2011 states: 1.2.12 ‘In 2009 the population of 
SBD was around 64,000. Objections prepared in 2007 suggest that whilst the overall population will change very 
little in the period to 2026, there will be some significant changes in the demographic makeup of the district.’    ‘By 
2026…there might be a 39% increase in those over 65, a 38% increase in those over 80…’   Given that the evidence is 
that the overall population will change very little in the period to 2026, the HEDNA is over estimating housing need.    
QUESTION 17 - Penn Road should be designated as a Conservation Area, with the older, attractive houses listed. This 
is because Station Road has had its character changed by intensification and we do not want the beautiful Penn 
Road to be lost in the same way. The road is under constant threat from developers who are bombarding the 
owners with requests to buy up their properties. The road has been identified as an Area Of Special Character by the 
Townscape Character Study 2015 and also a Woodlands Road and its character should be protected.  There have 
been 2 Appeals dismissed in recent times against applications for blocks of flats at 40 Penn Road and on the corner 
of Penn Road and Blyton Close and the extra level of protection that a Conservation Area and Listings would provide 
would be welcomed and avoid opportunistic planning applications by developers which would destroy the character 
of the road as one of the green fingers of the town forever.   The town has faced an enormous amount of 
development in recent years and we need robust policies to protect its character. In addition, we would therefore 
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like to see the continuation of protective policies such as the allowing from the current Local Plan:   2.4 The Council’s 
aims include ‘to protect and enhance the district’s landscape, heritage and character.’   These aims should be 
continued.    2.6 The stated objectives include: ‘to prevent the sprawl of built up areas and to prevent neighbouring 
towns from merging into each other.’ ‘To avoid town cramming’. ‘To maintain and enhance the districts’ high quality 
landscape’  ‘To minimise the impact of urbanisation at settlements’ edges.’ ‘To safeguard areas of special character.’ 
All of those objectives should be continued.    3.2 – ‘to preserve the setting and special character of historic towns.’   
The view from the old town and the A355 is an open view across open Green Belt to historic woodland. This should 
be protected.    3.9 PPG 2 ‘The quality of the landscape is not relevant to the inclusion of land within a green belt or 
to its continued protection.’ Green Belt should therefore be protected notwithstanding its quality.   ‘Land which has 
been built on is lost for ever as open land.’ ‘The fact that the Green Belt is so fragmented is not therefore a 
justification for allowing further development’  In particular, the Green Belt which acts as a buffer zone between 
Wilton Park and the A355 and also between the Pyebush roundabout and the M40 is highly important as a buffer 
zone and provides green fingers around the settlement edges of Beaconsfield. It should be protected.     3.11 ‘Some 
towns have a special historic character and setting which needs to be preserved by the Green Belt. Beaconsfield (is 
an example) where historic cores …..lie immediately adjacent to open and undeveloped land in the green belt.’    
Policies EP3 (use, design and layout of development), EP4 (landscaping), H9 (residential layout and design) and H10 
(RAECs as expanded by the Townscape Character Study 2015) and the Townscape Character Study 2015 itself- all of 
these policies are of the highest importance going forward to protect the character of Beaconsfield from 
intensification.   New policies are needed to govern and limit basement excavations which are becoming ever more 
prevalent in the area - for example to govern size, proximity to neighbours, noise, land stability, water table, spoil 
extraction and to ensure that mature, deep screening can be planted. 
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Rep1456 
 Hayley Lewis 
Parish Clerk 
Cholesbury-cum-
St. Leonards 
Parish Council 

Question 1 - HEDNA - No comments.    Draft needs assessment -  Analysis on Open Space needs to distinguish 
between urban-based and rural-based Open Spaces. Within rural Open Spaces need to consider several sub types: 
e.g.- Recreational (sports allotments, adventure etc); Historic:- (ancient and modern monuments), Commons and 
Village Greens, Woodlands (publicly accessible),  Question 2,  3, 8 – 10 and 12 - 15 - No Comments 
Question 4  -  The Council broadly agrees with the approach to developing the new Vision and Objectives; However, 
though Cholesbury-cum-St Leonards Parish Council responded to the previous Chiltern District Local Plan we cannot 
be certain whether responses in this section were taken into account so they have been included again in this 
response by this Parish Council.   (Extracts from comments made by Cholesbury-cum-St Leonards Parish Council to 
the aborted Chiltern District Local Plan Consultation. Q1 / Q3 refer to the Consultation Report Consultation). 
Q.1   The Core Strategic Vision statements fall short in not reflecting the District Council's responsibilities regarding 
the unique Chilterns village settlements, the built and natural environment, and other important heritage sites.  
The Parish Council suggests that the following vision statement should be reviewed. - "A place with attractive and 
vibrant town and village centres and an outstanding countryside" -   The words 'attractive' and 'outstanding' fail to 
fully reflect the District Council's responsibilities; they omit 'protecting' and 'conserving' the rural environment from 
inappropriate development or land use.   The Vision Statements reflect how the District area is seen today, but do 
not acknowledge or provide for the rapid pace of change that the Chiltern District area will experience, particularly 
technological, demographic and social developments, over the next 20 years. (See also, comments under Q.3 which 
relate to the vision statement.)   Q.3  We consider the following to be some of the key challenges, issues and threats 
which will inevitably affect both people and places, and need to be referenced in the Local Plan: Threats to 
tranquillity due to increases in rail (HS2!) and aircraft noise from the proposed expansions to Luton and London 
airports. Other threats relate to climate change and disease epidemics impacting on woodland, environmental 
damage from flooding and pollution, and threats from the invasion of alien species on woodland and wildlife.  
The Parish Council urges the District to 'future-scope' the Local Plan in the consultation phase, and include in its 
subsequent drafting strategies and mechanisms to 'future-proof' it. The new Local Plan needs to recognise  
that as yet indefinable, local, national and global developments will emerge over the 20-year period to 2036 and will 
impact on the Chiltern District area in ways which are impossible to predict today (See also Q.1 above)  
Question 4 - The Council is concerned about the implications of Option H. 'Review the scope for allowing limited 
infilling within villages and generally built up frontages within the Green Belt'. Question 5 - Support in particular 
Options A, B, C, F, J and K.  Question 6 - The Council would not be in favour of Option H. Relaxation of the current 
limit to the current tightly proscribed infilling policies as had been previously been suggested by the now aborted 
consultation by Chiltern District. This Council considers anything beyond that absolutely required by the NPFF is 
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likely to impact negatively on the historic streetscape or centres of small Chiltern villages and hamlets. Similarly the 
Council does not support Option I. There is concern this could lead to the narrowing of the important natural gaps 
between large and smaller villages. Execution of both Options H and I would diminish the unique character of our 
distinctive Chiltern historical hamlets and open countryside. Question 7 - Regarding Hertfordshire the Parish Council 
notes that there are substantial residential developments currently underway in Dacorum DC area, to the west of 
Berkhamsted and up to the boundary formed by the A41. There may be implications for the development and 
execution of the Chiltern Local Plan particularly if should such development expands further towards the mutual 
county boundary in this area. Question 11 - The Council supports the wider definition of Heritage Assets proposed.  
Heritage assets such as landscape features i.e. ancient woodland, commons, nature reserves, water courses: e.g. 
chalk streams, and ponds etc. Natural England established SSSIs, and Stewardship areas, are particularly relevant 
within the AONB. which contain unique features of local and national importance. Question 16 - Whilst the 
Settlement Infrastructure Report focuses on towns and larger village settlements the implication of changes in 
infrastructure demands and requirement equally impact on smaller villages, hamlets farmland and the countryside 
in general. In some cases it would be possible to simply assign villages to their nearest or historically connected 
larger settlement. Secondly many of the villages outside the current scope of this study contain infrastructure 
assets, such as schools and these often support students from nearby larger settlements.  Villages in areas bordering 
Hertfordshire are also connected to infrastructure based in Hertfordshire towns for example, doctor surgeries, 
schools and libraries. 

Rep1457 
 Nicole Penfold 
Policy Planner 
Gladman 
Developments 

Gladman specialise in the promotion of strategic land for residential development with associated community 
infrastructure. From this experience, Gladman understand the need for the planning system to ensure that local 
communities have access to both decent homes and local employment opportunities.   The National Planning Policy 
Framework (the Framework) has brought about fundamental changes to the planning process since its inception. 
One such change relates to the need to significantly boost the supply of housing and how this fundamental 
requirement of the Framework should be reflected in the plan making process. Gladman, who operate on a national 
basis, have considerable experience in contributing to the Local Plan preparation process since the Framework came 
into effect.   What continues to be clear from this experience is that many local authorities are not fully addressing 
the requirements of the Framework when preparing their Local Plans, this has led to significant concerns being 
expressed by Inspectors on the soundness of their plans in their current form. The main concerns centre upon the 
requirement addressed by paragraph 47 of the Framework to 'use their evidence base to ensure that their Local 
Plan meets the full, objectively assessed needs for market and affordable housing in the housing market area'.    
These representations are structured around the consultation document; provide specific answers 
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to a number of the questions along with some more general comments and observations on the plan making 
process.  2 DEVELOPMENT NEEDS    -  The process of undertaking an objective assessment is clearly set out in the 
Framework principally in paragraph 14, paragraph 47, paragraph 152 and paragraph 159 and should be undertaken 
In a systematic and transparent way to ensure that the plan is based on a robust evidence base.   The starting point 
for this assessment is set out in paragraph 159 which requires local planning authorities to have a clear 
understanding of housing needs in their area. This involves the preparation of a Strategic Housing Market 
Assessment (SHMA) working with neighbouring authorities where housing market areas cross administrative areas. 
The Framework goes on to set out the factors that should be included in a SHMA including identifying 'the scale and 
mix (housing and the ronge ( tenures that the local population is likely to need over the plan period which:   • Meets 
household and population projections taking account o( migration and demographic change;  • Addresses the need 
(or all types o( housing including affordable housing and the needs o(different groups in the community (such as, 
but not limited to, families with children. Older people, people with disabilities, service families and people wishing 
to build their own homes); and • Caters for housing demand and the scale of housing supply necessary to meet this 
demand.' 2.13 Key points that are worth noting from the above is that the objective assessment should identify the 
full need for housing before you consider undertaking any process of assessing the ability to deliver this figure. In 
addition, paragraph 159 specifically relates to catering for both housing need and housing demand within the 
authority area. It is worth pointing out that any assessment of housing need and demand within a SHMA must also 
consider the following factors; falling household formation rates, net inward migration, the need to address the 
under provision of housing from the previous local plan period, the results of the Census 2011. housing vacancy 
rates including the need to factor in a 3% housing vacancy rate for chum in the housing market, economic factors to 
ensure that the economic forecasts for an area are supported by sufficient housing to deliver economic growth, off-
setting a falling working age population by providing enough housing to ensure retiring workers can be replaced by 
incoming residents, addressing affordability and delivering the full need for affordable housing in an area.   Many 
SHMAs are not Framework compliant and do not consider the full range of factors that are outlined in paragraph 
159. This is causing Significant problems for authorities currently at Examination and therefore, to avoid this issue, 
SHMAs should be updated to take account of the Framework and ensure plans are based on robust and up-to-date 
evidence.   Following the exercise to identify the full. obj ectively assessed need for housing in an area, the 
local planning authority should then seek to undertake the assessment outlined in paragraph 1S2 of the Framework. 
This states that Local planning authorities should seek opportunities to achieve each of the economic, social and 
environmental dimensions of sustainable development, and net gains across all three. Significant adverse impacts 
an any af these dimensions should be avoided and, wherever passible, alternative aptions which reduce ar eliminate 
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such impacts should be pursued.   Where adverse impacts are unavoidable, measures to mitigate the impact should 
be considered. Where adequate mitigation measures are not possible, compensatory measures may be appropriate: 
This statement clearly sets out that local planning authorities should seek to deliver the full, objectively assessed 
need and that this should be tested through the evidence base. Only where the evidence shows that this is not 
achievable should they then test other options to see if any significant adverse impacts could be reduced or 
eliminated by pursuing these options. If this is not possible then they should test if the significant adverse impacts 
could be mitigated and where this is not possible, where compensatory measures may be appropriate.     The final 
stage of the process is outlined in paragraph 14 and involves a planning judgement as to whether, following all of 
the stages of the process outlined above, 'any adverse impacts of meeting the objectively assessed needs would 
significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits, when assessed against the policies in this framework taken as 
a whole or specific policies in this Framework indicate development should be restricted: It is also worth noting that 
the final part of this sentence refers to footnote 9 which sets out the types of policies that the Government 
consider to be restrictive. These include 'sites protected under the Birds and Habitat Directive (see paragraph 119) 
andlor designated as Sites of Special Scientific Interest; land designated as Green Belt, Local Green Space, an Area of 
Outstanding Natural Beauty, Heritage Coast or within a National Park (or the Broads Authority); designated heritage 
assets; and locations at risk of flooding or coastal erosion'. Although this list is not exhaustive it is clear that local 
landscape designations, intrinsic value of the countryside, the character of areas, green gaps etc. are not 
specifically mentioned as constraints.   As Chiltern and South Bucks will be aware, the Government issued a 
guidance note to support local authorities in objectively assessing and evidencing development needs for housing 
(both market and affordable) and economic development. This document supports and provides further guidance 
on the process of undertaking such assessments as set out in the Framework. Gladman highlight key points from this 
document.   The Framework is clear that local Planning Authorities must consider market signals. It is one of 
the core planning principles considered in paragraph 17. The Framework states:  .. Plans should take account of 
market signals. such as land prices and housing affo,dability. and set out 0 clear strategy for al/ocating sufficient 
land which is suitable for development in their area, taking account of the needs of the residential and business 
communities.   Of critical importance is what the Framework goes onto say in paragraph 158 in the section 
discussing Plan Making.    The formal publication of the PPG in March 2014 gives further explanation to what the 
Framework  means with regard to market signals, and sets out, in a range of paragraphs, the way in which local 
planning authorities should go about factoring in relevant market signals in arriving at their objectively assessed 
need. paragraphs 19 and 20 of the PPG gives guidance on what market signals should be taken into account and 
how plan makers should respond to these market signals. The below extracts identify some particularly pertinent 
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points.   The hausing need number suggested by household projections (the starting point! Should be adjusted to 
reflect appropriate market signals, as well as other market indicatars of the balance between the demand far and 
supply af dwellings. Prices af rents rising faster than the national/local average may well indicate particular market 
undersupply relative to demand.   The paragraph goes on to indicate that these factors would include, but should 
not be limited to, land prices, house prices, rents, afford ability, rates of development and overcrowding. However, 
given what the Framework says at paragraph 17, quoted above, it seems clear that particular consideration should 
be given to affordability.   In order to consider how market signals should be taken forward paragraph 20 identifies 
some key concepts:   Apprapriate comparisons of indicators should be made. This includes comparisan with longer 
term trends (both in absolute levels and rates af change) in the: housing market area; similar demographic and 
economic areas; and nationally. A worsening trend in any of these indicators wiff require upward adjustment to 
planned housing numbers compared to ones based solely on household projections.   It is therefore clear that where 
market signals are apparent there is an absolute and clear direction  that an upward adjustment to housing numbers 
is required. It Is also clear that both the absolute level of change and the rates of change are onsiderations, and that 
local planning authorities need to carefully bench mark themselves against other areas. This should not simply be a 
case of conSidering neighbouring authorities but should look at, as well as these, local authorities on a 
national basis, if the demographic and economic indicators are relevant. Gladman are firmly of the view that 
considering comparisons purely against neIghbouring authorities is not sufficiently robust and does not address the 
underlying issues which both the Framework and PPG are trying to tackle with regard to housing.   What is of further 
importance when considering these issues is the period of time analysed when considering both relative and 
absolute change. It has become apparent, In our consideration of a number of plans that many local authorit ies 
choose to look at periods of time which are not fully representative of the depth of the housing crisis which we are 
currently within.  The problems are noted in Fixing the Foundations: Crea ~ ng a more prosperous nation published 
by HM Treasury in July 20 1s. ln paragraph 9.7 the report states:  There remains more to dp. As the London School of 
Economics (LSE) Growth Commission found, 'under supply of housing, especially in high-growth areas of the country 
has pushed up house prices. The UK has been incapable of building enaugl' homes to keep up with growing 
demand.'   Gladman are therefore of the view that local planning authorities must take a long term view when 
considering affordability and consider the relat ive and absolute change over a long term 15- 20 year period, which 
coincides with the normal time span of a Local Plan. Authorities should assess, as a constituent part of their OAN, 
how they can Improve affordability over the life time of a plan to a point where affordabmty is man' in line with 
average earnings and affordable mortgage lending rates. They should assess a level of housing over the 15-20 year 
plan period which would enable this step change and consider its deliverability in the plan. Only through planning 
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for significant housing growth can local authorities realistically tackle market signals In the way advocated by the 
PPG and tackle the affordabllity and housing crisis. Question l.   Gladman provided detailed comments on the 
Central Buckinghamshire HEDNA (October 20 15) in December 2015, both in relation to Aylesbury Vale District 
Council (AVDC) and Wycombe District Council. At that point In time the Central Bucks HEDNA covered AVDC, 
Wycombe, and Chiltern local authority areas and concluded that the overall OAN for the HMA was 43,000.    It is 
now understood South Buckinghamshire have been included as part of this HMA and a further draft report now re-
named as the Buckinghamshlre HEDNA (January 2016), has been published.   Gladman note that the Draft 
Buckinghamshlre HEDNA identifies the following development needs for Chiltern and South Bucks:  • Chiltern 
District - 7,300 dwellings  • South Bucks District - 7,800 dwellings • Joint Local Plan area - 15,100 dwellings.   Whilst 
the joint consultation document identifies Chiltern district as being entirely located within the Buckinghamshire 
Housing Market Area (HMA), it concludes that part of South Bucks is located within the Berkshire Housing Market 
Area, specifically the eastern HMA identified in the recently published Berkshire Strategic Housing Market 
Assessment (February 2016). Part of Aylesbury Vale is recognised as lying outside the HMA on the basis of the 
criteria it uses to define it.   For South Bucks, there are differences in the OAN figures, afforda ble housing need and 
assumed jobs growth between the Buckinghamshlre HEDNA and the Berkshire SHMA. • OAN figure in the HEDNA is 
7,800 or 355 dpa compared with 8,648 (376 dpa) in the Berkshire SHMA.   • The HEDNA identifies an affordable 
need figure of 1,600 (73 pal compared with 3,841 (167 pal in the Berkshire study.   Given that both the HEDNA and 
Berkshire SHMA are likely to be key pieces of local plan evidence in the respective areas they cover, these are issues 
that will need to be considered further as the evidence base for the joint local plan is developed. It suggests that the 
housing need figures and ultimately the local plan requirements for Berkshire will have an impact on Chiltern, South 
Bucks and the other Buckinghamshire HMA authorities.  The consultation document indicates that Chiltern and 
South Bucks will be unable to meet their full OAN.  Specifically, it suggests that through the exercise of the duty to 
cooperate Aylesbury Vale District Council has been asked to absorb 7,500 or around 50% of the combined DAN of 
the two districts. This is the subject of a memorandum of understanding between the authorities, with a formal 
request outlined (for example) in Chiltern's and South Bucks' joint response in early December 2015 to Aylesbury 
Vale District Council's consultation on its issues and options draft Local Plan document.   In principle, the exercise of 
the duty to cooperate in this way is a pragmatic response directed at meeting what the Buckinghamshire HEDNA has 
identified as the full DAN for the HMA as the Framework requires. However, there are several issues to highlight 
about the approach and the potential for Aylesbury Vale to absorb this component of Chiltern and 50uth Bucks 
housing need: • How the 7,500 figure has been determined and why this is the appropriate figure to be put to 
Aylesbury Vale has been determined is not clear from the Local Plan and the evidence base issued to date.  • It is not 
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clear that the capacity of Chlltern and South Bucks to accommodate its housing needs has yet been fully assessed. 
Evidence on the Buckinghamshlre Green Belt is currently being prepared and will be a key component of the 
evidence that will inform this assessment and the decisions that follow from it.  • Given that the Local Plan 
consultation sets out series of possible options for delivering development in the jOint pan area, it appears 
premature to have determined the housing need that cannot be met before the assessment has been completed.   It 
will also be important to consider in more detail the key role that Aylesbury Vale is expected to play in meeting 
Chilte",'s and South Bucks' housing need. Aylesbury Vale Distrkt Council has proposed in its Issues and Options 
consultation a housing target that is 10,000 higher than its OAN figure of 21,300 derived from the Buckinghamshire 
HEDNA. Although its consultation does not specify that this figure comprises the 7,SOO from Chiltern and South 
Bucks (plus unmet need for Wycombe) we assume that this is the basis for the extra allocation in Aytesbury Vale.   
However, the HEDNA recognises that whilst a majority of Aylesbury Vale Is located in the Buckinghamshire housing 
market area (HMA), it also extends into three other HMAs. In particular, the emerging local plan for Milton Keynes 
implies that some of its housing need might be absorbed by Aylesbury Vale. This could imply that the district could 
be required to set a housing target figure higher than the 31,300 figure (21,300 + 10,000) andlor that there may be 
constraints on its capacity to take the share of Chiltern's and South Bucks' suggested at this point.   In this context 
there would need to be further consideration of key role that AVDC Is expected to play in meeting this need In the 
context of its own need and that of other local authorities. Seen alongside the relationship between South Bucks 
and Berksh ire, It suggests that HEDNA's recommended OAN figures do not give a complete picture of the full OAN 
for the area. it covers. Chiltern District Council and South Bucks District Council will need to add res. this Is.ue a. the 
evidence base is developed further.    The HEDNA's approach to the question of the area's relationship (eg. travel to 
work and migration) with London is dealt with pragmatically. Since the London Plan has determined that the 32 
boroughs represent the capital's HMA, the GLAlMayor of London's position is that housing need and the target 
requirement is set for this area. Furthermore there would be considerable complexity in treating all of part of 
Buckinghamshire as part of an extended London HMA, and so practical challenges as well as significant costs in 
dealing with It In this way.  However, given the strength of the relationship between in particular South Bucks and 
London, but the HMA generally, there are grounds for looking more closely at this issue as the evidence base Is 
developed:  • It is understood that the Mayor of London Is engaging with local authorities In the South East and East 
of England in summits which are conSidering the capital's housing need and collaboration to address this. Given that 
the London Plan (May 2015) identifies an annual housing need of 49·62,000 (depending on the time period) but a 
minimum requirement linked to London's capacity of 42,000, there would appear to be potential for areas outside 
the capital to be asked to contribute to meeting some of this need.  • Evidence produced by the GLA for the London 
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Plan suggests that out-migration to the 50uth East is projected to pick up strongly and return to pre-recession levels. 
With the capital continuing to exert a strong draw on residents of the South East in terms of employment 
opportunities, these factors coupled with the capital's affordability problems could generate extra housing pressure 
in Buckinghamshire and elsewhere. These are issues which should be considered specifically in the OAN evidence for 
Buckinghamshire.    The Buckinghamshire HEDNA recognises that, given the projected changes in the characteristics 
of the area's population (particularly ageing) further upward adjustments to the demographic 
projections is necessary to support economic growth. However, there is not yet sufficient detail on some of the 
assumptions that underpin these adjustments to be able assess their robustness and justification:  • Some of the 
economic activity rate change assumptions, which are important in determining how much additional labour force 
growth needs to be planned for, look to be too optimistic.  • It would be useful for the evidence to provide more 
detail on how its preferred jobs growth figures for Chiltern (+5,200) and South Bucks (+9,300) compare with the 
area's track record of creating jobs over the past 10-20 years. • Greater clarity about the assumptions that the HE 
DNA makes about changes in commuting (if this is the case). The recently published Planning Advisory Service 
guidance on housing need assessment suggests there are risks in assuming that changes in commuting patterns 
will occur and that they need to be robustly evidenced.  Looking at these factors together it is possible that the 
economic growth adjustments could be higher than the figures suggested by the HEDNA.   We share the HEDNA's 
assessment that a specific market signals uplift is necessary. Affordability is a significant problem for both Chiltern 
and South Bucks, which rank amongst the least affordable local authority areas on par with the more expensive 
locations in the South East and in some cases London). Recently published DNS data (median price: earnings ratio, 
August 201 S) puts the respective figures for the districts at 1 S.S and 16.8. Average house prices are also much 
higher than the England and HMA averages.  Recognising that the problems in Chiltern and South Bucks are more 
acute than those of Aylesbury Vale, the adjustment proposed is 20%.  The key issue lies in the way that this upward 
adjustment is applied. Essentia lly, the HEDNA appears to apply the market signals and economic growth uplifts as a 
single adjustment.  However, the two adj ustments serve different purposes:  • An economic growth adjustment 
represents the level of housing growth that should be planned for to meet future increases in demand which are 
driven by jobs and in·migration of people attracted by those jobs.  • The market signals adjustment is intended to 
reflect the need to generate a shift in the balance between the demand for and supply of housing, such that 
affordability pressures might ease in the long run.   The joint local plan evidence base should apply these 
adjustments separately, a step which would see a modest further increase In the OAN figures. On the basis of the 
HEDNA evidence this could push up the OANs to 369 dpa (Chiltern) and 387 dpa (South Bucks).   Despite what the 
HEDNA shows Is a significant affordability problem for the joint local plan area, the affordable need assessment 
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produces figures of only 50 a year for Chlltern and 72 a year for South Bucks.   The analysis presented by the HEDNA 
covers only those households with the most acute needs  (HEDNA para. 4.72). It goes on to note that 'a broad 
affordability assessment would probably Identify a greater number of households needing affordable housing'. 
In other words, whilst the HEDNA sets out the minimum level of affordable need (para. 4.72); the Implication is that 
the broader assessment would generate higher, possibly substantially higher, need outcomes. This broader 
assessment should feature in updated versions of the evidence base.  Gladman previously submitted 
representations in response to the Central Buckinghamshire (Aylesbury Vale, Chiltern and Wycombe) HELAA 
methodology consultation.  Question 2.   Gladman have no specific comments on the sites included within the 
HELAA, however reiterate the comments made in relation to the earlier HELAA methodology consultation. The 
council's need to ensure they are assessing all the sites on a comparable basis and applying realistic assumptions 
regarding potential delivery and timescales. Question 4.  Gladman remind the Council of the need for the vision and 
objectives to be ambitious, but realistic and deliverable.  It is vital that once the Joint Local Plan identifies Its 
objectives that the plan is formulated to achieve these, specificaUy by delivering enough housing on a range of sites, 
and In a variety of sustainable locations. Gladman note the reference within this section of the consultation 
document to Green Belt protection being considered in relation to development needs. This is an area that will 
require significant consideration. The Green Belt is a key feature of the Joint Local Plan area, and as set out within 
the Framework should be afforded protection. Notwithstanding this, the Green Belt should be reviewed to ensure 
that only the land necessary to fu lfil Green Belt purposes remains designated, and any areas of land not necessary 
for inclusion within this are removed and if sustainably located made available for development. Further comments 
on the Green Belt are provided in later sections of this submission. Question 5. Gladman believe at this stage that a 
range of spatial options should be given further consideration and that the assessment of these spatial strategy 
options should be undertaken on a detailed and comparable basis. Gladman believe that the best approach would 
be a combination of the options set out within the consultation document (therefore Option l). This would enable a 
mix of sites, in terms of size and location to come forward for development and would help ensure a rolling supply 
of available housing land across the plan period.   This approach would combine sustainable extensions to a number 
of existing settlements along with a degree of growth to all tiers of settlements. Whilst it is supponed that the major 
settlements across the Joint local Plan area should continue to playa key role in the future development within the 
districts, this should not be at the expense of ensuring that the housing and employment needs of other settlements 
are met. Paragraph 55 of the Framework seeks to promote sustainable development in rural areas to maintain and 
enhance rural vitality and viability. It is essential, that the needs of the sustainable rural settlements across the 
districts are assessed and meaningful growth apportioned to them to ensure their ongoing vitality.   Whilst Gladman 
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agree that making efficient use of land within the built up areas is important (as set out in Option a) this option 
cannot be considered in isolation and would not provide the necessary scale of development required. It is also key 
to note that whilst increase densities may be appropriate in some locations I sites, a blanket approach to this should 
not be adopted as this would not necessarily be appropriate.   Gladman note that Option f (within the Chiltern 
specific options) refers to a new settlement near to the district. New settlements can play an imponant role in the 
delivery of new housing to meet the needs of a district whilst avoiding some of the major constraints that may limit 
development elsewhere. However, the lead-in time and delivery of such schemes must be realistic and it is unlikely 
that these will start to deliver units in the first five years of the Plan. Therefore, any new settlements must be 
complemented by a range of additional smaller scale sites in both urban and rural locations that will deliver units in 
the early part of the plan period and provide flexibility if the larger sites do not deliver as quick as antiCipated. (i.e. 
Option l - combination approach).   New settlements should also be of a scale that can deliver a significant number 
of units i.e. 1,000- 1,500 units but not of such a scale that they are the only show in town. If the settlements are to 
large scale then the authority runs the risk of placing too much reliance on the sites to deliver to maintain a 5 year 
housing land supply. Gladman strongly support the recognition within paragraph 4.7 of the consultation document 
that given the overall levels of need and limited scope for development that there are the exceptional circumstances 
warranting a review of the Green Belt.     Section 110 of the 2011 Localism Act introduced the Duty to Cooperate. 
This requires local planning authorities, county councils and prescribed bodies to co-operate, engage constructively, 
and actively on an ongoing basis throughout the preparation of development plan documents in relation to strategic 
matters (Including meeting unmet housing need). The Duty to Cooperate is not a duty to agree. however it must be 
demonstrated that this process has been undertaken throughout the plan formation process.    The consultation 
document explains that although the Councils are seeking to maximise development within the plan area to meet 
their housing needs, constraints such as the Green Belt and AONB may mean that there are unmet needs that 
cannot be accommodated for within the Joint Local Plan area. The Council are acknowledging this as a probable 
option. Question 7.   The Council have made submissions to the Aylesbury Vale Local Plan Issues and Options 
consultation and through Duty to Cooperate discussions to explore the scope for 7,500 dwellings and supporting 
employment needs from Chiltern I South Bucks to be planned for within Aylesbury Vale.   As discussed within 
section 2.2 of this submission, Gladman raise considerable concerns in relation to prematurity and the evidence 
behind the unmet need figure of 7,500. Gladman are unclear how the Councils can make a request for another 
authority to deliver a specific scale of their unmet need, when they are yet to complete the assessments I evidence 
that will identify the joint local plan areas capacity to deliver housing and therefore the actual scale of unmet need. 
The Councils are yet to complete their Green Belt assessment or detailed work in relation to the various spatial 
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options, and therefore cannot yet have a robust understanding of their capacity and should not be identifying a 
specific figure such as thiS, to be delivered elsewhere.  Gladman note that the Councils are also exploring the 
possibilities of some other authorities (Wycombe, Berkshire authorities etc.) as alternative options to Aylesbury Vale 
taking this unmet need. However scope to take this unmet need is more unlikely in these other areas.  Whilst 
Gladman agree that these discussions are probably necessary and support the intentions  and objectives which align 
with the Duty to Cooperate. Gladman remain unclear how the Council have determined that the scale of unmet 
need will be 7,500 dwellings.   The identification of the scale of un met need should be based on robust evidence 
and given careful consideration. If at this stage the 7,500 figure is just provided as an indication of the possible scale 
of need, then this should be made clear within the consultation document.   Gladman recognise that the Green Belt 
is a considerable constraint to development within the Joint Local Plan area. Specifically, Gladman note that in South 
Buckinghamshire 87% of the district is designated as Green Belt. The significant presence of Green Belt designation 
makes It fundamentally important that a robust assessment is undertaken to ensure that the land currently 
designated as Green Belt is appropriately designated when tested against the five purposes as set out within 
paragraph 8O of the Framework. 6.1.2 Gladman welcome the Green Belt Assessment that the councils are currently 
carrying out and the recognition that due to development constraints there are the exceptional circumstances 
required to justify a review of Green Belt boundaries.   The Councils need to ensure that through this process any 
areas of land that do not serve the purposes of the Green Belt, are not unnecessarily designated as Green Belt.  
Gladman remind the Council of the need to ensure that this is a robust process of review, as paragraph 85 of the 
Framework states that "local planning authorities should satisfy themselves that Green Belt boundaries will not 
need to be altered at the end of the development plan period .. . " Question 8.   Gladman have no specific comments 
in re lation to this question; however provide the following general comments regarding affordable housing.   The 
Council need to have robust evidence of the scale of the affordable housing needs across the Joint Local Plan area. 
Along with robust evidence of affordable housing need the Councils will also need robust up-to-date viability work 
to demonstrate the percentage requirement is realistically achievable on the majority of sites.   Gladman refer the 
Council to paragraphs 173 and 174 of the Framework with regards to viability and deliverability. Paragraph 173 
states 'Plans should be deliverable. Therefore the sites and the scale of development identified in the plan should 
not be subject to such a scale of obligations and policy burdens that their ability to be developed viably is 
threatened. To ensure viability, the costs of any requirements likely to be applied to development, such as 
requirements for affordable housing, standards, infrastructure contributions or other requirements should, when 
taking account of the normal cost of development and mitigation, provide competitive returns to a willing 
landowner and willing developer to enable the development to be delivered .    Paragraph 174 moves on to state "In 
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order to be appropriate, the cumulative impact of these standards and policies should not put implementation of 
the plan at serious risk, and should facilitate development throughout theeconomic cycle: Question 10.  The 
provision of specialist housing to meet the needs of older people is of increasing importance and the Council need 
to ensure that this is reflected through a positive policy approach within the Local Plan. The Councils need a robust 
understanding of the scale of this type of need across the Borough.   Specialist housing with care for older people is 
a type of housing which provides choice to adults with varying care needs and enables them to live as independently 
as possible in their own selfcontained homes, where people are able to access high quality, flexible support and care 
services on site to suit their individual needs (including dementia care). Such schemes differ from traditional 
sheltered/ retirement accommodation schemes and should provide internally accessible communal facilities 
Including residents' lounge, library, dining room, guest suit, quiet lounge, IT suit, assisted bathroom, internal buggy 
store and changing facilities, reception and care managers office and staff facilities. Given the existing evidence in 
relatIon to ageing populations, and the national strategy in relation to housing for older people. Gladman 
recommend that the Joint Local Plan should include a specific policy in relation to the provision of specialist 
accommodation for older people. The following text provides an example of the type of policy which could be 
included in the new Local Plan:  "The provision of purpose built and/or specialist accommodation with care for older 
people in sustainable locations will be supported in Principle Settlements.  Schemes should also be considered In 
other sustainable settlements where there Is a proven need. Apartments should be restricted for occupation by only 
those with car. needs, include minimum compulsory care packages, should also include age restrictions and an 
extensive range of communal facilities.  Schemes are expected to be promoted In partnership with an onsite 24f7 
care provider to safeguard the delivery of care and support to residents. Such schemes fall wholly within the 
auspices of (2 use, meet an otherwise unmet need for specialist accommodation for older people, deliver care and 
communal facilities and will not ther.fore be required to contribute towards affordable housing." 
Question 11.  Gladman note that the intention of the Heritage Strategy Review is an opportunity for local 
communities to identify a list of heritage assets which are not already protected with the view of protecting these 
from inappropriate development and/or enhancement as part of development proposals. Gladman refer to Chapter 
12 of the Framework in relation to conserving and enhancing the historic environment.    Gladman raise concerns 
regarding this approach (particularly the wording used within the consultation documentl as it may result in a vast 
number of additjonallocally designated heritage assets, which in reality may not warrant such designation. These 
additional designations may then be used as a mechanism to restrict development from coming forwards. Local 
communities who are anti-growth may seize this as an opportunity to restrict otherwise sustainable development 
with or on the edge of their settlements.   PPG (Reference 10: 18a-039-20140306) sets out that 'Local planning 
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authorities may identify nondesignated heritage assets'. It defines these as 'buildings, monuments, sites, places, 
areas or landscapes identified as having a degree of significance meriting consideration in planning decisions but 
which are not formally designated heritage assets:   Only certain assets can be identified as non-designated heritage 
assets. PPG makes clear that 'A substantial majority of buildings have little or no heritage significance and thus do 
not constitute heritage assets' and therefore 'only a minority have enough heritage interest for their significance 
to be a material consideration in the planning process:  Further comments regarding heritage and the Frameworks 
approach / tests in relation to this are provided In section 9.5 of this submission. Question 13.  Gladman do not have 
any areas of land that they wish to identify for consideration as Local Green Space (LGS) designation, however take 
this opportunity to remind the Councils of the tests which need to be met when seeking to designate LGS.  
Paragraph 77 of the Framework sets out the following in terms of when it is appropriate or not to designate land as 
a Local Green Space. 'The Local Green Space designalion will not be appropriate for most green areas or open space. 
The designation should only be used:  • Where the green space;s in ccqtoaably close prorjmity to the community U 
serves;  • Where the green area is demonstrably special to a local community and bolck particulqr local signlficqnce 
for example because of its beauty, historic significance, recreational value (including as a playing field), tranquillity 
or richness ofits wildlife; and  • Where the green area concerned;s local ;n character and is n0t an extensive    The 
Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) provides further guidance on LGS designations including paragraph 10.37-015-
20140306, 'There are no hard and fast rules about how big a Local Green Space can be because places are different 
and a degree of judgement will inevitably be needed. However, paragraph 77 of the National Planning Policy 
Framework is clear that Local Green Space Designation should only be used where the green area concerned is not 
on extensive tract afland. Consequently blanket designation of open countryside adjocent to settlements will not be 
appropriate. In particular, designation should not be proposed as a 'back door' way to try to achieve what would 
amount to a new are of Green Belt by another nome.' Question 15.   This section provides comments on the 
proposed scope of the development management policies. As the consultation does not set out the detailed policy 
wording Gladman reserve the right to provide further comments on these policies at a later stage.   As a more 
procedural point Gladman are concerned by the fact that the scope of the development management policies is not 
included within the main body of the consultation document and appears somewhat hidden as an Appendix to this 
document. Gladman believe that these could be missed by those responding the consultation.    The sections below 
provide Gladman's initial comments on a number of the outlined policies.  Gladman support the use of the 'model' 
sustainability policy promoted by the Planning Inspectorate.   Gladman query why the Local Plan needs to include a 
policy setting out Local Sustainable Development Principles, and query why Chiltern and South Buckinghamshire is 
different from anywhere else and therefore warrants the need for a locally specific policy such as this.   Gladman 
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welcome the acceptance that there is a need to review the Green Belt and identify areas to be removed in order to 
help deliver housing. The Framework outlines that Green Belt boundaries should only be altered through the Local 
Plan process and that once amended they should endure for the plan period and beyond. The Councils should also 
consider whether there is a need to allocate safeguarded land.   Further comments regarding the Green Belt have 
been provided in section 6 of this submission.  Gladman urge the council to allocate a range of housing sites in terms 
of both size and location.  In allocating sites the Council should be mindful that to maximize housing supply the 
widest possible range of sites, by size and market location are required so that house builders of all types and sizes 
have access to suitable land in order to offer the widest possible range of products. The key to increased housing 
supply is the number of sales outlets. In general increasing the number of sales outlets available means increasing 
the number of housing sites. So for any given time period, overall sales and build out rates are faster from 20 sites of 
50 units than 10 sites of 100 units or 1 site of 1,000 units. The maximum delivery is achieved not just because there 
are more sales outlets but because the widest possible range of products and locations are available to meet the 
widest possible range of demand. In summary a wider variety of sites in the widest possible range of locations 
ensures all types of house builder have access to suitable land which in turn Increases housing delivery.   Gladman 
recommend providing a greater number of housing allocations than the proposed housing requirement, so there is a 
degree of flexibility / contingency to help ensure that the housing requirement is capable of being delivered. If sites 
are sustainable then there should be no harm from over allocating and potentially over delivering.   Gladman remind 
the Councils that housing requirement figure should be seen as a minimum and not a cap on the level of 
development.   As discussed in previous sections of this submission the affordable housing requirement set within 
the Joint Local Plan needs to be based on both robust evidence of need and up to date work on viability.    The 
Government is committed to Increasing home ownership and allowing 86% of those who want to own homes the 
opportunity to do so. This is being championed by the Government through a variety of means including the 
provision of starter homes. Gladman support the Government in the pursuit of this aspiration and on the provision 
of starter homes and it is considered that the Joint Local Plan needs to monitor progress of guidance on the 
provision of starter homes and reflect this through the policies Included in the Plan.    Gladman would point out that 
the provision of starter homes should be considered to be equivalent to the provision of affordable housing and not 
in addition to this. This is quite clearly the Government's intention and will be reflected through amendments to the 
definition of affordable housing contained in the Framework.   Gladman would welcome the addition of a policy in 
relation to seff-bulld housing within the Local Plan. This would be in line with current government thinking and 
objectives. It is key that the development industry are able to understand the implications of any such policy 
requirement. To assist with the design of schemes and the consideration of fi nancial viability.  Gladman recommend 
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that any policy requirement in relation to sel f-build housing has an element of flexibility built in to allow for 
negotiation over self-build plots on the basis of viability to ensure that site delivery is not delayed or prevented from 
coming forward. Any speCific requirement to include self-build plots should be tested through the CouneH's viability 
assessment of the Local Plan policies to ensure that the cumulative impacts of all proposed local standards and 
policy requirements do not put the implementation of the Plan as a whole at risk (paragraph 174 of the Framework).   
Further to this, Gladman urge the Council to ensure the policy has added flexibility as there is no guarantee that 
these units will be delivered and there may be situations when they are difficult to deliver which may result in the 
non-delivery of otherwise sustainable land for housing. Therefore Gladman recommend that any policy specific 
requirement needs to include a mechanism whereby if the self-build plots are not taken up within a given time 
period then these revert back to market housing to be provided as part of the wider scheme. This would provide 
flexibility and help to ensure that the required housing is delivered.   Gladman refer back to section 7.2 of this 
submission where comments and suggested policy wording are provided in relation to specialist accommodation for 
older people.   Gladman refer to Chapter 12 of the Framework in relation to Historic Environment policies, 
specifically heritage assets. The Council need to ensure that their policy approach aligns with the requirements set 
out in the Framework.   Paragraphs 132 to 134 of the Framework relate speCifically to designated heritage assets 
and highlights that the more important the asset the greater the weight that should be attached to it.    The policy 
test that the Framework applies to the level of harm to a designated heritage asset is that if the harm is deemed to 
be substantial then the proposal needs to achieve substantial public benefits to outweigh that harm. If the harm is 
less than substantial then the harm should be weighed against the public benefits of the proposal including securing 
its optimum viable use.    Paragraph 135 of the Framework relates specifically to non-designated heritage assets and 
the policy test that should be applied in these cases is that a balanced judgement should be reached having regard 
to the scale of any harm and the significance of the heritage asset.    Gladman refer to Chapter 11 of the Framework 
in relation to the Natural Environment. Specifically paragraph 109 of the Framework which sets out the way by 
which the planning system should contribute to and enhance the natural and local environment. In relation to the 
third bullet point within the, "minimise impacts on biodiversity and providing net gains in biodiversity ~  possible ... • 
(emphasis added), Gladman draw particular attention to the use of the phrase 'where possible'. The Councils need 
to ensure that the nature conservation policy they propose accords with national policy provided within the 
Framework.    Gladman also refer the Councils to paragraph 113 of the Framework: 'Local planning authorities 
should set criteria based policies against which proposals for any development on or affecting protected wildlife or 
geodiversity sites or landscape oreas will be judged.   The Council need to ensure that any nature conservation 
policy meets the requirements set out within this element of national policy.  
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Rep1458 
Mr R Clarke 
R Clarke Planning 
Ltd on behalf of  
Mirage 
Developments Ltd 

 Magnolia Farm, Grays Park Road, Stoke Poges, Bucks site nomination.   The site has an area of 4.8 hectares, the land 
is predominately level and located on the east side of Grays Park Road, just south of the point where Grays Park 
Road becomes Bells Hill. The site is presently vacant with no agricultural activity taking place. The site has a semi 
derelict appearance.  The site has access from Grays Park Road, which leads to an area of hardstanding and a track 
which runs between an Avenue of mature oak trees which are aligned in a north south direction. The site is visible 
from Grays Park Road. On the opposite side of Grays Park Road are a line of residential properties. Immediately 
outside the site is a bus stop.  The whole of the site is within the Green Belt. The site is also part of a biological and 
Geological notification area.   The primary submission on behalf of my client, is that the area of land on the east side 
of Bells Hill and Greys Park Road, including Magnolia Farm, represents a more logical and appropriate area to allow 
the extension of Stoke Poges than the land further South. The reasoning for this statement lies in a number of 
factors. Firstly the land is physically much closer and therefore within close walking distance of the shops, school 
and other community services. The bus stop is directly outside the site. Secondly the land offers a more logical 
extension and rounding off of the settlement boundary of Stokes Poges, minimising the spread and impact of any 
new development in the Green Belt. Thirdly the land would benefit from restoration as it is in a poor state with no 
active use. Putting all these issues together, it would be possible to come up with a development brief covering 
Magnolia Farm and the wider land, that would facilitate a comprehensive form of development keeping recreational 
facilities whilst providing new community facilities as well as new homes a significant number of which would be 
affordable.  In light of the above it is requested that the subject site and neighbouring land, should be considered 
under the process currently being undertaken, with respect to assessing site options for the release of land from the 
Green Belt.  The owner is open minded regarding development options for the site. Residential is perhaps the most 
likely use, with a significant provision of affordable homes. Such a use would directly address the Council housing 
need.  In summary the site / wider land can be developed, without materially harming either the purposes or visual 
amenities of the Green Belt. On this basis it is proposed that the site should be considered for removal from the 
Green Belt in the context of the Council’s Housing need requirements. 
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Rep1459 
 David Martland 

To date the Ivers have experienced years of disruption, due to:   • Poor planning decisions allowing the growth of 
large industrial sites, which operate close to village communities, and which have a wide spread impact on residents 
(including, huge HGV traffic levels, constant noise, pollution, property damage, dangerous and illegal driving 
practices etc); and  • The nearby development of infrastructure of national importance (inc.  Crossrail/The Elizabeth 
Line), which has caused further HGV traffic, noise, disruption and pollution.  And the Ivers are set to face further 
disruption, in the form of other significant infrastructure projects:  • HS2, and the relocation of the Old Oak 
Common service depot to Langley;  • WRAtH project;  • 3rd Runway at Heathrow;  • The M25 widening proposal; 
• The development of a new M25 service station;  • And now the proposed development of 1,000 new homes 
I fully understand that infrastructure is critical to our country and its global competitive standing.  However, these 
huge projects benefit our local area very little, indeed they bring only HGVs, 24-7 noise and pollution, which in turn 
destroys communities.  It is time something is given back to the long suffering Ivers.  Existing local infrastructure is 
under huge strain as it is.  A further 2,000+ cars to the roads, 4,000+ patients at doctors and dentists, 1,000+ families 
searching for schooling for their children, cannot be born by the existing infrastructure.  Any development must take 
a holistic view to the whole Iver area, and must be for the benefit of both existing and potential new residents, 
providing balanced infrastructure (including a Relief Road) and sufficient public services.  I would be supportive of a 
brown field housing development on the existing Thorney Lane Business Park on the following conditions:   • A 
permanent Relief Road is built, in advance of any housing development work commencing, and be immediately 
open for use by all traffic (i.e.  existing HGV traffic, traffic generated by local infrastructure projects and developers 
site traffic).  This Relief Road must direct traffic away from Iver High Street and the village Conservation Area.   • I 
have documented evidence that on average there is an HGV on a pavement at the top of Thorney Lane North, every 
10-15 minutes.  Consequently, I fear for the life of my wife and 15 week old son, every time she steps out of our 
front door.  In addition to a Relief Road, a comprehensive upgrade to the village infrastructure is required to make it 
suitable for existing traffic volumes (including raised kerbs and railings to stop vehicles mounting the pavements, 
chicanes to slow down traffic, and an enforced 20mph zone through the Conservation Area).  An additional 2-3,000 
further vehicles which would be generated from a large residential and commercial development on Thorney Lane 
Business Park would result in gridlock and spurn further reckless driving practices.  • Road surfaces are poor, 
resulting in significant amounts of noise and vibrations caused by vehicles travelling at speed through the village.  
Period/listed houses in the area suffer greatly due to a lack of sound proofing, double glazing and delicate 
construction, which means the impact of high levels of traffic and HGVs is even more acute.  Poor drainage, and 
cracked ducts mean my property is getting destroyed by standing water that is driven/pressure sprayed from the 
roads over the pavement and onto my walls.  • I understand preliminary results from a SENSA pollution monitor at 
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the top of Thorney Lane North (metres from my home) shows daily breaches of EU guidelines for Nitrogen Dioxide.  
And these are not small breaches, results show a doubling, if not tripling of EU recommended maximum levels, and 
this is before the addition of 2-3,000 further vehicles commuting to and from a development on Thorney Lane 
Business Park.  Though my son is not at a schooling age, I am acutely aware that the existing primary schools are 
near (if not at) capacity, and the nearest secondary school is a faith oriented school which many parents do not wish 
to send their children to.  As a result I believe a development should include a secondary (if not combined primary 
and secondary school) at the heart of the community, providing in addition to quality schooling:  1. Playing fields for 
children.  2. Youth centre for teens.   3. Sports facilities (squash, swimming pool etc).   4. Library provision.   I believe 
this would be a perfect strategy to integrate new and old residents in Iver, and avoid the creation of a “them and us” 
society, as seen in Swanscombe/Ebbsfleet.  Finally, under no circumstances should Iver be absorbed into, engulfed 
by, or assumed into, Slough. 

Rep1460 
 Margaret Mathie 
Town Clerk 
Beaconsfield 
Town Council 

This response is by Beaconsfield Town Council. It sets out a vision for Beaconsfield on the premise that, in 
consideration of its geographical location and relative to its neighbours and London, its vitality and prosperity 
depend on planned development and investment.  NB: Whilst some items are Beaconsfield specific, others have 
District wide applicability. The predicted construction of the A355 Relief Road from Pyebush Roundabout to a 
Maxwell Road interchange, on an easterly alignment, is taken as to proceed as are up to 350 homes at Wilton Park 
with supporting infrastructure (with the Wilton Park SPD to be incorporated in the new Local Plan). 
Question 1:    It is noted that following housing and employment assessments, retail, leisure and open space 
assessments are planned. However constraints of existing infrastructure, from service mains to roads, as well as 
health and education provision require assessment, as without improvements planned in those areas they are a 
serious constraint on development. The provision of new supporting infrastructure must be a precursor to 
execution of development works. Question 2:   It is noted that th is is a work in progress, particularly with regard to 
assessments for South Bucks which are only at Stage 1. Limited scope is shown within the Beaconsfie ld area, both 
settlement and POL, with most sites generated by the previous 'Call for Sites' being in the Green Belt. Housing at 13 
Copperfields is shown as refused but has now been granted on appeal. Question 3: No. Question 4:   The Green Belt 
should not be treated lightly maintaining a constraint on the sprawl of London and the coalescence of smaller 
settlements, retaining quality of life, character, environment and safe pollution levels.  The Town Council, and 
indeed SBDC in the 201 1 Core Strategy, has sought to protect the Green Belt from new development. Whilst a 
considerable amount of unmet housing need might transfer out of the District, the reliability of the DCLG base 
projections are open to question and should be subject 10 a regular review mechanism during the 
lengthy Plan period for appropriate reassessment and consultation.  The Town Council supports robust testing of 
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fringe and low grade Green Belt which should help reinforce protection of the Green Belt and areas by reaffirming 
their value and sustainability.  Improved design reflecting local identity and green characteristics is essential, as are 
retention and supplementing of townscape, residential design, historic & conservation appraisals, scientific and 
woodland special areas supporting documents and due weighting given in planning matters with SPDs as 
appropriate. Question 5:  Increased bui lding density, by for example plot size and housing mix, on brownfield land 
within established settlements, and consideration of other POL where not detrimental to Green Belt objectives. 
Where character policies have dictated house size or density, visually equivalent solutions may be suitable eg flats in 
the style of large houses, or semi-detached in the style of large houses, such as found in Cherry Tree Road south or 
Wattleton Road east. Flat developments should avoid overscaled designs, extensive ramps and limited green space 
adverse to local character, as found in Gregories or Grove Roads. Cramped developments with for example garage 
blocks obscuring garden and house frontages should be avoided eg 113 Gregories Road.  RAEC policies should be 
maintained in essence, and could be adaptable as the basis for wider good design guidance. With regard 10 the 
Options:-  A. Yes,  B. No,   C. Yes   D to G. Not applicable, H to K (2), (5) and (6) Yes, K   (3) and (4) Not applicable 
L. As stated above. Question 6:  Beaconsfield is due to have a planned built area extension Wilton Park, which 
together with the A355 Relief Road CQuid realistically determine further development to the east of the Town, 
subject to Green Belt assessment and providing any development is integrated with adequate infrastructure. In the 
event that the Relief Road is not constructed then that area of Green Belt should not be released for development. 
Not constructing the Relief Road would indicate a lack of suitable infrastructure for development.  Land to the south 
adjacent to the A40 offers opportunities for development. Question 7:  It is prudent to plan for a realistic current 
assessment of what may be the case, bearing in mind that certain weightings and unknowns may skew the actual 
demand. Flexibility in any plan is necessary to respond to changes revealed by regular monitoring, as per the 
response to Question 4 above. Question 8:   Existing policies of 40% affordable homes on larger sites would have 
appeared sufficient. Limited on-site provision, smaller sites, financial viability, and payments for offsite provision has 
achieved under the current plan a low level of affordable home provision of just 13% (199J1454). Best value might 
be achieved by maximising the opportunity for planning obligation funds, and proactively directing them to seed 
non-profit private registered providers' developments to adequately subsidise the building or 3 acquisition of basic 
new homes such that 80% market rents can be charged without further subsidy. Provision on-site for key worker 
affordable housing in Beaconsfield would be essential and for those with a proven local Beaconsfield connection, 
provision of affordable homes including starter homes. In the areas of Green Belt which may be released , such 
provision to be made a condition of that release and a planning condition on any consent. Question 9:  Options a) 
and b) seem reasonable. c) agreed.  d) to g) No. Question 10:  By assessing the level of need, and identifying 
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sites/locations in established residential areas, where small scale scheme provision for assisted living could be 
integrated. This would penn it downsizing and retention within known communities. A proportion of dwellings in a 
scheme could be secured/funded as affordable by the Council in cooperation with specialist providers. 
Question 11 : When subject to development pressures it is too easy to forget the value of heritage, as noted in the 
Strategy, not least undervaluing a sense of identity, continuity, security and place. These assets also have 
educational, historic and tourist value. It is essential therefore with ambitious targets for housing and bUSiness that 
there is a robust and protective Heritage Strategy in place and that it is suitably positively weighted in importance 
and supported by qualified Conservation & Design staff. The draft once developed should be a key planning 
document and heritage assets of whatever kind must be conserved and enhanced by any development. 
Question 12:  Bekonscot Model Village. It is a world famous type of its sort and a popular tourist destination, 
although constrained by access and parking. Question 13: Local Green Space designations can be made as part of 
the Local Plan and so local residents, community groups and other local stakeholders are asked to identify areas that 
they would like to be considered. Importantly any nomination should include supporting evidence. There is a 
reasonable disposition of green spaces and woodland around the Town actively used for community, civic, 
recreational and leisure purposes which should be retained and protected: Green I open spaces: Town Green (Penn 
Road), North Drive Green (Oxford Road), Hyde Green, Chesterton Green, Malthouse Square (north), Candlemas 
Mead Green, Cherry Tree Road (L&O owned land between Nos. 1-33), Davenies Strip and Davenies Meadow. 
Recreation grounds: Holtspur Park (Holtspur Way), Malthouse Square (south), The Oval, Cricket ground (London 
Road), Sports ground (Wooburn Green Lane), Rugby Football ground (Oak Lodge Meadow, Windsor End), 
Beaconsfield Golf course, Garvin Avenue play area, Cross Lane/Harrias Field. Nature Reserves: Holtspur Bank Local 
Nature Reserve (Riding Lane). Holtspur Bottom Butterfly Reserve (Riding Lane). Village Greens: Candlemas 
Lane/Mead (known as Wheeler's Piece) , Hampden Hill , One Tree Meadow. Woodland: Cut Throat Wood 
(Beaconsfield & Wooburn Parishes), Hogback Wood (Penn Parish ), Ledborough Wood and other AONB, Walk Wood 
& Meadow (Walkwood). Question 14:  (1) Health  -  A new Public Health Facility to be developed south of the A40 
comprising outdoor & indoor games areas, gym and 'pay to swim' pool (the fi rst in South Bucks).  This facility to be 
well supported by parking and accessible directly from the A40 and from local bus services.  (2) Medical - Medical 
practice facilities, physiotherapy and other specialist health services to meet the growing needs of Beaconsfield's 
changing and shifting demographics.   This facility to be well supported by parking and accessible directly from the 
A40 and from local bus services.  Additional parking across all three areas of the Town. For the Old Town parking 
located south of the A40 within walking distance.  With the advent of the new relief road and in conjunction with 
County, the 30m ph Park Lane limit to be extended along the Amersham Road to the Maxwell Road roundabout. The 
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40mph limit on the A40 Loudwater roundabout (Wycombe District) to be extended up White Hill to the Beaconsfield 
Town boundary. At the top of White Hill the speed limit to drop to 30m ph and continue through to the Old Town 
30mph limit. The A40 Beaconsfield town sign to be relocated to the boundary denoting the start of the built up area, 
the reduced speed limit, and inclusion of Holtspur. An additional County Beaconsfield town sign to be provided on 
Wooburn Green Lane. The 30mph limit at Woo burn Green to extend up Woo burn Green Lane to the A40. 
Controlled pedestrian crossings to be provided across the A40 at Holtspur and at Park Lane for pedestrian & cycle 
users to Wilton Park. Question 15:  Even in determining sustainable development the policies should ensure due 
weight is attached to all other factors and the presumption in favour should be duly tempered. Existence of 
infrastructure alone is not sufficient, the condition and replacement or enhancement have to form part of the 
policy.  Terms such as 'well designed' should be defined. Appropriately qualified professional Conservation & Design 
staff to ensure good quality of design, with major schemes subject to an independent Design Review Panel.  
Detached residential annexes, which are prone to subletting to be accounted for in Council Tax provisions.  Rear 
servicing should be balanced against restricted time front servicing to minimise land take and formation of back 
neglected areas. Parking Standards should recognise new research that car usage is increasing where public 
transport is inadequate, and South Bucks is an area of high car ownership. Improving public transport not just 
easUwest, but northfsouth. Introduction of a Hoppa Bus service.  Historic Environment should include policies to 
prevent inappropriate street furn iture by statutory providers and others eg in Conservation Areas. Question 16:   
There is currently a serious lack of Education (County) and Health (NHS) information, which must be fo rthcoming. l 
ikewise inadequate public uti lities data. The Study to date marks little progress.  CIL is one essential funding source 
for local infrastructure. Other or complementary planning obligations might be required for large infrastructure 
needs.  Release of Green Belt should be conditional on CIL being in place.  Question 17:     Other : Views on the Plan 
or other documents referred to which can be found on the SBDC website. Planning applications should be supported 
by the details req uired for validation without dispensation. Heritage and/or Design & Access Statements should be 
applied as far as possible to ensure applicants have taken all reasonable steps in understanding policy and preparing 
their submission. 
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Rep1461 
 Peter Miller 

I am opposed  to the potential development of green belt Parcel 69.   1.  Most of this parcel taken by woodlands.  
The woodlands play a vital role to the wellbeing of residents, acting as a noise and pollution barrier created by the 
M40.  The woodlands is a sanctuary for wildlife, nesting birds, badgers, foxes, deer etc.  Tearing the woodlands 
down is an act of environmental vandalism.    2.  The meadow along Fulmer Road, is small.  And there are overhead 
cables and pylons crossing this land.  This would create health hazards to would be new residents.  Also compromise 
electronic communications.    3.  The local roads: Fulmer road and WindsorRoad will not be able to taken very high 
volume of increase traffic, neither will Fulmer.  I therefore oppose parcel 69 to be developed. 

  

Rep1462 
Mr Paul 
Redington 

Having read the proposed Local Plan I wish to state that I consider the methodology adopted in determining 
potential areas for residential development deficient and should be discarded as this does not provide a holistic 
assessment ignoring any necessary infrastructure such as electricity, sewerage, water, telephone, cable, vehicular 
access, parking, schooling, medical provisions. etc. I also do not consider sufficient consideration has been given to 
the costs for these developments. There also appears to be no intercommunication with adjoining counties to 
ensure towns and villages do not simply merge into one another.  The plan identifies areas for employment 
development which, if this is a response to the government directive for additional housing, has no justification as 
the majority of residents in the are either travel by train or car to employment in London.   The proposed plan gives 
no true consideration to the boundaries and definition of Areas of Natural Beauty, the methodology is flawed.   
All encroachment and reduction to areas such as these and Green Belt should be resisted if future generations of 
visitors and residents are to enjoy the beauty of nature and the environment.  This draft plan should be withdrawn 
and discounted and a realistic methodology established to allowing the drafting of an acceptable plan having due 
regard to the environment in which residents currently reside, areas of natural beauty, green belt and future 
generations.  In reading the plan it is clear that the proposed allocation for construction of residences within Little 
Chalfont is disproportionate to other areas and therefore unacceptable and somewhat biased. 

 The Local Plan will need to 
identify sustainable 
development options to meet 
needs taking into account the 
scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements.   

Rep1463 
 Frederick Keys 

Question 2:  We understand that the green belt area around Farnham Park recreation ground, which has been 
designated in the local plan as a 'built area extension option', was considered and rejected by the consultants 
appointed by SBDC. Why was this area reintroduced? Question 3: It is difficult to find any sites not already 
mentioned in the HELAA. However, there seem to be two possibilities: (1) the area around Allards Farm between 
Crown Lane and Blackpond Lane; (2) land adjacent to the Beaconsfield Services Area south of the M40. Question 6: 
Recreational use is very important, especially in view of the government's anti-obesity strategy aimed at getting 
youngsters to exercise more and for middle-aged and elderly people to also take more exercise to keep them fit and 
save costs in the NHS. Question 14   The green belt land in the south of The Farnhams, which includes the Farnham 
Park recreation ground, needs to be retained in order to prevent continuous development between The Farnhams 
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and Slough. The retention of this green belt area is equally important for ramblers, dog-walkers, children and (as 
noted under question 6) sporting activities. Question 16   Local infrastructure is already stretched: GPs are just 
about coping with local needs; Wexham Park Hospital is short of nurses; Beaconsfield Upper School, which was 
taking any child from The Farnhams is now full, even before the Wilton Park development has been completed, and 
children are being offered places at the Khalsa Sikh faith school, even when it was not one of their choices. Finally, 
HGV traffic on the A355 was already a problem before the service area was built. As it has recently been discovered 
that diesel fumes were even more toxic than previously thought, any additional traffic would be most undesirable. 

Rep1464 
 Darren Bell 

Part of the proposed planning runs through the land which is used by Beaconsfield Rugby Football Club (BRFC), 
which has over 650 members of all ages from under 5's through to veterans. BRFC has provided a hub for one of our 
great sporting traditions to the local community for many years over several generations of local residents and has a 
large and loyal following of players and their supporters. These supporters are not just fans but include many 
parents of the children, who will become England's next generation of rugby players, some who will go on to 
represent their club at County level or a few who may even represent their Country. BRFC has the largest 
membership at junior level of any rugby club in Bucks and has a very large catchment area which stretches from the 
other rugby clubs in Farnham Common to High Wycombe to Uxbridge to Amersham. As a resident of Gerrards Cross 
we do not have a rugby club so therefore needed to look elsewhere for my son to join and start playing rugby. After 
our first visit three years/seasons ago we joined immediately having found BRFC to have such a good community 
feel about it and being to offer rugby at all age levels, having the space to play without infringing upon other users 
and with so many great volunteers giving up their time to make sure that this club really works and fully involves all 
of its members. Last weekend (06/03/16) we held a tournament for ages up to U12 which involved 1200 people 
visiting BRFC, with over 700 cars requiring parking with minimum disruption to all other community members and 
residents. This was only possible due to the good organisation of the president, chairman, coaches and helpers and 
is but one example on one weekend of how important the club is for all of its users. Without the land and facilities 
to carry this out then it would not be possible to do so and as members of the club we believe that it is in the 
interest of BRFC and the town itself that the land either side of Windsor End used by the club stays within the 
greenbelt and continues to provide a sporting facility for local adults and children. 

  

Rep1465 
 Ivan Viehoff 

Little Chalfont & draft local plan.   The draft local plan fails to take proper account of AONB.  AONB is a national 
asset and cannot be considered as equal to all other greenbelt in assessing whether greenbelt should be reclassified.  
For Atkins to to have marked so much AONB as mediocre or moderate landscape value, in such obvious contrast to 
what has been noted by national authority, shows they just haven't been doing their job.  You cannot assess this 
simply by standing on a few roads and looking around, as they have done, you miss much without walking into the 

 The councils consider that 
options in the Green Belt need 
to be considered in addition to 
the opportunities that are 
available on brownfield sites. 
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zones and getting views from other areas.  Large amounts of greenbelt, more widely, are not AONB or National Park 
or other special protected status, and to the extent the nation as a whole chooses to release greenbelt, it should 
retain stronger protection for AONB, which is selected as those part of greatest value.  AONB in the vicinity of Little 
Chalfont is especially valuable to the nation, being of easy access via tube train from London and the M25 by car, 
and should be protected.  Chiltern District has 72% AONB and should be able to resist the same level of 
development of other areas without such a constraint of national importance.  Little Chalfont itself is very closely 
circumscribed by AONB.   There was a map published at some point - I think you may have withdrawn it - which 
showed an area of land adjacent to Stony Lane and part of Plot 22a which was marked an area for "testing" for 
development.  Nevertheless this is AONB with a very popular footpath across it, creating lovely views in the light at 
certain times of day/year, and easily accessible from the railway station for visitors.  It presents a useful contrast to 
the parallel nearly path in the adjacent bluebell wood, where views are different and much more enclosed.  To 
present this as large scale housing land is quite wrong.   The Green Belt assessment of Plot 29, where I live, is very 
superficial.  Little Chalfont Community Association notes that the views from Lodge Lane are some of the finest 
available from a paved road in the area, and present classic Chiltern views.  Rating it as moderate/mediocre 
landscape value is just wrong. This is typical fine Chiltern AONB and should be preserved from large scale 
development.  The margins of the narrow roads are already being damaged by overtrafficking and the area cannot 
stand material development expansion.  The northern end of Lodge Lane is a dangerous walking route and results in 
some severance from that part of the village.  Plot 35 is outside the AONB, but nevertheless includes notable areas 
of very high landscape value, which the Atkins photographer must have tried hard to avoid picturing, with attractive 
little valleys and woods, and does not present the access for large scale development.   To the extent that 
development has to happen, it should be through densification.  Dense development is routine in places such as the 
Netherlands, where maintaining green space is at a premium.  It is even common in Mediterranean countries with 
much greater land availability. Dense development is appropriate in urban centres with good communications. 
Ultimately if that has to be facilitated by compulsory purchase, demolition, and building 8-storey dwellings, as is 
common in many other countries who have more sense about this kind of thing, then that's how to do it.  But you 
have also to provide the supporting infrastructure related to the development. You have already failed to do that, 
most notably in the case of Little Chalfont's primary schools where there seems to be no plan for expansion, 
although they are already have insufficient capacity for local demand. 
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Rep1466 
Mr John Dobbs 

I am opposing further consideration of Green Belt Parcel 69.  My arguments are as follows.    1.  This are consist of 
ancient woodland.  These woods are very important to residents along Fulmer Drive and Howards Wood Drive, as 
they act as a pollution barrier.  The M40 is getting busier therefore more pollution.  The woodlands form a barrier 
from both noise pollution and atmospheric pollution.    The woodlands is a  wildlife sanctuary for a great amount of 
animals..badgers, foxes, muntjac deers, also a heaven for birds.  On one hand we are all encourage to preserve 
woodlands so not to  destroy is the obvious solution.  2.  The eastern side of parcel 69 is a meadow alongside Fulmer 
road.  There is high voltage cable and pylons crossing the meadow.  These create health hazards to residents if 
houses were to be built there.   3.  Building on parcel 69 will create high volume of traffic to both Windsor Road and 
Fulmer Road.  These are minor road and cannot take any more traffic stress.   I therefore object to this area to be 
developed, already not receommended by Arups. 

  

Rep1467 
Mrs Catrina 
Crawford 

I wish to object to any part of the plan that proposes to build any housing or industrial buildings on the current 
green belt areas in Iver and Richings Park. This area already has air pollution figures that are higher than the EU legal 
limit and cannot support further development without having a detrimental effect on residents health.  In addition 
the designated area in Richings Park was a landfill site, possibly with toxic material, and any development of that 
area may result with the release of noxious gases.  The whole area of Iver and Richings Park is constantly under 
assault from developers - Crossrail, Heathrow expansion, Relocation of HS2 depot to Langley, Smart Motorway 
improvements. These along with the M25 & M4 motorways mean that we need to protect all greenbelt that we can. 

  

Rep1468 
 Carolyn Slack 

Question 8. Release of green belt land.   Much of the land surrounding Little Chalfont is currently designated an 
ANOB. This open countryside and woodland  was a major factor in deciding to move here 13 years ago to raise our 
family and should be protected at all costs. The need to build more homes does not justify losing green belt as the 
sole purpose of its creation was to protect areas from overdevelopment.  Question 17.  Little Chalfont has already 
provided more than its fair share of development in the past few years. The substantial Bell Lane development of 
over 200 homes a few years back and now the more recent development off Burtons Lane, another 45 homes. 
Those developments have and will continue to add pressure to already extremely stretched local services such as 
schools and doctors surgeries. School places in the local area have been at breaking point for some years and we 
have been directly affected by this. The situation will only get worse with more development.  The roads throughout 
the area, particularly the A404 are increasingly busy with traffic. Parking in the village has become almost impossible 
at certain times of the day, with both the parade and the Snells wood car parks often full.  With regard to the areas 
for employment development, I am dismayed the council would consider building industrial or office buildings on an 
green belt site, when there is a wealth of that type of development already in the area, a lot of it lying empty/to let. 

 The Local Plan will need to 
identify sustainable 
development options to meet 
needs taking into account the 
scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements.   
 
The Local Plan will need to plan 
to meet employment needs 
over the Plan period to 2036. 
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Rep1469 
Mrs Geraldine 
Tate 

Please see  below my response to questions 11-12-13-17  Firstly, I request that the Hatched area of land owned by 
Chiltern District Council, presented on p40 of ‘The Plan’ (commonly known as Upper Stone Meadow) be protected 
from all future development and any ‘change of use’.  Secondly I would like to extend the Hatched area as above 
and incorporate  the area more commonly known as Lower Stone Meadow. Both Upper and  Lower Stone Meadow 
are currently owned by Chiltern District Council see  Ordinance Survey Map reference SU9993NW. Land Registry 
Title Number BM294098. request all land at Upper and Lower Stone meadow as defined in the above Title number 
have a binding and legal covenant imposed on it that binds Chiltern District Council to protect it for the good of the 
village and to never allow development of any kind, on any scale, including but not exclusively housing, commercial 
buildings or offices.  My supporting evidence is that this land is already recognised as An Area of National Interest. It 
contains a rare and precious chalk stream, wildlife, flora and fauna, and fulfils its existing classification as An Area Of 
Outstanding Natural Beauty in Green Belt. It is physically unsuitable for any development as it is on a flood plain, 
above the proposed HS2 Tunnel, in an area safeguarded by HS2 and therefore not deliverable before 2036.I/We are 
opposed to any future development of the land owned by Chiltern District Council known as Stone Meadow  (upper 
and lower).   1.  AN AREA OF OUTSTANDING NATURAL BEAUTY (AONB)  - A. The area is designated an AONB and  
contains precious chalk stream river.   B. Rich wildlife, flora and fauna including deer, woodpeckers, bats  etc..  
C. Used as a key area for walkers, horse riding, scouts groups, dog walking, cyclists.  D. Contains woodland which 
should be or is already protected.  E. Contains the Chiltern Way (public right of way for walkers).   2. THE AREA SITS 
WITHIN THE FLOOD PLAIN   A. The village flooded most recently 2008 - 2012- 2014 the meadows are a natural flood 
plain.  B.  Any building in this area would worsen future flooding for village centre  C. Houses built on this area would 
be uninsurable   D.  Measures to reduce future flooding have not been implemented    E. Governments are advising 
that Flood plains should be considered for development   3.  IMPACT ON THE VILLAGE INFRASTRUCTURE AND 
CHARACTER   A. The village resources are already stretched i.e. doctors, parking, schools etc   B.  Traffic on the A413 
is already at maximum capacity at rush hour    C.   The character of the village would be negatively impacted by such 
a large development     D.  The character of the village has already been negatively impacted by HS2 and the possible 
waste transfer  station    E.  Already likely to suffer congestion and impact on village resources from other plans to 
build near Epilepsy  Centre on border with Chalfont St Peter 
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Rep1470 
Mr John Mehaffy 

Question 5: Option D Question 8: The council needs to ensure that the building companies are prevented from 
selling most of the developed housing to private and off-shore companies who are only purchasing them for 
investment. Priority should be given to buyers within the county. There is already high demand and housing should 
be provided initially to those who are buying to live there and not those who are buying simply so that they can rent 
them out privately to secure an income for themselves. Question 10: The council needs to be brave in providing 
good quality housing for the elderly in the best location for them - it needs to stand up to those who do not wish to 
see such housing in 'their back yard' Question 11: Heritage is vital for our areas. I feel it is so important to retain our 
history and protect historical buildings and sites. I haven't lived in Chesham for very long but have read about many 
of the older buildings that were torn down to make room for other buildings, which by today's standards look awful. 
If only they had been protected they would have added so much to the character of the town and made people feel 
proud of the town's heritage and past. Question 12: The bell tower in Chesham; not sure if it is protected but if it 
isn't then I think it should. Question 16: Much thought needs to be given to the infrastructure in Chesham should 
houses be built near Ashley Green. Chesham can barely cope with the current traffic and additional traffic will be of 
detriment to the town.  I support the Chesham Society's idea to make St Mary's Way an underground road and open 
up the town towards the park. This would take traffic 'away' from pedestrians and really improve the amenity of the 
town. Question 17: With more people moving to Chesham and more housing being proposed, there should be a real 
effort to invest in the town itself. That includes improving the look and feel of the town, ensuring businesses are 
encouraged to open in the town, ensuring the air quality does not suffer from the additional traffic, building on the 
town community spirit by doing everything to encourage residents to shop and enjoy the town. 

  

Rep1471 
Mrs Leanne 
Farnklin 

I wish to register my support for the proposed gymnastics and cricket facility located at Betjeman Park, Amersham 
HP6 6JQ. It would be a huge asset to our local community and benefit a vast amount of local people. 

  

Rep1472 
Mr Nicholas 
Halton 

I fully support this plan.  Amersham and the Chalfonts lack dedicated indoor sports facilities of this type which are 
available to the public.  There is significant contention for the limited existing resources in this part of the county 
which means access to resource is poor and that the resources themselves are of lower quality.  The commitment 
which Amersham has shown previously to sports, such as the Adizone on the King George V field were a key part of 
the town's Olympic 2012 legacy.  It is important that we continue to have facilities concomitant with the town's 
ambitions. As the Local plan for population shows a growth in the area, we need facilities to match this, both indoor 
and outdoor, sporting and cultural 

  

Rep1473 
Mr David 

Question 6:  Thank you for the opportunity to provide feedback on the Spatial Strategy Options and the individual 
options listed in the consultation paper.  I am greatly concerned that the council has identified Green Belt Parcel 69, 
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Saunders which lies between Fulmer Drive and the M40, for possible development, despite Arups (the council's own planning 
expert) designating the parcel as not being recommended for development.  I believe this parcel fulfills vital Green 
Belt functions and it is wholly unsuitable for development.   My principal arguments are as follows:   >> The parcel 
also provides protection to the existing residents of the area from air and sound pollution caused by traffic on the 
M40 Motorway, which is often congested during peak times.  Should this parcel be developed, vegetation that 
forms a necessary and vital environmental function - with regards to traffic fumes - will be removed, which will be to 
the detriment of local residents.  This important function of the vegetation is significantly less pronounced in other 
parts of Gerrards Cross.   >> This parcel provides an effective check on the unrestricted sprawl of Gerrards Cross 
from the north into open land. Whilst the M40 Motorway forms a durable boundary along the south of the land 
parcel, this parcel is an important boundary to sprawl owing to the weak boundary with the settlement of Gerrards 
Cross.   >> This parcel prevents neighbouring towns from merging into one another as it forms part of the gap 
between the non-Green Belt settlements of Gerrards Cross, Stoke Poges and Farnham Common, and with the Green 
Belt settlement of Fulmer.   >> This parcel safeguards the countryside from encroachment.  It protects the openness 
of the countryside and is minimally (<5%) covered by built form.  The land use is mostly characterised by woodland 
with some open fields in the east of the land parcel, contributing to the largely rural character of the land parcel 
overall.  Despite being of a small scale and the close influences of infrastructure and built-form, the land parcel 
possesses a strong unspoilt rural character.   >> Most of the parcel consists of ancient Beech, Oak and Birch 
woodland.  This woodland is a vital wildlife sanctuary for a wide range of nesting birds, badgers, foxes, small 
mammals and muntjac deer.  Furthermore, the woods should be protected by Tree Preservation Orders.  The trees 
and vegetation perform a key environmental function by absorbing water that otherwise may flood the M40 
Motorway and lower level land to the south.  Therefore, tearing down these ancient woodlands would be an act of 
environmental vandalism and would be resisted strongly by local residents.  >> Any new dwellings built on this 
parcel and their residents will be subject to excessive air and noise pollution from traffic on the M40 Motorway, 
which is most severe at peak times.  I understand that under “Noise - Environmental Planning Advice [PPG 24]” the 
southern edge of the parcel would be rated as category C and as such there should be a strong presumption against 
permitting development.   >> Vehicle access to the parcel will need to be from the Windsor Road (B416) to the west 
and/or the Fulmer Road to the east.  These roads are not suitable to take higher volumes of traffic, and would 
require substantial widening and strengthening to do so.  This is clearly the case with the disruption caused at the 
north end of Fulmer Road where a new development of two 5 bed room houses is being built and the construction 
traffic and parked vans etc make the road one way past this development at key times during the day.  In addition 
the junctions with the A40 already are under considerable stress at peak times and placing additional demands on 
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the roads will exacerbate traffic congestion.  >> The only open fields / meadows are on the east side of the land 
parcel. This land is relatively small and slopes steeply towards the motorway, and is dominated by pylons and high 
voltage cables overhead.  The proximity of these cables may cause issues with electronic equipment for any 
residents and, possibly, health issues.  In any case, I am sure people will be discouraged from living so close to the 
cables as well as the noise and pollution from the M40 Motorway.  Would you really choose to bring up your 
children there? 

Rep1474 
Dr Sandra Hitchin 

As a member of BRFC I strongly oppose the use of the surrounding green belt for construction purposes, it should 
remain as it is for the free use and enjoyment of local families. 

  

Rep1475 
Mr Ben Wyer-
Roberts 

I would like to state my objection to the plans to have the land either side of Windsor End Beaconsfield developed 
to put on a short list for development for houses/ residential property.   The area is a vital part of the sports and 
recreation of  open space used by adults and children local to the area.  This is particularly relevant to Beaconsfield 
Rugby club that has a thriving juniors section and without this land, there would not be enough space to build on 
this essential community focused club. 

  

Rep1476 Mr & 
Mrs Donald and 
Carol Stallwood 

We oppose these plans of building all these extra houses. especially as the infrastructure is not sufficient to cater for 
the amount of properties being proposed. e.g the narrow lanes in the area of the affected proposals that are being 
suggested. 
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Rep1477 
Mrs Nicola Kelly 

Please see below my response to the questions 11-12-13-17.  Firstly, I request that the Hatched area of land owned 
by Chiltern District Council, presented on p40 of 'The Plan' (commonly known as Upper Stone Meadow) be 
protected from all future development and any 'change of use'.   Secondly  I would like to extend the Hatched area 
as above and incorporate the area more commonly known as Lower Stone Meadow. Both Upper and Lower Stone 
Meadow are currently owned by Chiltern District Council see Ordinance Survey Map reference SU9993NW. Land 
Registry Title Number BM294098.   I request all land at Upper and Lower Stone meadow as defined in the above 
Title number have a binding and legal covenant imposed that binds Chiltern District County Council to protect it for 
the good of the village and never to allow development of any kind, on any scale, including but not exclusively 
housing, commercial buildings or offices.  My supporting evidence is that this land is already recognised as An Area 
of outstanding National Interest. It contains a rare and precious chalk stream, wildlife,flora and fauna, and fulfils its 
existing classification as An Area Of Outstanding Natural Beauty in a Green Belt. It is physically unsuitable for any 
development as it is on a flood plain, above the proposed HS2 Tunnel, in an area safeguarded by HS2, and therefore 
not deliverable before 2036.  I am opposed to any future develop of the land owned by Chiltern District County 
Council known as STONE MEADOW( upper and lower).  1. AN AREA OF OUTSTANDING BEAUTY (AONB)    A. The area 
is a designated an AONB and contains precious chalk stream river.  B. Rich wildlife, flora and fauna including deer, 
woodpeckers,bats etc.  C. Used as key area for walkers, horse riding, scout groups,dog walking,cyclists.  D. Contains 
woodland which should be or is already protected.  E. Contains the Chiltern Way (public right of way for walkers). 
2. TNE AREA SITS WITHIN THE FLOOD PLAIN    A. THE village flooded recently 2008-2012-2014 the medics are a 
natural flood plain.  B. Any building in this area would worsen future flooding for the village centre.  C. Houses built 
in this area would be uninsurable.  D. Measures to reduce future flooding have not been implemented.  E. 
Governments are advising the Flood Plains should be considered for development.      3. IMPACT ON THE VILLAGE 
INFASTRUCTRE AND CHARACTER     A. The Village resources are already stretched i.e doctors, parking, schools etc 
B. Traffic on the A413 is already at maximum capacity during peak hours!   C. The character of the village would be 
negatively impacted by such a large development   D. The character of the village has already been negatively 
impacted HS2 and the possible waste transfer station.   E. Already likely to suffer congestion and impact on the 
village resources from other plans to build near the Epilepsy Centre on border with Chalfont St Peter. 
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Rep1478 
Mrs Frances 
Wells 

I wish it known that I object to any part of the plan that extends any additional housing onto the current green belt 
area that runs from the Southern edge of Leas Drive, Iver Recreation Ground, Dutton Way, Chequers Orchard and 
Barnes Way, as I feel this area is supporting its role as designated Green Belt land, acts as a boundary for the current 
housing perimeter and light industry, and that local infrastructure would be unable to successfully support 
additional housing without having a major detrimental impact on the area of Iver village.  I also wish it known that I 
object to any part of the plan that extends any additional housing and light industry onto the area adjacent to Old 
Slade Lane, as I also feel the local infrastructure would be unable to successfully support additional development 
without having a major detrimental impact on the local area of Richings Park. 

  

Rep1479 
Mr Graham 
Wheeler 

Q8/ So you can just release green belt land because you think it would be good to build on? Does this mean we can 
all do this as your setting a president. Why was it designated green belt in the first place, Was it to STOP people 
from building on it. I think you make the rules up as you go along and to suit yourselves. Surly you should build on 
sites that are already built up Not green field sites. Building on these sites is what is killing England and our society 
as we have known it. My family and I moved from this type of built up area to here and now you want to destroy our 
area. Q17/ What effect is this building going to have on the wildlife in the area of the Chess Valley?   How will it 
effect the water drainage for the area, it already floods at the bottom of Stoney lane where the little bridge is.   This 
area is designated AONB how will this development make it look? Todays building tomorrows ghetto's is that what 
you want because we don't.   If this goes ahead we will move and so will many others and take as much money out 
of Bucks and support as possible.   How about infrastructure? The roads are APPALING already, there are not 
enough schools or medical support, what is happening about all that or is it someone else's problem?  I am 
disgusted on what you want to do, how about our human rights how does that fare on you destroying a beautiful 
area or don't you care. I bet the people making the decisions don't live any where near here. 

  

Rep1480 
Mr Peter Gourd 

We are grateful to the District Council for the efforts that have been made to engage with the local communities in 
developing planning policy for the foreseeable future.  We have set out our thoughts and concerns below.   We note 
the attempt to focus future development close to good rail/underground transport links in Chesham, Amersham and 
Gerrards Cross.  We regard such efforts positively, since they will create less congestion on the road infrastructure.   
As a general principle we are opposed to the removal of Green Belt Protection until all other opportunities for 
development have been exhausted.  In some ways removing Green Belt Protection is an easy option, but one that 
cannot subsequently be reversed.  The loss of green separation between individual settlements will create sprawling 
anonymous conurbations.  Our request to the District Council is to ensure that the redevelopment of Brown Field 
sites has been fully explored.   The remainder of our comments are in relation to the potential developments in 
Chalfont St Peter. In the recent past planning consent has been given for 600 further dwellings in Chalfont St Peter.  

 The Local Plan will need to 
identify sustainable 
development options to meet 
needs taking into account the 
scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements.   
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The impact of these developments on the village’s infrastructure has yet to be felt.  In terms of the road system 
Market Place is already difficult to navigate most of the time. The junction with the High St during the morning and 
evening rush hour is particularly bad.  The impact of the development on the convent site will no doubt make things 
much worse. Similarly the development of new dwellings in the grounds of the National Epilepsy Centre will create 
further strain on traffic flow on Grassingham Road and Joiners Lane.  The impact of these changes will adversely 
affect traffic flow on the A413 which is a major route used by many commuters from The Chalfonts and Amersham.  
The availability of school places and of the capacity of health services also needs to be enhanced for these 
developments.  From experience we are aware of the drainage issues that the village has suffered in the past.  
Drainage capacity will need to be improved to cope with these additional dwellings.  In view of all these 
infrastructure challenges that The Chiltern District Council is to face in the next five years we are surprised that 
consideration is being given to allocating a disproportionate amount of future development to Chalfont St Peter. In 
our view other parts of Chiltern District are more suitable and sustainable for development.   We wish to comment 
on the proposal to remove Green Belt Protection from Butlers Field and the areas next to the A413 between 
Woodside Hill and the railway viaduct:   Butlers Field is a community facility used for exercise, dog walking and 
nature study.  It is a natural habitat for owls and bats. It is also used by the scouts since it is adjacent to the Scout 
Camp.   We would like to nominate Butlers Field for special protection because of its importance to us and the 
community.   A large development on this site would have a detrimental impact on the Chalfont Heights Estate.  
Access through the private roads of the estate would not be available.  Denham Lane and Joiners Lane would be 
inadequate to take the massive increase in traffic flow. Drainage in the area is already inadequate and could not 
cope with the additional dwellings.  Land adjacent to the A413 is part of the Colne Valley Park. This forms part of an 
essential flood plain.  Any additional development would exacerbate the flooding problems experienced in recent 
years.  The government wishes planners to be more mindful of flood risk in the future.  If this is to be taken seriously 
this location is totally unsuitable for development.   Finally we wish to comment on the possible removal of the 
ERASC protection from Chalfont Heights.  Much of the Heights is protected by its designation as an existing 
Residential Area of Special Character, and we would like to nominate it for the same level of protection in the 
future.  Removing this status would not resolve the development capacity issues the District Council has been asked 
to address, but it would undermine the wonderful beauty and character of the area. 
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Rep1481 
Mrs Marian 
Wright, Rep1482 
Mr Bruno 
Thompson and 
Rep1483 
Mr Jonathan 
Sherrard 

Please see below my response to questions 11-12-13-17.  Firstly, I request that the Hatched area of land owned by 
Chiltern District Council, presented on p40 of ‘The Plan’ (commonly known as Upper Stone Meadow) be protected 
from all future development and any ‘change of use’.   Secondly I would like to extend the Hatched area as above 
and incorporate  the area more commonly known as Lower Stone Meadow. Both Upper and Lower Stone Meadow 
are currently owned by Chiltern District Council see Ordinance Survey Map reference SU9993NW. Land Registry Title 
Number BM294098.  I request all land at Upper and Lower Stone meadow as defined in the above Title number 
have a binding and legal covenant imposed on it that binds Chiltern District Council to protect it for the good of the 
village and to never allow development of any kind, on any scale, including but not exclusively housing, commercial 
buildings or offices.  My supporting evidence is that this land is already recognised as An Area of National Interest. It 
contains a rare and precious chalk stream, wildlife, flora and fauna, and fulfils its existing classification as An Area Of 
Outstanding Natural Beauty in Green Belt. It is physically unsuitable for any development as it is on a flood plain, 
above the proposed HS2 Tunnel, in an area safeguarded by HS2 and therefore not deliverable before 2036.  I/We 
are opposed to any future development of the land owned by Chiltern District Council known as Stone Meadow 
(upper and lower).   1. AN AREA OF OUTSTANDING NATURAL BEAUTY (AONB)    A. The area is designated an AONB 
and contains precious chalk stream river.  B. Rich wildlife, flora and fauna including deer, woodpeckers, bats etc.. 
C. Used as a key area for walkers, horse riding, scouts groups, dog walking, cyclists.  D. Contains woodland which 
should be or is already protected.   E. Contains the Chiltern Way (public right of way for walkers).   2. THE AREA SITS 
WITHIN THE FLOOD PLAIN    A. The village flooded most recently 2008 - 2012- 2014 the meadows are a natural flood 
plain.   B. Any building in this area would worsen future flooding for village centre.     C. Houses built on this area 
would be uninsurable.    D. Measures to reduce future flooding have not been implemented.      E. Governments are 
advising that Flood plains should be considered for development.    3. IMPACT ON THE VILLAGE INFRASTRUCTURE 
AND CHARACTER     A. The village resources are already stretched i.e. doctors, parking, schools etc.   B. Traffic on the 
A413 is already at maximum capacity at rush hour.     C. The character of the village would be negatively impacted by 
such a large development.   D. The character of the village has already been negatively impacted by HS2 and the 
possible waste transfer station.   E. Already likely to suffer congestion and impact on village resources from other 
plans to build near Epilepsy Centre on border with Chalfont St Peter. 
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Rep1484 
Mr John Godfrey 

I reject the conclusions of the Chiltern District Council, that the village of Little Chalfont be classified as a “main 
settlement for growth” and that adjoining areas of Green Belt land should therefore be considered for release for 
housing and employment development.  The main reasons for my objection to any housing/employment 
development on these identified areas of land include, but are not limited to, the following:   • This land is 
designated as Green Belt and its development would therefore be in contravention of local and national planning 
policy. Green Belt land was specifically created to prevent urban sprawl and should not be treated as a repository of 
reserve building land.   • Except for the former golf course on Lodge Lane, all the identified areas of land are within 
the Chilterns Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB), an important national asset much appreciated by local 
residents and visitors to the area. Use of this land would be in contravention of local and national planning policy. 
• Any housing and/or industrial development would be very detrimental to the rural character and setting of Little 
Chalfont village.   • In recent years Little Chalfont has taken a greater share (i.e. 12.4%) of new housing compared to 
other settlements in the area (e.g. Amersham 5.3%, Chesham 4.0%, Chalfont St Peter 7.7%).   • Any new housing 
estates would severely overload the local infrastructure including roads, road junctions, parking, train services, 
schools, healthcare, water and waste management.  In particular, I would like to draw your attention to the fields 
between Stony Lane and Westwood Park, which have been selected as a planned test area for residential 
development. Further to the objections listed above, this is an area of open rural land crossed by a well used public 
footpath and borders on mature ancient woodland to the north. A housing development would constitute an 
unacceptable form of urban sprawl that would severely impact the adjoining ancient woodland and the open space 
of Westwood Park and, furthermore, degrade the village character of Little Chalfont. It should also be noted that 
this area of land was one of the sites excluded in the Housing and Economic Land Availability Assessment (HELAA) at 
Stage 1.  Of equal concern are the fields to the east of Stony Lane, Church Grove and Lodge Lane, which have been 
selected as planned test areas for employment development. In addition to the objections highlighted above, this is 
an area of open rural countryside that forms an important buffer zone between Little Chalfont and the settlements 
to the east. Any development here would be an unacceptable form of urban sprawl that would completely alter the 
rural setting of Little Chalfont.  Increased housing at Stony Lane  would create extreme danger and traffic delays as 
Stony Lane is narrow and dangerous at both of its ends involving a main road carrying fast moving traffic at one end 
and an extremely steep hill also feeding into a road carrying fast moving traffic.  Already a notorious accident black 
spot. There will be inevitable fatalities. There will be blood on your hands if you allow this development. There will 
also be increased stress on secondary school places, NHS services and other community services.  Traffic feeding to 
and fro the M25 at Junction 18 already suffers intolerable delays in the morning and afternoon as no slip road has 
been built. These delays will become even worse if further development is allowed. 

 The Local Plan will need to 
identify sustainable 
development options to meet 
needs taking into account the 
scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements.   
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Rep1485 
Mrs Kari Dorme 

I don't agree that Beaconsfield should be forced to take an unfair number of new dwellings because the town has 
already seen over intensification along Station Road.  I don't think the land adjacent to the A355 near Wilton Park 
should be released from Green Belt as if it were built on the traffic problem would become even worse as well as 
the loss of countryside to the town. 

  

Rep1486 
Mr Peter Ryde 

Draft HELAA - I recognise that broadly purposes “1 and 2 “ for Green Belt land is to prevent urban sprawl and to 
ensure the separation of settlements. I fully endorse these sentiments but am disappointed that the councils did not 
take a more critical look at infill within existing communities. I am mostly aware of the potential within my own 
community where infill would have some limited impact on density but negligible, if any, impact on the separation 
of Ashley Green from other settlements and the potential for urban sprawl. Reading the HELAA potential sites, 
which I would categorise as infill, appear to have been discounted at a very early stage without much critical 
consideration.  I do agree with the rejection of HELAA site CD0119, as this would have added to the ribbon 
development along the A416, which create the longer term risk of a continuous urban sprawl between Chesham and 
the village.  Conversion of existing Industrial sites to residential use.   I agree with the council’s approach of 
converting some of the existing employment sites in Chesham to residential use. Many of the sites appear be 
occupied by out of date and unsuitable buildings and are in locations which are hard to access. It makes sense for 
these to become sites for homes, which are convenient for shops and public transport, especially if used for the 
elderly or disabled who will be less mobile and need easier access to services.  Location of new Industrial/Business 
sites.   Public Transport - If employment sites are to be re-provided on the fringe of Chesham, it would make sense 
for these to be located as close as possible to the town in order for employees to be able to get to work. In terms of 
locations along the A416 towards Ashley Green it would be necessary to improve the frequency of buses between 
the town centre and the employment site(s) since these would be poorly served by the existing service.  
Road Transport – The Buckinghamshire Housing and Economic Development Needs Assessment (18 November 
2015) shows that within Chiltern that the growth in floor space and land requirements are primarily associated with 
classes B1a/b; 5 of 7 hectares. The FTE density for these classes are expected as being 12 sq/m. This would indicate 
that any business site to the north of Chesham is likely to have a material impact on traffic levels on the A416. This is 
a road which the South Bucks District Transport strategy (2010) categorised as a “highly congested road” and which 
the Chiltern and South Bucks Settlement Infrastructure capacity study highlighted as having one of the four existing 
pinch points within the highway network in Chiltern District , namely the am/pm peaks through Chesham town 
centre.   Telecoms - I would also suggest that any industrial or business site created towards Ashley Green would be 
a poor location in terms of telecoms infrastructure to support it. Even with “superfast” fibre based services the 
village suffers relatively slow Internet speeds, when compared to the needs of most businesses. It is also poorly 
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located for the provision of high-speed Ethernet EAD connectivity that would be required by many businesses.  This 
may be less of an issue towards Chesham itself, which enjoys higher Internet speeds and where there are alternative 
network providers who could provide Ethernet infrastructure.  Ashley Green is within the Chilterns AONB.  - The 
Chiltern District Landscape Assessment highlighted that Ashley Green has “underdeveloped green space in between 
settlement, which are vulnerable to settlement expansion”. The Green Belt Assessment (Arup report), Land Parcels 
11 and 13b, refers to the “overall sense of openness” and “strong unspoilt rural character” in this area. This area of 
green belt was described as important in scale and character for protecting the gaps between Chesham and 
Berkhamsted and Ashley Green. I believe that any industrial development along the A416 is likely to detract from 
the separation of Ashley Green from Chesham and is in the longer term likely to create a sprawling ribbon of 
industrial and residential development from along the A416 from Chesham through to the village.  I note that final 
version of the Buckinghamshire Green Belt Assessment report does not list the Ashley Green Parish as an area 
warranting further consideration within its final recommendations as an one which might warrant alteration to 
Green Belt boundary. I would therefore question the basis upon which the area is being considered for industrial 
development.  Such industrial development whilst being contrary to the ARUP recommendations would also appear 
to be at odds with the Strategy, Vision and Guidelines articulated by CDC within its Landscape Character 
Assessment. 

Rep1487 
Mrs Mary Wright 

The farmland at the rear of Quill Hall Lane and up to Stubbs Wood forms a highly valuable resource for wildlife and 
recreation and any incursion into this green belt would be highly regrettable.  The woodland supports ancient plant 
life, which, in turn, nurtures a variety of insects, including pollinators, and invertebrates as well as several mammal 
species.  It is also a pleasant place for our community to enjoy walking in the fresh air with our children and 
grandchildren – a walk through a housing estate lacks the same appeal.   There are knock-on effects to the 
development of one or more housing estates on the farmland at the rear of Raans Road:   i. There would be 
increased traffic; initially the fumes produced by building lorries and trucks would cause not only pollution but 
increase the danger of accident to the many schoolchildren and residents who use Quill Hall Lane twice daily; the 
increased traffic flow would pressure other already overcrowded roads to and from Amersham and Little Chalfont.   
ii. There would be more noise. The mushrooming of services to feed such a housing development would include a 
host of infrastructure, including medical, waste, schools provision, roads and carparks.  Parking along Raans Road 
and encroaching into Quill Hall Lane is already problematic and the effect of an influx of many more householders 
would add to the pressure on existing frail services.  It would be a great pity if this Area of Outstanding Natural 
Beauty were to disappear under the cloak of ‘progress’.  Once it is gone, we can never recover it. 
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Rep1488 
Mr Russell White 

Please see below my response to questions 11-12-13-17.  Firstly, I request that the Hatched area of land owned by 
Chiltern District Council, presented on p40 of ‘The Plan’ (commonly known as Upper Stone Meadow) be protected 
from all future development and any ‘change of use’. Secondly I would like to extend the Hatched area as above and 
incorporate the area more commonly known as Lower Stone Meadow. Both Upper and Lower Stone Meadow are 
currently owned by Chiltern District Council see Ordinance Survey Map reference SU9993NW. Land Registry Title 
Number BM294098.  I request all land at Upper and Lower Stone meadow as defined in the above Title number 
have a binding and legal covenant imposed on it that binds Chiltern District Council to protect it for the good of the 
village and to never allow development of any kind, on any scale, including but not exclusively housing, commercial 
buildings or offices.  My supporting evidence is that this land is already recognised as An Area of National Interest. It 
contains a rare and precious chalk stream, wildlife, flora and fauna, and fulfils its existing classification as An Area Of 
Outstanding Natural Beauty in Green Belt. It is physically unsuitable for any development as it is on a flood plain, 
above the proposed HS2 Tunnel, in an area safeguarded by HS2 and therefore not deliverable before 2036. 

  

Rep1489 
Mr David Smith 

I object to the possible loss of the Beaconsfield Rugby Club land by removing it from  green belt security. I am a life 
member of the club and played rugby there from the Mid 1960s,  till I retired in1989. The club has been a source of 
character building   for generations and has given  men ,women and children immeasurable pleasure not only as a 
sporting organisation but also for the social events that benefits the community. It s loss would be a tragedy for the 
Beaconsfield peoples. 
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Rep1490 
Mr Edward 
Thompson 

Please see below my response to questions 11-12-13-17. Firstly, I request that the Hatched area of land owned by 
Chiltern District Council, presented on p40 of ‘The Plan’ (commonly known as Upper Stone Meadow) be protected 
from all future development and any ‘change of use’.  Secondly I would like to extend the Hatched area as above 
and incorporate the area more commonly known as Lower Stone Meadow. Both Upper and Lower Stone Meadow 
are currently owned by Chiltern District Council see Ordinance Survey Map reference SU9993NW. Land Registry Title 
Number BM294098.  I request all land at Upper and Lower Stone meadow as defined in the above Title number 
have a binding and legal covenant imposed on it that binds Chiltern District Council to protect it for the good of the 
village and to never allow development of any kind, on any scale, including but not exclusively housing, commercial 
buildings or offices.  My supporting evidence is that this land is already recognised as An Area of National Interest. It 
contains a rare and precious chalk stream, wildlife, flora and fauna, and fulfils its existing classification as An Area Of 
Outstanding Natural Beauty in Green Belt. It is physically unsuitable for any development as it is on a flood plain, 
above the proposed HS2 Tunnel, in an area safeguarded by HS2 and therefore not deliverable before 2036.  I/We 
are opposed to any future development of the land owned by Chiltern District Council known as Stone Meadow 
(upper and lower)   1. AN AREA OF OUTSTANDING NATURAL BEAUTY (AONB) -  A. The area is designated an AONB 
and contains precious chalk stream river.  B. Rich wildlife, flora and fauna including deer, woodpeckers, bats etc.. 
C. Used as a key area for walkers, horse riding, scouts groups, dog walking, cyclists.  D. Contains woodland which 
should be or is already protected.  E. Contains the Chiltern Way (public right of way for walkers).  2. THE AREA SITS 
WITHIN THE FLOOD PLAIN -  A. The village flooded most recently 2008 - 2012- 2014 the meadows are a natural flood 
plain. B. Any building in this area would worsen future flooding for village centre.  C. Houses built on this area would 
be uninsurable.    D. Measures to reduce future flooding have not been implemented.  E. Governments are advising 
that Flood plains should be considered for development.     3. IMPACT ON THE VILLAGE INFRASTRUCTURE AND 
CHARACTER -   A. The village resources are already stretched i.e. doctors, parking, schools etc.  B. Traffic on the A413 
is already at maximum capacity at rush hour.   C. The character of the village would be negatively impacted by such a 
large development.   D. The character of the village has already been negatively impacted by HS2 and the possible 
waste transfer station.   E. Already likely to suffer congestion and impact on village resources from other plans to 
build near Epilepsy Centre on border with Chalfont St Peter. 

  

Rep1491 
Mrs Janet Self 

Chalfont St Giles needs to increase the number of children it can educate before bringing in more children. At the 
moment our Doctor's surgeries are bursting at the seams and  cannot service more patients.  Building on flood areas 
is irresponsible if not criminal.  Lots of other reasons for not bringing more people into an overcrowded village but 
the above points should be enough!  
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Rep1492 
Mr Timothy 
L'Angellier 

Question 1   As a lay person I do not feel qualified to comment on this element. However I would question whether 
the the joint approach of South Bucks and Chiltern areas is beneficial to the communities of Iver Heath, Iver and 
Richings Park.    More locally proper and holistic assessment of the Iver, Iver Heath and Richings Park area is not 
possible at this stage, because of the unknown factors surrounding development of the various national 
infrastructure elements. Therefore, any decisions regarding housing/ commercial/industrial developments in-and-
around the three villages should be deferred until more is understood about these schemes. A 'Special Case' should 
be declared in the case of these three villages-and clearly this special status has been already been recognised as it 
was deemed necessary to produce a special document, "The Iver Topic" paper. The Council is urged to formalise this 
status by creating a 'local development no- go zone' thus preventing premature decisions and inadequate measures 
concerning the infrastructure which will eventually be needed.  Question 2    No. I do not know of any other sites 
however brownfield sites should be seriously considered.  Question 3   The redevelopment of brownfield sites is 
critical and there should be additional funding for these to be considered but I don't have sufficient knowledge of 
such sites. Question 4   Sustainability is fundamental in central government's National Planning Policy Framework 
(NPPF). From a local perspective, I support any points which safeguard the environment/quality of Life for our 
communities and wish to highlight our current situation.    Health Air Quality:  The M25 and M40 motorways run 
through Iver Heath and, with the M4 and Heathrow Airport nearby to the south, air quality is a critical issue for Local 
people. With recently released research by the Royal College of Physicians and Royal College of Paediatrics & Child 
Health, stating that about 40,000 deaths are caused annually by pollution, this is of serious concern locally. Areas of 
Green Belt in-and-around Iver Heath are the only spaces which offer any mitigation of air pollution from traffic. 
These areas should be protected and nurtured to give further defence against the national infrastructure 
developments-including a potential third runway at Heathrow-presently in progress and or at earlier stages of 
planning. Health & Economy Stress:   A further health issue which has largely been ignored is the stress that local 
people are suffering from a continuous stream of large-scale national infrastructure development proposals. The 
uncertainty and concern about these projects is causing high levels of stress within the community. Ultimately 
stress-and its attendant physical manifestations -will have an impact not just on NHS facilities, but also the economy 
in the form of lost working time through ill-health. The community needs some form of reassurance that they will be 
able to continue to enjoy the facilities and lifestyle which originally attracted them here. This is another good reason 
our three villages should be designated as a 'Special Case' within the Local Plan.  Question 5    It is impossible in the 
case of The Ivers, to answer this question. For me, use of Green Belt Land here, for development purposes, is 
unacceptable. There are grounds for making The Ivers and Richings Park a 'Special Case' to ensure that appropriate 
Local Infrastructure is delivered, rather than trying to patch this up at a later date. This is a great opportunity to get 
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it right and will ultimately save money in the long term.  Question 6   The only options I would support would be 
those concerning brownfield sites - redevelopment of non-Green Belt Land which already contains permanent 
structures that are proven not to be historically significant and no longer fulfil any need. In 'From Wasted Space to 
Living Spaces-The availability of brownfield land for housing development in England' published by the Campaign for 
the Protection of Rural England, 2014, research shows that there is more than enough brownfield land, suitable for 
housing development, to meet projected needs.  Question 7    This cannot be properly tested until national 
infrastructure developments have been fully specified. Again, this question is too technical to make a wider 
response-for example, one would have to understand how ‘unmet need’ is calculated in the first place. 
 Question 8    Assuming the need is genuine, the Councils should place greater pressure on developers to include 
higher levels of 'affordable housing' within their developments. For too long now, they have been allowed to 'fly 
below the radar' with developments just under the limit which would require low cost housing to be included in the 
scheme-in order to maximise their profits, not benefit the community. My suggestion would be to express the 
requirement as a percentage of properties being developed rather than an exact number, thus forcing them to 
include an appropriate level of affordable housing. In addition, developers should not be permitted to 'cherry pick' 
the easiest sites to redevelop, they should be required to develop brownfield areas designated by the Local 
Authority. This way they will be providing a useful service to the community rather than simply generating profits 
for their companies. Question 9    No. I do not have an understanding of their needs.  Question 10    Any facilities 
probably need to be council owned or part privatised to enable a high degree of quality control. Apart from needing 
affordability, elderly people need to feel secure in the community within which they live, while having essential 
services nearby.   Question 11     Local heritage can foster a greater sense of belonging to a place and enhance the 
sense of community around it. It forms part of the narrative of a place and engenders 'pride in place'. These 
concepts are important in putting our lives into context and can also serve as inspiration. Nature and wildlife create 
wonder, while structures fire the imagination. Question 12     Again, I am not an expert in what constitutes a 'local 
heritage asset', so my response relates to buildings that have come to appreciate through extensive local history 
studies undertaken over the past 10-15 years. To list them all here in detail would require more work than time 
allows, however, these structures are important historically to the district because of their style of construction, or 
because of who once lived there and/or their social history value.   This area has suffered badly in the past, with the 
loss of many great houses notably Round Coppice which was a fine Palladian-style residence created by Lord 
Burlington and left as a Legacy to the community. Other examples include Bangors, the erstwhile home of Baron 
Anslow of Iver, which was also allowed to fall into disrepair and then sold for development; and Point-in-View 
(Grace Villa) which was demolished (along with an architecturally unusual gatehouse at Langley Park) to make way 
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for the Five Points Roundabout and road widening.  Further serious evaluation of 'local heritage assets' is urged 
before our 'sense of place and community' is further eroded in The Ivers and Richings Park.  Question 13    It would 
make complete sense to maintain the green spaces we currently have.  Question 14    Support to get the Iver 
Neighbourhood Plan back on track should be given immediately, so that local residents have a greater voice in 
matters directly affecting them.  Question 15    Many aspects are considered within this Appendix and ensuring 
consistent and fair application of the emergent policies will be a key issue. Again, \believe that communities should 
have input into these at a Local Level and be permitted to steer the development of their own area-policies should 
include measures for 'enabling' and 'engaging' Local people in managing their own affairs.  Question 16    This 159-
page document appears to be a scoping document, with no hard evidence detailed. For The Ivers& Richings Park, it 
will be almost impossible to pin down local infrastructure needs until the impact of existing or planned major 
national infrastructure developments is fully understood. A format Strategic Stakeholder Network/Forum should be 
set up to openly share information-and achieve greater understanding and visibility of needs and issues among the 
various infrastructure providers. Sustainable practice and development wilt only be achieved with complete 
oversight of all factors. The Local Authority is a key catalyst for bringing this together.  As I understand it, the 
Community Infrastructure Levy will be a 'tax' levied on developers and the proceeds used to the benefit of the local 
community. This being the case, the various major national infrastructure developers currently or likely to be active 
in The Ivers should be subject to this. It seems fair that those who wish to develop in an area should, in return, 
contribute positively to the community from which they have profited or at least-in the case of the proposed 
Western Rail Link to Heathrow scheme which requires closure of Mansion Lane-ensure that there is no net loss of 
facility or amenity for the community or community severance.  Question 17     Major schemes in The Ivers & 
Richings Park.    The high number of major infrastructure schemes scheduled to impact the Iver area are both a 
challenge and an opportunity. Any opportunities should not be squandered by encouraging development 
prematurely before all facts or needs are known such as the potential delisting of Green Belt Lands around us. One 
thing is however certain-the quality of air and life here will change radically over the next decade and we need to 
protect and strengthen the area's natural defences against this. Thus, 1 would advocate more planting in Green Belt 
areas to create natural filters and buffers in what will become an even more heavily polluted zone.  Green Belt 
Assessment Criteria   -  The criteria for Assessment of Green Belt lands that have been adopted were handed down 
from central government, community input into these is not apparent. Added to which, the scores on individual 
assessments have been awarded subjectively according to the opinions of the reviewer. These do not take account 
of the value/benefits of the Green Belt as a whole-nor do they reflect the views of the Local community. 
Consultation process  -  In addition, I would challenge the validity of the whole consultation process. Communication 
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about this process has been very late and there are still people in the community who have not heard about it. 
Could the Local Authority have perhaps used Council Tax address information to write everyone in the area?   The 
basis for the consultation, the Issues & Options document, is too complex and requires substantial further reading 
before meaningful responses can even be attempted. This is prohibitive for most people and does not encourage 
participation. Please publish details about the number of responses received from Iver, Iver Heath and Richings Park 
when compared to the total number of residents in each. There has been a clear failure to engage fully and openly 
with the local community. The National Planning Policy Framework (paragraph 50) states that: "Local Plans are the 
key to delivering sustainable development that reflects the vision and aspirations of local communities. This vision 
and any aspirations can only be understood if a comprehensive and fair consultative process has been undertaken. 
Further work is needed here before the spirit of the NPPF's paragraph 50 can be deemed to have been fully 
represented in the Local Plan. 

Rep1493 
Mr Sean Brosnan 

I am amazed that the plan includes removing a very large area of the recreational space currently used by 
Beaconsfield Rugby Club, Beaconsfield Holtspur Football club and Beaconsfield cricket club.  The combined 
membership of these 3 clubs (which my son is a member of) is probably over 1000.   Where in the plans are 
replacement facilities being made available?   If the current facilities are not retained or alternatives provided by the 
council a large number of children from aged 5/6 up to university level will be 'thrown out on to the streets' in 
search of entertainment. Add to these the estimated 20,000 plus extra children in the new housing and Beaconsfield 
could become a very unpleasant place to live.  Additionally with an extra 50,000 residents (average 3.5 per new 
house) the current services (schools, doctors, traffic, parking etc) will not be able to cope. 

  

Rep1495 
Mr Julian Gill 

The rugby club is an important part of beaconsfield old town. It provides significant sporting facilities which is very 
important in today's sedentary society.   It provides green open space for use by the local community for children to 
play and people to excercise and dog walk.  There are plenty of other sites nearby that could be redeveloped, 
including on the other side of the m40 motorway, with a bridge constructed to link into the town centre. This would 
allow the town to expand without creating over development and excessive density. 
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Rep1496 
Mr Peter 
Reynolds 

I am opposing further considerationof Green Belt Parcel 69 in line with Arup's own "not recommended" conclusion. 
My arguments are:-  1) I have lived at this address for more than 30 years and am well aware of the variations of 
noise from the A40 throughout the seasons. It is only during late spring and summer when the leaves are on the 
trees that the noise becomes acceptable. Yet you are proposing to build residential property even closer to the M40, 
I feel sorry for the purchasers of these properties. The loss of ancient Beech, Oak and Birch woodland would remove 
the present noise and pollution barrier protecting the residents of Howards Wood Drive.   2) "Noise - Environmental 
Planning Advice (PPG 24)" sets guidelines for acceptable noise levels for new dwellings. Readings show noise 
levelson the southern edge of the parcel of 65 decibels, whichis noise exposure category C defined as :- "There 
should be a strong presumption against permitting the development unless there are other important factors, such 
as a lack of better alternativesites". Have the Council carried out similar recordings of noise levels which are also 
dependent on wind directions, the prevaing wind at this area is from the South West and crosses the plot under 
consideration towards existing properties.   3) Having had a complete and detailed report on Green Belt Parcel 69 
from Arup, which does not recommend building residential properties on this plot, why are the Council choosing to 
ignore the recommendations? I fully suport the recomedations of Arup.and oppose building on this plot of land> 

  

Rep1497 
Mrs Lesley 
Brosnan 

I am very concerned about the extent of development planned for Beaconsfield, The town is already at capacity with 
regard to parking, traffic, schooling, and doctors' surgeries. How can it possibly cope with all the additional housing 
proposed? In addition much green space will be lost to the town including the important amenities provided by the 
Cricket, Rugby and Football (Holtspur) clubs. I am completely opposed to this plan which will have dire 
consequences for the town as well as destroying its' the unique character. 
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Rep1498 
Mr Rob Pickles 

I am very concerned that the South Bucks District Council have proposed a 30 year housing development plan which 
may have an impact on our Rugby Club, Beaconsfield RFC.    The parents, children, fans and the club all strongly 
believe that it is in the interest of Beaconsfield Rugby Club and the town itself that the land either side of Windsor 
End used by the Club stays within the green belt and continues to provide a sporting facility for local adults and 
children.   My boys (5 & 7) have been playing rugby since they were 18 months old and absolutely love it.  They have 
fun, get fit, learn the team ethos, discipline and respect.  They have never once in those years said they didn’t want 
to go.  To put this at risk by moving their playing fields out of green belt is unthinkable, and would a crime against 
both their and future generations; and an irreversible crime at that.  In an age of growing concern about obesity due 
to lack of exercise, a growing reliance on electronics for entertainment (and the isolation that that can bring) and a 
fragmentation of society, a rugby club, where camaraderie, fun, togetherness and getting muddy can help stymie 
these issues.  People make friends for life, become good at something non-academic, learn discipline and self-
restraint, and learn the joy of volunteering (be it in the bar, in the tuck shop, in the kitchen, coaching or the 
multitude of other roles conducted by people at the club for no recompense).   This proposed plan for change of the 
green belt cannot be allowed to happen – its impact will reverberate through future generations, and the area will 
be a much poorer place without a strong, vibrant community rugby club.  My family and I respectfully urge you to 
reject this proposal, and to think instead about the legacy that you will leave for future generations of 
Buckinghamshire residents.  Sport and recreation has always been important for society; your rejection of this plan 
will ensure that it remains so for our children’s children and beyond. 

  

Rep1500 
Mr Sanjoy Ghosh 

I would like to state my opposition for any consideration of change in green belt status for Area 15 - Botley & Ley Hill 
as part of the local plan review and consultation 2014-2036.   I believe that given the size, infrastructure and nature 
of area 15 and its surrounding plots any development on the current green belt land would have a disproportionate 
impact on local residents, businesses and wildlife in comparison to other larger sites.   I also believe that re-
development of current under utilised land or those areas already in need to redevelopment should first be 
considered prior to marking green belt sites for change of status.   I also think that  sites already earmarked or 
approved for development under current projects should be reviewed in terms of additional capacity prior to 
targeting new areas.  Theses areas, 15, 14a, 13b have been specifically chosen by their residents and visitors for the 
green belt land and the cycle and walking trails they provide. Any alteration to this would be of far greater impact 
and significance for this small parish type area as opposed to a larger town or settlement. 

  

 


